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CHAPTER I .
Executive Summary \ ¥
.

BackgrOund
\

The central purpose of this study was to eva]uate\the‘imp]ementation of
the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project
in Putnam County Schools, West Virginia, during school year 1980-1981. The
Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program is a product of over
ten years of research and development in the area of teacher effectiveness
and teacher training research. The purpose of the-prograﬁhis to increase
student. achievemept in basic skills through the utilization of research-
based, ‘systematic change in teachers' classroom behaviors, | specially as
‘these teaching behaviors relate to the management of classrgpm 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 o | S

Four major evaluation objectives were agreed upon by the Superintendent
of Schools.and the evaluator- The four objectives were: (1) to tonduct a
process and product evaluation of the implementation of the Stallings Class-
room Management Staff Developrient Demonstration Project in Putnam Gounty,
West Virginia; (2) to utilize techniques and to administer a set of\ instru-

ments_in_the. evaluat:ion-and.assess-their utility/results for future evaluaz..... _°°

implementation of the project and communicate same to the Superintendent;

tions in the county; (3) to make data-based recommendations regardinéﬁzuture
and (4) to share the results of the.evaluation with educators at-all Tevels.

Evaluation Methods \\\

This evaluation of the Sta#]ings staff developméent program in Putnam\
County Schools utilized both process and product eva]uétion methods. Process
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 taped interviews. at
the conclusion of the project.  Product evaluation focused 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. Also, selected administrators were
jnterviewed at the conclusion of the demonstration project to determine their
reaction tothe project. \ ‘
: /

Process Evaluation/Results . . P

3 e

~On a scf]e of "+3" to "-3," the teachers'’ expressed reactions/feelings
moved upward from an initial +0.5 through -0.1 and ended up at +1.6. The

lowest reagtion/feeling score was for the point in time just after\thewfirst

b
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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 ‘différence being in two specific items. A total of 685 evaluative
comments were gleaned from the eleven teachers' interview tapes. Of those,
- 490 were coded as positive comments and 195 were coded as negative. .

Product Evaluation Results

N

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. Post-project Levels of Use -
ratings showed the group to include eight innovation users and three non-
users. ' A total of 19,885 teache¥-fbcused interactions were coded from the
pre- and post-observations. It was determined that the teachers' pre-post-
observations of correct implementations (as defined by the program) of
specific teaching behaviors changed significantly in the positive direction.
The mean number of pre-observation correct implementations of recommended
eaching behawiors (N=45) was 21.73 while the post-observatien mean was -’

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

~ Téaching Behaviors Change Index (TBCI) was conceived by this evaluation. Ten
of\ the eleven teachers' TBCI values were'positive. Generally, the two high

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

voited positive reactions to-the demonstration project during interviews.

The teacher trainer provided seven.specific recommendations for improvement
in the pregram's. ProgesseSw - -—- —wwl o sme—— g ] o

Recommendat ions

Resk1ts ‘of this evaluation show that the Stallings Classroom Management
Staff Deyelopment Project implemented in Putnam County Schools in 1980-1981
was a sudcess. Nothing was discavered in the evaluation of the demonstra-
tion project to discourage its continued use and, resources permitting, its
expansion.\ Some recommendations for slight refinement in the program
includé: §1) expand the classroom observations to five class periods per
set, (2) spread these five class observations aver a two-week time period,
(3) do not distribute the teacher behavior profile charts until the second
teacher training workshop, and (4) expand the number of workshops to six to
accommodate the previous recommendation. It was recommended that a planned
and coordinated information program about the staff development project be
designed and implemented including a'program/project logo, an informational
brochure, awarepess meetings,. newspaper articles, and other activities. It
was recommended \that Putnam County Schools seek self-sufficiency with the
program through ¥raining a /JJocal "apprentice" and purchasing the optical
scanning and data\ analyses programs. It was recommended: (1) to monitor
continuously the staff development program and. including a comparison group
of teachers ip the\design,.(2) to develop*a criterion-referenced. achjevement
data base, (3) to continue to report ‘and display the Tedching Behavior
Change Index values) and (4) to communicate the results of this evaluation
- to pther educdtors at all ‘levels through variaqus means}: C

)
. .
# :
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Introduction 1

Purgosé : o ' . | 1
' The purpose of this investigation was to cohduct'an eva]uatioﬁ of the'
Sta]]ings Ciagsroom Mahagement Staff Development Demonstration Project imple-
mented ih the Putnam County Schoois; West Virginia during the 1980-81 school
year. Requested by the Superintendent of Schools, the underlying assumption
of the‘evaluétfon was tﬁat the administrators and teachers of the demonstra-
tion projecf cou1d,profit from objective anaiys;s‘of‘the project's imp]emgn-
tation.in'thein schod]s. Administrators could revise, adjust, or terminate

the project based on data from an evaluation of'its trial fnsta]]ation,
rather thah rely on intuition. ' It was felt that teachers could pfofit from

an outside party's assessment of both the ‘processes they went through and

the products of .their efforts.

ObjectiVes

Four main evaluation objectijes were agreed upon by the Superintendent
of Schools and the evaluator. Agreement‘on'fhese.objectives was reached
early and’then they formed the basis for the design and c&nduct of the evalu-

o

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

of’the implementation of the Stallings é]a;sroom Manégment Staff Development

Demonstration Project in Putnam County, West Virginia. The second objective
"was to utilize techniqués and to administer a set of instruments in the '
evaluation and assess their utility/results for future evaluations of similar

o

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

‘based recomhendatiqns regarding future implementation of the project and

&

Pt

QA

- G

&:rie\ a#“ .

&,




I

communicate same to the Sup intendent: The fourth objective of the study

| was to share the resu]ts of the evaluation with ofher educators.

~ 1o

Background of the Stallings Classroom
Management ' Staff Development Program

The Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program for teachers.
is-the result of continuing research and.development conducted by Jane A.
Sta]]ihgs. Muchkof the research was conducted under various programs and |
granfs received by Stallings and her associates during a ten-year period at
SRI International, Menlo Park, California. The work on disseminatihg,
expanding, and refining the staff development program continues under
Sta]]ings' direction at the Teaching and Learning Institute, a nonprofit
corporat1on centered in Mounta1n V1ew, California. | i

The framework and background for the Sta111ngﬁ§€1assroom Management Staff
Development Program rests in the teacher effectiveness research of the 1ate
‘1960's and fhev1970's. Stallings played a continuing role in this strand of
educational research. The whole era of the process-product studies (class-
room processes--educatibnal'proqucts) was organized.into several stages--
although the stages were not finely defined in time and‘/or pre-established M
categories. In the first stage, several major correlational studies were
eonducted to describe and examine closely actual classroom practices and to
reiate'these documented practices upon student achievement outcomes in the
basic $kill areas (Stallings and Kaskowitz, 1974; Berliner and Tikquff,
1979; McDonald and Elias, 1976; Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Soar and Soar,
1972; and Good and GroUws,_1977) These stud1es were\conducted at the
elementary school level. This stage of teacher effectiveness research
l‘produced dependable knehledge of the relationships between teachers':

- ”_ behaViors and student 0ufcomestas measured by standardized ashievement

1

- .
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instruments. The direct instruction model and the concept of students' time-
on-task are the most wide]y;known outcomee of fhese‘early studies (Rosen- _
shine, 1979). . '

_The second stage in the teacher effect1veness line of research wh1ch
serves as the bas1s for the Stallings staff development program was the

application of the desian, methodologies, and technigues of the first stage

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

tary level studies regarding the direct instruction model (Sta]]fngs and

r

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

studies,_méthodo]ogica] improvements were realized. The time-on-task concept

1

was refiﬁedfto include further operational conéepts and definitions.
Stallings (1980) refined-the time-on-task activities by dividing them into
interactive instructional activities and noninteractive instructional acti-
In the third stage a series of field studies or quasi-experiments’were

conducted by the same sets of conceptually similar but operationally separate

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

applicability of the previous hesearch results as major components 1n

teachers' inservice training. G&enerally, these studies (1) produced statis-
tically significant changes in key 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, andiBrophy, 1979; Crawford and others, 1978; and

Good and Grouws, 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

5 . ‘
!




achievement outcomes. Thue, more evidence of linkages between classroom
teaching behaviors and student achievement was gained.

We ere now in the fbdrth stage in teacher effectiveness research. How- -
ever, by etétinq that the research is in the fourth stage now is not to say
that the other stages have been comp]eted--there are no fine lines separating
the various stages and teacher effect§ research may hever be comp]ete This
fourth stage may be thought of s the dissemination stage The purpose at

Ky

- this stage.is to make the results of tested aspects of teacher effectiveness
research available to educational practitioners so thatithey might utilize
the resdlts of educational}reseérch in improving instructional practices in
schools. For examble, teacher effectiveness researchers at The University
of Texas R & D Center for Teacher Education, Austin, Texas, have dissemihated
tﬂeir work on classroom organization and management. They'have published a
series of fesearch reports (1981), a teacher training videotape, and a
teacher training manual at the elementary Tevel (Evertson, Emmer, C]ements;'“

" Sanford, Worsham, and Williaﬁs, 1981). Furthera they have responded to
requests from the field by eonducting numerous‘piesemination workshops/
seminars across the country (Sanford, C]ements,\;nd Eﬁmer, 1981). B

Stallings took a slightly different route to disseminating her Class-
room Managemeet Staff Development Program. In 1979 she submitted to the Vo
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

Ski1ls in Secondary Schools." The submission was approved by JDRP. As a

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 JDRP- approved,’ the Stallings program was listed in the catalog of

t . %o

e -ZU . .




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

edutational practitioners contact the program develobers and tne D/D can
provide more awareness matertals and/or inperson presentations.

To facilitate actua]'replications'of the program in other settings,
Sta]]fngs desagned 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 mode]. The apprentice's work was
monitored by Sta}]ings through tape recorded sessions, written reports on
the teacher training sessions,land other means. After the system had been
in place for one year and Judged satisfactory, the apprentice was “approved“
and e11g1b1e to train other, new apprentices. 1; other agenc1es. Thus, the .
Sta111ngs system expands w1th carefu]]y selected and approved teacher
trainers. A descr1pt1on and assessmert of ‘the 1mp1ementat1on of the
Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Program in an urban school
system is provided by Ghory and 'Cash (1985). | |

Description of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff‘Development Program

The Sta111nqs C]assroom Management Staff Development Program i's a product
of over ten years of research and development in_ the ‘area of teacher effec-
tivenes§ and teacher training researeh. A rather comprehensive ‘chronology of
events in this~continuing research, up until 1977, was provided in”tearning

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

197}). More recent references have been cited earlier in this report.
The central purpose of-the Sta]]ings‘ﬁlaSSroom'Management’Staff Develop-
_ment Program is to increase student achievement in basic skills through the

utilization of research-based, systematic change in teachers' classroom
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behaviors, especially as tnese teathtng behaviors‘re1ate to’the~management of
%1assroom 1nstruct1on time Lnd the organ1zat1on of c}assroom act1v1t1eS"

: Sta111ngs (1981) prov1des a capsule descr1pt1on of the two key glements
1n her c1assroom managementystaff deve]opment program ’

[

Every staff development mode] ‘contains a curriculum and a
delivery system. Curriculum means the content and delivery
means where, when, how, and number of part1c1pants. A
good content with poor delivery, or vice versa, is not
1ikely to be effective in bringing about change in teacher
behavior. .
The -goal of the Teaching and Learning Institute's training
program_is to help teachers learn to manage their classroom
time effect1ve1y. The curriculum is based upon research
findings. The delivery system is personalized instruction
and interactive small group problem solving (page 6).
Each element shall be discussed in turn.
. “The content of the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development PrQ-
gram 1s derijved from research funded over a per1od of years by the Nat1ona1
Institute of Education (NIE). ‘The research-based content of the S¢a111ngs .
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 recording objective data on the interac-
tions within classrooms. These interactions are teacher-based primarily but
" do 1nc1ude student group1ng patterns and teacher aide activities.’
The Ident1f1cat1on and Classroom’ Informat1on component is the first part
of the SOI. It is coded only once during a.class period. Th1s component
records jdentification 1nformat1on neCessary for opt1ca1 scann1ng and data

: process1ng. Information on the teacher, grade 1eve1 class size, observer

1nformat1on, and the observat1on date are recorded.

!




" 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,a11utts students and adults, what they are doing, apd with what
materials at:one point in time. It is analagous to a "Polaroid picture" only
“in data cod1ng terms The Snapshot, as it is-commonly called, is completed
f1ve twmes during each classroom observat1on (c]ass period) session. The Snap;
kshof:records every person s whereabouts and 1nv01vement at that 6ne instant.

The third component of the SOI is the Five-Minute Interaction (FMI). The
?ENI records the verbal interactions and activities as they transpire in the
';?f61aSsroom during the timeframe- of this part.of the observatijon. FMI data are
o coded into the four columns of who, to whom, what, and how. 'In_the FMI part
of the SOi,hthe teacher is the focus of the toding, Coded for five minutes
to]]owing the comp]étion of each Snapshot, the five tMIs yield approximately
300 verbal interactions for each observation session. When assembted and
combined in a regqular pattern, the component parts ot 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 dataL a total of 15 Classroom Snapshots and
approximately 900 verbal interactions are recorded per each class.

Data anatysis is the next step.” The completed SOI data co]]ection book -
lets are nailed to a firm in Minnesota for optical scanning. A magnetic data
tape isuproduced 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 deve]oped which records, analyzes, aggregates, and displays the SOI

~ data. The results are computer-generated “profiles" of teacher behaviors.
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One teacher profﬂe‘is geared to the Snapshot variables .whﬂe the second is
geared to the FMI variables. The teacher behavior profile charts produced >
at this stage include the naming of 45 teaching ;ariables such as: adult to
individual student, student reading aloud, adult praise/SUpport, total
practice drill, total silent readind, and a1i social comments. The computer-
generated teacher profile charts graphically dep1ct the relative position of 3
the subject teacher in comparison to the mean of the total group observed
and s1mp1e recommendations of "More" or "Less" are made These’ “More" and
“Less“ recommendat1ons to the teacher are based on research findings
regarding student achievement outcomes derived from researchgym@1d1ng four
1ere1s of student achievement gain/no-gain as measured by a norm-reférenced
instrument. These teacher profiles and recompendations for teacher behavior
changes are the content of the teacher training workshops which will be
explained in the fo]]owdng paragraphs. _

The delivery system in the Stallings Classroom Management Staff Develop-
ment Program is “personalized instruction and interactive small gr%up
problem-solving" (Stallings, 1981f. Groups of teachers attend a serieslof
worgshops after the initial observations have been comp1eted, data ana1yzed,
and teacher proti]es generated. VWOrkshop sessions are conducted ope week

apart. The workshop sessig re interrelated but each one has its own topic

and content.: Thelworkshop sessionp are orocess-oriented in that the small
group of teachers (usually 5-7)Vare encouraged to offer, discuss, try, and
provide feedback regarding new teaching behaviors, techniques, and instruc-
tional activities. Norkshop materials, including a packet developed by the
Teaching and Learning Institute and additional materia]s selected by the

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

ily acts as group facilitator. The focus of the workshops is to present

<t
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recommendations for teacher behaviors basea on educational research findingsg
to identify, locate, and discuss these various teacher behaviors among the ..
group members;.to la\teacheré to implement teaching changes in their class-
roomi;ahd to prQQide feedback to individuals and the small group.

Iﬁ addition to more complete descriptions of the Sta]]ingsrtlassroom

u

Management Staff Development Program contained in 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 imp]ementatibn of the §ta\11ngs

P {

Classroom Management Staff Development Program in the Putnam County SchooTs,

+

West Virginia.

™
4
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CHAPTER III

Evaluation Procedures

-

The central purpose 6f this study was to evaluate .the implementation of
the Stallings.Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project
" in Putnam County Schools, West Virginia. The previous chapter presented the
.fbé;kgﬁodnd and the descfiption Qf\the_Stallings C]assroom‘Management Staff
_Development Program in br{ef. The pdrpose of this chapter is to present the
: data colJectiqn;procedufes of the evaiuation effort. |
The first objective of the demonstratidn project was to "Install, moni- ”
tor, eQa{uate, and reconcép£ualize é'gemonstration~§ite in Putnam County for °
fhe Stallings Classroom Management Staff.bevelopment Model" (project records).
This evaluation adaresseS’diﬁect1y»the "evaluate" part of the objective and,
LA - further, thevrecomméndatigns ﬁroyide input for the reconceptua]iiation por-

tion of the objective.

Evaluation Design o o “. ; L —

This eva]uation‘éffort fifs iniq fﬁe‘"décigioh-ﬁaking" c&tegory of Majof
- models pf evaluation as explicated by Worthen Snd Sanders (1973{. The major
tprgpqnent‘andzthe classic Feferénce on thié mbdg] is Stufflebeam and others
(1971). In this model the eva]qatioh is structured by the information needs:
of the decision-m;ker. In this case, the decision-maker was the Superinten--
dent of Putnam County Schoo]s; West Virgiﬁia.' ﬁhereforé; the evaluator met
with the Superintendent to develop a plan to‘supply information thch wbu]d
help him make decisions about the'pfojeét} ‘(
The Putnam County demonstration project of the Stallings Classroom
‘~*Manégement Staff Development Program was just that--a one;time demonstration

project. It was decided that the primary focus of the evaluation was to

[
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study theleffects of the imp]ementatton on the teachers involved. The secon-
dary focus‘was the.demonstration»sites‘ building prihcipals and the project's
teacher trainer (ﬂabeied the Stallings apprentice in previous sections, but

switched now to the more accurate and descriptive term).. piscussions between’

the Superintendent of Schools and the evaluator detennined that the most

1mportant information need rested in the area of the impact of their 1nvolve-

| ment in the progect on the "subJect" teachers both in terms of the processes

they‘went through andiiesults of the1r 1nvo]vement. In th1s sense, then, ‘the |
S
evaluation was divided into a process evaluation and a product eva]uat1on

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

though; that these two designatfons of process and product evaluation differ

from'the'traditional use of these termshin evaluation 1iterature. To reca-
p1tu1ate, w1th1n this evaluat1on report, process evaluation sha]] mean

assess1ng teachers' involvement in the demonstrat1on progect s various act1-

- vities wh11e.product‘eva1uat1on will assess the 1mpact of these activities

upon the involved teachers. 3 <
~ The oemOnstrattonfproject-Qasfiho]ehented at two of'the-four high schoois"
in Putnam County fhe‘selected schools’ language arts’educatidn facuﬂties
were asked to part1c1pate in the demonstration prOJect as one element 1n ~
their cont1nu1ng professional development. The 1anguage arts educat1on
faculty at one high schoo] numbered four teachers wh11e the other school's
language arts education faculty numbered seven\teachers. These 11 teachers
were the subjects for this evaluation's data collection. Given‘the small

number of demonstration project teachers (necessarily due to the delivery

system of the program), it was decided to collect data from all teachers.

L2,
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\Process Evaluation Instruments

A]so, additionaT perceptions-type d ta were collected from the two school

'principals, the proJect's teacher trainer, and the Superintendent of Schoo]s.z

~Table 1 presents the demonstratio proJect teachers" background informa- -
tion, ProJect teachers included nine females and two males. Their ages
' A I . .

{ e : W L “. ’
ranged from the 20-29 age category to th {50-59 age category although nearly

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

.experience ranged from 2 to 13 years with fiour teachers (36%) having either

four or five years of experience The number of years the teachers had taught -

at their present schoo]s ranged from one to nine a1though, interesting1y

\ enough, four teachers (36%) were completing the first year at their school“ o

¥

e

T R
\ " Two instruments were emp]oyed specifically to co]]ecf?process eva]uation

' data while one instrument served to co]]ect both process and product data.

Each .shall be described in turn. . o .

‘ i ) al T

Reaction Survgy Méasureméht of - the teachers reactiens to the demon-
WK

stratiOn project's various activ1ties from start to finish were e1icited by
the loc Q]y-deve]oped Reaction Survey. This Reaction Survey was administered‘

\
at the cohclusion of thé 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 inc]uded an important event phrase as a stimulus item

Teachers were asked to respond to the stimulus items.by writing in their o
)
reactions-and/or feelings at that particular time A copy of the Reaction

‘Survey appears in Appendix A. In essence, the Reaction Suryey was an 1nstru-

ment soliciting post-project reactions/feelings from participants about the

f major events in the sequence of project activities The advantage -of this

ftechnique was that the teachers had time to put all the various events and-

their reactions into a tota] perspective after the project was. comp]eted
\

M
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* = 16

TaBTe 1
Project Teathers" Background Information (N=11)
o Item . », Number Percent
Sex: : | o ) P
Male 2 18.2
Female 9 81.8
Age CateQOfx;%;w ~. | | H o
20-29. - 3 N 2 1832
30-39 : ‘ - T ' 63.6
~ 40-49 \ 1 9.1
50-59 - : : 1 , ,9.1 l
v I .
Total Years Teaching:@ -
" T 0 ‘ 0
2 1 9.1
3 N R
4 2 [ ]8;2
5 ' 2 18.2
6 0 0
7 . 0 0
8. 1 9.1
9 1 9.1
10 1 9.1
]] ' - ] | o 9']*"
2 v 0 .
13 1 ) 9.1
Number Years at I 100.1
Present School:P
] 4 36.4
2 2 18.2
. 3 "2 18.2-
"8 2 18.2
9 1 9.1
100.1¢
@Mean = 6.73
bMean = 3.50

CDoes not equal 100 due to rounding
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The‘te'achersI Reaction Survey Qas developed by the eva1oatortin coopera-
tion with the,teacher trainer., A check of the demonstratioh project's '

. caiendar and events produced‘the "first cut" of significant events in the K
imp1ementation of the project. This initial iist was checked by the teacher L
trainer for accuracy-. Consensus was reached between the two indivtdua]s on
the final 1ist of events used as stimulus items. Thus, the Reactioh'SurveX.
possessed a degree of face validity (Issac and Michael, 19713. The utility

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

ttme, to a’project‘s major events.had been determined previously by Meehan:.
and Bas11e (1n press). Scoring the Reaction Survey consisted of _the eva1u-
ator reading carefully the various prose descr1pt1ons for each teacher's

P fnstrument, menta]]y “fee11ng“ the g]oba] range of reactions, then reread1hg
each\individua1 section and assignfng a point value to it. The point values
ranged from a "+3" or "Very Positive," through "0" oenoting a neutral value,

to ".3" denoting a "Very Negative" reaction. .The evaluator's assignment
of point va1ues to prose statements was checked by an independent evaluator.

};{There was high initial 1nterrater agreement between these two persons on most
‘1tems Then they d1scussed each area of nonagreement until consensus was
reached on each section of each teacher 's Reaction Survey. The resu]t was
100% interrater agreement. However, po other reliability checks were com- .
v p]éted-ahd readers should 1nterpret the resultant data with this caut1on in
2

mind.

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 Fu]]er‘(196§),'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 ; v

involved in an educational innovation. Fuller proposed three bhases of

concern self, task, and impact

Stages of - Concern (SoC) is one dimension of the CBAM (Ha11, George, and
Rutherford, 1979) These authors devoted a section of .their report to iden-
tifying and describing ‘teachers' “concerns‘I (pages 4-5). One paragraph
particu1ar1y conveys the concept of concerns: ) o . ;

¥ , .
The composite representation of the feeiings, preoccupation,
thought, and cgnsideration given to a particular task is
called concern’ ...the mental activity composed of ques- ‘
tioning, ana1y21ng, and reanalyzing, considering alterna- ’ '
ative actions and reactions, and anticipating consequences

v . is concern. An aroused state of persona1 feelings and thought -
* about a demand*as it is perceived is concern (page 5) 4 ’

- These writers also staged that 1t 1s‘the person's perceptions that st imu-
late concerns--‘not necessarily thenrea1ity of the situation" (page 5).
Research conduoted at the Research and Development Center for Teacher
.Eduoation at'The University of Texas at Austin over the past eight years has
identified,’assessed; cohfirmed;ﬂand'documented the concerns dimension of the
CBAM. CBAM researchers'have monitored teachers' concerns in cross sectiona1
~ and/or longitudinal studies of 1 different educational process and product
innovations. Their research has confirmed that-there are usually differen-
tia] degrees of arousai or ooncern with regard to the innovation. Indivi-
dua]s regard certain demands of the 1nnovation as moregimportant .than others y
at a given time. Thus, "the degree of arousal (intensity) of the different |
types of concerns will vary“'(Ha]], George, and Rutherford, 1977, page 5). =
AdditiOna11y, these researchers state that "there appears to be a predictable |
pattern to the movement of intensity of concern across types" (pagekS):

The CBAM researchers have identified seven different stages of concérn

about innovations under study. They confirmed, after many studies,fthat~ i

N
rd
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,.”’

"there 1s deve]opmenta] movement through these stages” (Hall, George, and
Rutherford 1977 page 6). The1r research shows that certain types of

-teachers' concerns "will be more 1ntense, then less- 1ntense, before arousa]

L

of other types w111 occur” (page 6) ‘Thus, these writers summar1ze. v
Concerns about innovations appear to be deve]opmenta] 1n
that earlier concerns must first-be resolved (1owered in
intensity) Before later concerns emerge (increase in inten-
. sity). The research suggests that this developmental
pattern holds for most proceSs and product 1nnovat1ons
(page 6).

Ed
. . 1

Ha11 George, and Rutherford stated that ‘teachers' concerns are high]y .

.

~ complex and that their resolut1on is not simple. Possess1ng more know]edge

of, time with, or exper1ences with an 1nnovat1on does not guarantee that the

teachers' concerns will be reduced or reso1ved They maintain: that “"the

process of the arousal and resolution of concerns is highly persona] and

requires:ttmefas well as time1y intervention of both‘cognitive and affective

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

concerns regard1ng an educational innovation 1ncreased in 1ntens1ty in the

‘ 1ater stages. This, suggests that g1ven add1t1ona1 "t1me, successful

exper1ence, and the acquisition of new know]edge and sk111 " .teachers'

concerns will develop toward the stages related to impact concerns (page'6).
TabTe 2 presents the seven identified and vertfied Stages of Concern C-

aoout an innovationt This table, proVided by the CBAM project, presents the .

stage number, the-name of each stage, and typical teacher expresstons_of

concern about the.innovation for each stage., Re]ating‘these‘seuen stages

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

'about self; stage three re1ates-to concerns of task; and stages four, five,

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




| " v ~Table 2 : ' o

B b ’
o . Stages of Concern: Typical Expressions Y r
o ' - of Concern about the Innovation*
Number . Name of . Typical Expressiohs of Concern Per Stage .
of Stage - Stage .
. g 0o . Awareness .1 am not concerned about it (the inno- "
: ) vation).
1 Informational I would like to knowhmorerabout it. ,
2 . Personal How will using it affect me? .
'3 x Management I seem to be spending all my time in
: ' getting material ready.
4 - Consequence How is my use affecting kids? , - N
< 5 Collaboration I am concerned about relating what I am
, : : , doing with what other instructors are
* , doing.
. 6 Refocusing I have some ideas about someth1ng that S

would work even better.

. *Source: Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations Program,
U " Research and Development Center for Teacher Educat1on,
The Un1vers1ty of Texas at Austin.
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The ihstrument used to'measure the seven preuiously-identified Stages of
’Cencern was the Stages of,Concern‘Questionnaire (SoCQ; Hall, George, and
Rutherford, 1979). This instrument is a 35-item paper and pencil device
‘deve loped over a per1od of two and ope half years at the Research and
'Development Center fer Teacher Educat1on. Each of the 35 st1mu1us 1tems
sclictts a res:>nse on a seven pointbLikert scale. Teachers' responses along
the Likert sca e tndicate'their degree of concern about the stimulus item.
Test-retest‘study results produced stage score correlations rangthg from .65
‘to .86., Alpha coéfficient reliabilities ranged from .64 to .83 uith six of
the’coefficients being above .70. CBAM researchers conducted a series of
va11d1ty stud1es which prov1ded add1téena1 evidence that the SoCQ does, in
fact measure the hypothesized stages of concern.v .,

Each teacher involved in the study comp]eted the SoCQ 1nstrument at the
conclusion of a taped interview (descr1bed next). The SoCQ can be scored by
a computer program or manua11y and g1ven the rather small number of teachers
the manual method of scoring was choseq. Extra steps were added3to he]p
‘assure accurate scoring and interpretation. First, each teachers "' SoCQ was
"'scored manuaiTy threevsebarateltihes by the.eva1uator uith a minimuh othwo.,
weeks lapse between rescoring sessions. Second, SoC profiles were'produCed
~with codes rather than identifying names‘ch them. Thjrd, the eya]uator‘
-sought and obtained analyses of the'Sop profiles from two;qf the'origjnal
“developers of the -SoCQ. These analyses were solicited in order to confirm
“the eva]uatdr‘s\ihteruretation ot the SoCQ results.’ |

Teachers' Interviews. As part of the product eva1uat1on, a series of

%

structured 1nterv1ews was held wt h the proJect teachers. The deta11s of the -

focused nature of these interviews will be d1scussed 1ater. The 1nterv1ews

‘ranged in time from 12 minutes up to 48 minutes with the ayeragg?bejng 29

1

T
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minutes Tong. 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 cegnitive sense) to the evaluator. In this way, each
listening session produced "fresh" data which was compared to the previous
listening for category chihglaﬁreements}

) In addition to being used for product evaluation data collection, the-
tape recorded interviews m}th the project teachers were reaha]yzed in crdeh
to;coi]ect prbcess‘eValuation data. During thewaCUséﬂ interviews, it was
discovered that the teacher's made nimerous evaluative.comments about the
'}‘Sta11ings Classroom Management Staff Development Demonstration Project and

their involvement in'it. “Although this .was one focus;area for the. struc-.
tamed pohtien“of'the interviews, what actually happened was that.project
teachers_expanded on the tbpic, given the opportunfty; and much more data
became available for analysis. After the first reanalysis of the interviews
.was performed, the résults wereetabulated in the‘formvof data counts per a
hre]iminar} ‘set*of eva1uative’comment categories; FUhgher, they were
;categorizedvbylschool amd as pesitive or negatiye.,JThe;breliminary results
were shared with the teacher trainer. -The teacher trainer's recommendations
were for specific new coding categories and a tally of the number of teachers
who provided data for each major category_and its subcategor1es; The coding
scheme was revise& based on the teacher trainer's suggestions. Then, the
1nterv1ew tapes were reana]yzed at 1east two more t1mes before the data
co]]ect1on was cons1dered comp]eted The resu]t was a tab]e of eight major
cod1ng cateqor1es and a total of 36 subcategor1es (see Tab]e 7, page 40).

Thrauqh the 1nteract1ons w1th the teacher tra1ner, the . 1nterv1ew tape cod1ng

: scheme for eva1uat1ve comments possesses high usability. The reanalysis of

)

i
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| , the'teachers' interview tapes,produced a'coding scheme which seemed to repre-
sent the underlying eategories.' No other types of validity for the coding-
scheme were bbtained or reported. An instrument is said’to be reliable when .
it measures what it purports to measure consistently. A &egree of intrarater
reliabi]ify_was achieved in the reassessment pf'tne tapes several times by |
the Siine,rater-with periods of delay in between. One'hundred percent

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

ever, no other formal reliability coefficients were cpmputed.

Product,Evaluation'Instruments'

As was the'case with prbeess evaluation instruments, two instruments;
were utilized solely for tne product evaluation while one instrument
co]]ectéd,bothyprpduct and;process”evaluatﬁon data. Aksp, interview )
schedules were!used for product eQa]uation“data; Each“product evaluation
instrumentlsha11 be discussed in turn. | L

Responsibility for,Student'Achievement Questipnnaire. The Responsibility

t
i

gfof StudentpAchievement Questionnaire (RSAQ) is.an instrument designed to
o A
L measure teachers pereeptions pf their respensibility for student, achieve-,

ment in their c1asses (Sta111nqs, Needels, and Stayrook 1979). The RSAQ is

30-item paper and pencil’ dev1ce with a unique st1mu1us and response format.
4 . i

Each st1mu1us item is usua11y -an uncompleted dec1arat1ve statement. For
) xamp]e, 1tem number two s stem is "When your class is having trouble under- | "

stand1ng something you have taught, it is usually because.:.'l There are 0

H

responses for each stem. To complete the examp]e the responses for item o

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

R

“(b) because _your students are just s1ow 1n understand1ng difficult state:

ments." The teacher is 1nstructed to insert a weight, in percentage-terms,

s R A At ek B ok s STk hes g spm e e S dtrr bt MRt A e e i fCtioth 2t S R ey s B I
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to each of the two choices according to his/her prefe ences. Again fo]]owing

the example, a teacher may respond 85% to response "a" \and 15% to response

“h*, In every case, both weights assigned to the responses must add up to

100%.

Scoring the RSAQ produces multiple scores. Positive or gative direc-

tion is assigned to either response option from the teacher's p;gspective ‘
} .

(responsibi]ity).v Scoring the items and adding them results in two scores.

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

"ment are,_first, the "teacher positive responsibility" and, second, its
residuai, the "teacher negative responsibility." ¥or this eva]uétion, only !
the "teacher positive resppnsibility" was utilized, although the~%ther score
was computed and is available for later analysis. The RSAQ has proved useful
in- past, proiects (Stallings, Neede]s,xand Stayrooh, 1979). Faceavalidity
lfor this instrument's use in this particular eva]uation was determined by

" the teacher trainer and the Superintendent of Schoo]s. The'se two indivi-

duals inspected each ‘item on the instrument and its® responses 1n terms of

’ .-their applicabijlity in the present situation.’ Both parties agreed that the

items and responses‘on the RSAQ were applicable to,the Tocal schogls, their.
& .

t,

classrooms, teachers, students, and events/actiVities. No forma1 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 of Use Ratings. The Levels of Use is the second dimension of the

CBAM research described earlier. Whereas the Stages of Concern di%ensionﬁ

a

measures the feelings, attitudes, and concerns about teachers' invo]ﬁement ..

in an innovation, the Levels of Use dimension describes what individuals
actually do with an irnovation. Eight operationally defined positions -
regarding te?chers"leveis of use have been identified from extensive

*

L]
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‘research‘(Loucks,,Newlove; and ha]], 1975). These‘various levels represent
r.é continuum from non-use, through mechanica] use, refinement, to_renewa1:

Further, seven critical de:%sion'points separate the levels and are:part of

‘the system. Table 3 presents the Levels of Use, their designatfons, and
""behavioral indices of each level.

The eight Leve]s of Use, as depicted in Table 3, are subdivided further
into seven, categor1es of user descr1ptors produc1ng a 56 cell matrix.  These
seven categories are knowledge, acquiring information, sharing, assess1ng,
planning, status reporting, and performing. CBAM research has verified that -
teachers at different Leuels of Use of an innovation can demonstrate'differ-
ent behaviors within each category. In summary, the Levels of Use, their.
categories, and the seven dec1s1on points have been assemb]ed into a Leve]s
;of Use chart (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove, 1975)

The Levels of Use ratings research and development.procedures mere'con-
ducted over a two year, long1tud1na1 study. Levels of Use.intervfews were |
tape recorded and subsequent]y rated by teams of two CBAM staff members. "
Resulting -interrater reliabilities of the rat1nqs ranged from .87 to .96
(Loucks, 1977). Interrater re11ab111ty on the overall Levels of" Use rat1ngs )
was .96 with 73% agreement between the two raters (Loucks, 1977) Va11d1ty

of the Levels of Use rat1ngs was estab11shed us1ng an ethnograph1c methodo-
logy. A corre]at1on coeff1c1ent 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’tobteveis of Use of.the demonstratfon pr0ject

were measured by the Leve]s of Use Rat1nqs The data source.for'these Leveisp-
of Use Rat:nqs was the focused 1nterv1ews developed and tested by CBAM .

researchers (Loucks, New]ove, and Ha]] ]975) The purpose of the focused

1nterv1ews was to so]1c1t suff1c1ent 1nformat1on from teachers involved in

}
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Table 3
| : B . Levels of Use of the Innovation:: Typical Behaviors* }
o 7‘. /.y ‘/) ’.
Designation ° Name of Level . Behavioral Indices of Level
- 0. - Non-Use’ - No action is being taken with respect
‘ : ' to the 1ngpvat1on. .
I Orientatibn The user “is seeking out information-
' about the innovation.
11 Preparation .. The user is preparing to use the inno~
“ u . L@ o ; " vation. 3 i 2 P
111 . Mechanical Use °~ The user is using the innovation in a

. . o . poorly coordinated manner and is making
user=-oriented changes. :

- IV-A Routine The user is making few or no changes
o ‘ B T - and has"an estab]ished pattern of use.
e IV-B . Refinement .~ _The user is mak1ng changes to increase .

b S L outcomes.~

PR T

v Integration The user;1s'making;de1iberatevefforts'
ST 'to coordinate with others -in using
~ the innovation.

VI Renewal o The user ‘is seeking more effective
S -alternatives to the established use
¢ y o ' ~+ of the innovation. - :

=t

*Source: 'Procedures for Adopt1ng Educat1ona1 Innovat1ons Program,
: Research and Development Center for Teacher Educat1on
The Un1vers1ty of Texas athust1n

&

E




1

iy
4
~

\ . . . - .

P —
i

the 1nnovat1on in order to p]ace them at a Leyel of Use w1th respect to the
tarqet innovation. Trained Levels of Use interviewers use a branching format
based on the decision points and they probe the categor1es for specific, -«
behavioral 1nd1cators of the interviewee's 1nvo]vement with the 1nnovat1on
The length of the focused 1nterv1ews varies according to several factors and
the nnterv1eq$e may think the event 1s a casual conversation; however',
hecause of the tra1n1ng process and the fact that the Levels of Use chart: is
memorized, the original target is "never out of focus. | .

The eva1uator was tra1ned in t?e‘ieve]s of Use interviewing procedures.
This training 1nc1uded obta1n1nq satisfactory 1nterrater re11ab111t1es w1th‘
the CBAM staff rat1ngs of common interview tapes. The result of this
training and' sat1sfactory 1nterrater ‘reliabilities was. cert1f1cat1on of this
evaluator as a "11censed" Leve1s of Use interviewer. A1so, recall from:
prev1ous sect1ons that these tape recorded 1nterv1ews were ut111zed for the
co]]ect1on of process.evaluat1on data through reana1ys1s of the tapes.

For this eva1uat1on a demonstrat1on proJect "user" was operationally
def1ned as a teacher who had 1nterna11zed a minimum of two’ var1ab1es on the

i 3

teacher prof11e chart\wh1ch shou1d have been cons1dered in lesson p1ann1ng

. and performed in subsequent,classroom teach1ng. e

Secondary bbservation Instrument. Descriptions of the three part Secon-

dary, 0bServat1on Instrument (SOI) were provided in previous chapters. The

SOI is a low- 1nference category observat1on system deve]oped over a period

" of ten years by Jane Sta111ngs and Marqaret Needels under a grant from NIE.

Putnam County demonstrat1on prdject coders were tra1ned in the SOI obser-

EE |

vat1on system by Sta111nqs and the tedcher tra1ner. Th1s coder tra1n1ng was
; conducted onsite in Putnam Count in an 1ntens1ve seven day per1od in January

1981 Dur1ng the f1na1 coder tra1n1ng sess1on, the tra1nees were evaluated

3, . -

27 .




This’ eva1uat1on of SOI coders 1nc1uded (M) a wr1tten exam1nat1on cover1ng
rs

the coding. cateqorves, (2) 1nterrater re11ab111ty checks, and (3) 1ntrarater
"re]qab111ty checks. Each SOI coder passed the, wr1tten exam1nat1on at or
above thevpre-estab11shed cr1ter1on score, Interrater re11ab111t1es were
:}based on the: cod1ng of v1deotapes o{ c1assroom scenes and” ora:)v1gnettes.v

ST

Intrarater re11ab111ty checks were ¢ nducted using coder-partners observing

~

a pract1ce c1assroom s1tuat1on., In bpth cases, the resulting re11ab111t1es‘

'vfor the s1x coders ranged from .81 to\ 91. ) c p :
“ \ . ¥

Teacher profiles resu1t1ng.from the,Snapshot and the FMI components of
. K . . ’ ' \ N : . ¥
the SOIL contained the recommendations of "Mote" or “Less“ for each of the 45~

* 1

aqqregated var1ab1es based on research fwnd1ngs. These pre 1ntervent1on VS. -
post 1ntervent1on compar1sons of the “Mores" and "Lesses“ produced the number
of “correct 1mp1ementat1ons“ of teach1ng behav1or changes per e&ch de;onstra-
t1on progect teacher. These "correct 1mp1émentat1ons“ resu1t1ng from the
1nten51ve observat1ons served as one unit of data for assess1ng implementa-
't1on impact.- ' . ; | ;

\
Adm1n1strators' Interv1ews. As a "final measure of both process and

product eya]uat1on, selected prOJect personnel\were ]nterv1ewed. A]though
interview schedules were developed ahead of time, the ihterviews'wereicasual

' : | _ \ . Coe :
and open-ended enough as to provide qua]itative ata from the interviewees..

Those demonstrationbproject-re]ated personnel included the two building
| .
pr1nc1pals, the teacher trainer, and the Super1nt%ndent of Schoo]s. A

common core of ouest1ons was asked of each 1nterv1ewee in order to elicit:

i

re1ated responses for later ana1ys1s. \




' Data Co]]ection and Ana]ys1s

Data collection procedures were rather straightforward Some of the data

co]]ection and ana1ys1s procedures were discussed in the prQVious séctions

~

“for each instrument

r

Bas1ca11y. to avoid dup11cation of efforts and poss1bTe

_perceptions of “oyer involvement" of outs1de personne] the teacher trainer

agreed to;administer several instruments in‘naturallyfoccurring project

events*such‘asuthe first and fifth sma]] group sessions and the'fgnal'meeting
Additiopaliy, the evaluator was introduced to the “

' '
building princ1pa1s and the proJect teachers by the teacher trainer.

3

of the tota1 group
Fo1- .f"

1ow1no the introductions,rthe evaluator conducted the Leve]s of Use 1nter-

views and indiv1dua11y administered the $oCQ.-

-

"The eva1uator aFranged the

.

.interViews w1th the principa]s the teacher trainer, and the superintendent

Al

As discussed ear1ier, the evaluator and the teacher trainer cooperated to
make the interView tape reana1ys1s efforts more valuable to the tota1 eva1ua- t '

tion's: usefu]ness in terms of prov1ding information for dec1s10n-making ,;}- N
A B

Given the small number of: prOJect teachers (N 1?), most of the data Aiu‘[

1)

analyses, were performed manua]]y Extra precautions were impiemented/ﬁecause"

\ a

of these computation methods. These extra p;gcedures incTuded doub]e and 1
‘ PN . f

triple checks of the computations by the evaluator. Then, another experi~- @
enced evaluator: checked the' evaluation procedures, the data manipu]ations,j
One part of the data ana]ysis--those

oy

involv1ng the correct imp1ementations of teaching behaViors--was performed

and the resuitant data displays.

by a computer consu]tant us1ng the Statistica1 Ana]ys1s System package and a

custom written program. Actua] computer ana1ys1s was performed on an ]BM o

-
-

360-90 computer.

5




‘the data coJ]ection4instruments.

o

CHAPTER 1V o 7

o g%—&zx--z*ﬂ-

Process Evaluation Results

The previous chaptehwaescribed the evaluation design, the data collection 1”'

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

tion of the Stallings Classroom Manégemenf Staff Deve]opment‘Dehenstration

/

Project in Putnam Countyyéchoo1s.; Process evaluation was defined as the

]

assessments of the processes and ‘activities experienced by project partici-

pants and not the objectives,. renorts, schedules, etc. tybica11y included jn

a traditional evaluation of project processes.’ This chapter will present

the process evaluation results vta data disp]ays and narratives grouped by

i )

. Reaction Survey

Resu]fs of thd’administration of the Reaction Survey ake-phesented in
Tahle 4. Data displayed in Table 4 shows that the demonstration prOJect
\
teachers' fee11nqs and/or reacf1ons changed as the project activities

upfb]ded It shou]d be noted that one teacher did not complete the Qeact1on

"5urvev. On the scale of "+3" to. "-3*~ it can be observed that the teachers'

L}

initial fee11ngs were co]]ect1ve1y at the +0. 5 pos1t1on. As the prOJect
ectixities unfolded, teachers' feelings and/or reactions meved‘up and down
slightly until the second half of the project where their feelings/reactions
moved up and reached the highest point value of f]tﬁ.at the end. A paired
t-test of the differente betweeh the event numher ene,scores and the event
numher twelve scores produced nonsignificant results. The lowest mean‘score
of the’group.was for event’gumber five, After the First Teacher Training

Session. This is the session where the cemputer-qenerated teacher behavior

. profile charts were disseminated. These teacher profile charts contained

i
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o o "‘Tablé 4

Descriptive Statistics on Teachers' Feelings and/or

. ~ Reactions as the Project Unfolded (N=10)

+

. huﬁber DeScript%on of. EVent‘ o . ' Méana Standard
b L ‘ - Deviation
T Before the awareness sesﬁion . =40, .27
: 2' After tﬁe aQareness session o fO. 1.16
3 ‘Before .the first set of observations -0. 1.20
4 After the fiﬁ;t set of 6bserVations +0. 1.25
5 After the first teacher: training sessfon | ‘-61 140
6 After the third teacher training session +0. 1.51
7 After the final teacher training session  +0. 1.42
8 Before the second set of obserQétions +0. .45
9 After the seéond set of observafions u ' +0. 1.52
10 Before fecé{ving final prof.ile | L 40, 1.83
11 After receiving final profile ) +1. L
12 Today: -6/8/81

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

‘the classrooms. ' o o '
Fieures_z and 3 present the same data from the React1on Survey but
‘ displayed much differentjy. F]qure 2 is a graﬁh depicting the teachers
feelinas ahd/or reactions as the project unfo]ded Each "teacher's response
pcsition on the sca]e'fcr each eveﬁf_is denoted by a solid circle. Further
the aroup's mean scOre is plotted dh the chart with-a line. Thus,' the move:
ment of the qroup s fee11ngs/react1ons, as reflected by their prose responses,
can be seen easily. The 1owest pownt of their fee]wnqs/react1ons is shown in
the. chart as is the slow r1se to a fina] value of a 11tt1e past the m1dpo1nt
between +1 and +2. F1gure 3, on the other hand, is a chart dep1ct1ng each
teacher's feeiings and/or react1cns as the_prolect act1v1t1es unfolded. .Here
each individua] teachgr‘s’respohses to‘the\stimulus items are:.depicted by a
different type of line. VThus, each jndivideal teacher's se1f1reported
.fee1ings and/or react}ons 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 Comcern

Results of the end-of-project administration of the SoCQ are presented
~three different ways trom the most g]oha] analysts of;data to an item
display. Figure 4 disp]ays three Stages of Concerh.profilesj for each of
the two project schools and both schools combined. Displaying the SoC data
by the two schools was cpmd]eted'for the superintendent's convenience. The
re1ative‘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
schools' teachers combined, the most intense concern was Infprmationaﬂ atvthe’
- . 88th percenti]ef' This indicates an interest in more information about the -
project.’ The concern is not so much for details as it ie for general infor- -

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

\ 1

the 84th percentile Th1S indicates high arousa] of ego-centric, personal
feeiings and attitudes about the pr03ect Concern here is about the status,
reward, and effects of the demonstration proaect on the teacher. Not”much
Jower (80th percentile) was the third most intense concern of Cq]]aboration.
This indicates interest regarding'collaborating ;ith other‘teachers'relatiVe-
~to the project. InterestingTy, the least intense etage was the Management‘
.conEerns;at School B. = | \

Table 5vdisp1axs the statistice.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 SoCO score. Also, the

-va]ues and significance levels for each SoCQ stage and the total SoCQ

| score across schools are presented. Data in Table 5 show on]y stage number
two--Persona]--produced.a signiticant t-value.  Inspecting the percentile
columns shows teachers in School B had the most intense concerns at Stage
Two. Reca11 that Stage Two concerns deal with the self in relation to the
innovation. Here the individual teacher is uncertain about the demands of
the innovation, 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).

kN




\ Table 5

‘Statispics from the Stages’ of Concern Questionnaire

Numﬁer .'_Naﬁe‘éf 2 Bo;h Scﬁools'(N=11)l ‘School A (N=7) a Schoo]:B»(N;d) | ,f-yalue : Sig.l e
of Stage ~ Stage : Mean ) wL*  Mean - SD , %L* Mean- - SD , . #%L* (across | Level
| - R R ‘ . R schools)-

0 Awareness 9,18 5.67 77 11.43 5.1 84 5.25 3.0 53 2,0 NS \
R Informational ~ 23.09 3.9 84 23,71 4.9 88  22.00 0.82 80  0.67 NS
2 . Personal o 2373 7.94 83 . 20.00  6.83 _'72 30.25 5.5 94 2.59 05+

3 V:, Management . 14,91 10.02 \56  19.14  7.8% 73 " 7.50 ¢ 9.88 27 2,18 : hns

4 cpnseaueﬁce 29.91 - 5.13 R\XG 28.57 5.88 71 32.35 - 2.63 .86 1.7 NS

© 5 " Collaboration 28.00 6.62 80 26.86 8.11 76  30.00 2.45 88 0.28 NS
6, Refocusing  20.45 7.35 65 .22.71 7.0 77 16.50  6.61 a7 1.42 NS
TOTAL. SCORE - 149.27 18.57 g6 152.42 19.64 89 143.85 17.71 83 0.73 NS |

*Danotes percentile.

. **t o5(9) = 2.26




Tah]e 6 presents the comparisons of SoCO Stage Two (Personal) items

¢

.across the two schoo]s The five items making up* Stage Two are presented
together with their means,: standard deviations, t-values, and significance’
leve1s. Data in Tab]e 6 shows that SoCQ items 7 and 33 produced significant |

t-vaiyes. In both cases, the Schoo1 B teach¢rs' concerns were Significant1y

1

“higher than School A teaéhers‘ concerns. School B teachers expressed signi-

ficantly higher concern score means on these two séco items:

-

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

- ~330 1 wou]d Tike to know how my role will change when
# I am u51ng the innovation. x
| ‘ .
Both’of these Stage on items are related in that they deal with the position

of the indiVidua1 in the organization These items mention either profes-.
S10n#1 st%*us or role change. Inspection of‘Tab]e 6 shows the faculty of

Schob]lB to be significantly more concerned about the effect of the demon-
,straﬁion project on their professional status and rol¢ within the organization.
| .

TeaJhers'.Eva]uative Comments {
HTab]e 7 displays the results of the'coding\of The teachers' interview
tapEs for assessment and evaluation comments regarding their participation
infthe'demonstration project. Data are presented in eight major categories
and 36 subcategories derived from several listenings and discyssions'of
usefulness with the teacher trainer. Teachers'- evaluative comments are
presented in Table 7 by the school, whether they were primarily positive or
negative, the number of teachers indicating, and the.nunber of‘separate
pentions per each subcategory response.

ﬁ A. total of 685 eva]uative comments were g]eaned from the eleven teachers'

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

)
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Table 6 -

Project, Research and Development Center fo
University of Texas at ‘Austin. :

*kg (9)
£:07(9)

2.26
3.25

LY . : , - . \
* Comparison of SoC Questionnaire, Stage \
Number 2 Items Across Schools
?oC E cs. School A (NfZl School B (N=4) N ‘ y
tem SoC Statement* . - 19.
No.. . Meah SD ;Mean SD Value Level
7. "I would Tike to know
the effect of reorgan-
ization on my profes- “ - '
sional status." 2.43 1.99 6:25 0.50 3.71 LOT%x
13. "I would like to know_.. . |
- who will make deci-
“sions *in. the new - , ‘ ‘
system." 3.71 2.69 4,25 2.75 0.51 - NS
17. "I would like to Know
" how my teaching or
administration is ' , :
'supposed to change." 3.86 ° 2.61 6.50  1.00 1.32 NS
28. . "I would like to have
- more information on e
time and energy commit-
ments recuired by this » ; *
innovation." L 5.43 2.30  3.25 2.63 -1.45 NS
33. "I would 1ike to know '
_how my role will
: change when I am using
\ the innovation." - 4.57 1.81 6.75 0.50 2.32 .05**
f*Copyriqht, 1974, Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovations/CBAM

r Teacher Education, The
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Coding of tgachers‘

Table 7

Evaluative Items from Interview of Tapes {N=11)

t

: -

School A (N=7)

School B- (N=4)

Teachers' Assessment Inforiatismz Categories and . Positive Negative Positive Negative
Subcategories No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No.' of : No. of
- Teachers Separate ' | Teachers Separate Teachers . | Separate Teachers Separate
Indicating}{ Mentions Indicating | Mentions || Indicating]. Mentions Indicating| Mentions
. (M@ )2 T \ UL
A._ . Morkshops ) . ’
1. Workshop leader as a person . -6 10 (2.7) ’ g ) ’
: 2. Workshop leader's content knowledge - 6 . "9 (2.4) . 2 - F 3(2.5) “
* 3. NWorkshop leader's strategies .7 10 (2.7) 3 18 (9.4) 3 6 (5.0)
4. Atmosphere in zorkshop : 2 3 ¢0.8) .
§. Content of workshops, including activities : ) . . &
. related to variables LT 30 (8.1) 1 "1 (0.5) 4 20°(16.9) 5
6. Handouts and resources: ° . / ) ) 3 \
. (a) Immediate usefulness/lpplicnbi‘lity LI st (6.7) 0 19 (9.9) 3 12 (10.1)
(b) Future usefulness/applicability 5 29 (7.8) i 1 (0.5) 4 9 (7.6) . *
7. Teacher Behavior Profile Charts: -
(a) Distribution at first workshop 3 10 (5.2) .
(b) Interpretation of . 4 22 (5.9) 5 17 (8.9) 2 6 (5.0) )
> ‘(c) Usefulness of 6 24 (6.5) 3 5 (2.6) 2 Jd 5 (4.2)
(d) Attitudes toward .. 3 10 (2.7) 7. 16 (8.4) 2. 2 (1.7) . -
- 8. Future implementation of processes 2 1.9) 1 0.5
. . I " SUBTOTAL 179 (48.2) 88 (46.1) 63’ (52.9) 0 (0.0
8. Timing ) .
1. Weekly schedullng of vorkshops - 3 21 (11.0)
* 2. Project start date in relation to school year. 2 3 (0.8) 6 17 (8.9 - 2 3 (75.0)
< T susToTAL 3(0.8) 38 (19.9) ) 0 (0.0 3 575.57
C. Coders and 'Coding ’ , ’ B
' 1. Observer/coder sclet;tion process 3. 12 (3.2) ’ o7 i
* 2. Presence of coders in classroom 3 9'(2.4), 1 1 (0.5) >
’ 3. Coding/observation process 5 19 (5.1) 4 |20 _(10.5)
SUBTOTAL 40 (10.7) 21 (11~0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) —
6. Sharing' Ir!fomtionL etc. - . . .
o _Opportunity to meet as a subject arca faculty 6 16 (4.3) _ ] 3(2.5)
” 2. Sharing during workshops ) 7 (1.9 ¢ 4 4 (2.1) 2 . 5 (4.2)
3. Sharing informally at school 5 16 (4.3) 2 2 (1.0) 4 18 (15.1)
4. Desire for common lunch oy prep. 6 ;! (2.2) 1 '1_‘ :22)
) ©S.  Building mutyal SUPRPORL. SYSLEML * «nese w0, w20 (508w e 3 3 (1.6): 2 S .2 / -
N B : v H SURTOTAL OoR (1R. 1), N ERA] ‘ 32 (26.8) ‘ o0(n.0)
4 I .
. e JF 3 —
L~ tt . ~ 'Y Kol ] h
. EMC v s r , i :_) ‘) o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 7 (continued)

.

1

School A (N:7)

School B (N=4)

R A .70 provided by ERIC . i
- i

Teachers' Assessment Information: Categorias and Positive Negative Positive Negatlye
Subcategories No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of * ' | No. of No. of No. of
' Teachers Separate Teachers Separate Teachers ' | Separate Teachers Separate
Indicating | Mentions Indicating| Mentions Indicating | Mentions Indicating| Mentions
e | - v () Ok ? ' m*
= -
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. o .t 1 1 (0.3 -3 6 (3.1
N SUBTOTAL 1 (0.3) 16 (8.3) 0 (0 0 (0.0)
F. Information Seeking - . .
1. About the overall 'project 3 S (1.3) 3 4 (2.1) 3 2 (1.7)
2. About the coding system 1 1 (0.3) » p .
3. About the teacher profile charts 1 1 (0.3) !
4. About the project-related references . 1 2 (0.5 2 2 (1.7) ,
v ' v SUBTOTAL 79 (2.4) 1 (2.1D 4 (3.4) 0 (0.0)
G. Miscedlaneous .
1. Principal's support 2 2 (0.5) : 1 1 (25.0)
2. Students' reactions to new behaviors 6 24 (6.5) 4 6 (5.0)
3. Parents’ comments to teachers ’ y 2 3 (2.5)
4. Hiring of substitute for classes R 2. 2 (0.5) :
S. Traveling to workshop site ' . 1 \\ 1 (0.5)
6. Desire for supplementary teaching materials 2 13 (3.5) ¢
7. Volunteer teachers in program ' | 1 (0.3) ,
. SUBTOTAL 42 (11.3) 1 (0.5) 9 (7.5) ) 1 (25.0)
H. Overall Impressions/Reactions 6 29 (7:8)] 3 14 (7.3) || 3 11 (9.2) . o
' ' ' SUBTOTAL : 29 (7.8) 14 (7.3) 11 (9.2) 0 (0.0)
t
. f | . ) bl
TOTAL 371 (99.9P 191 (99.9Y 119(99.8). 4 (100)
(v of total Pos. § Neg. statements) (66.0) (34.0) (96.7) - (3.3)
. - . R
-Reported a percentages within this column only. ' :
. ) >
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding. . ! . .
N R ' 2 >
—
5 .7; - W\ .
U . ‘ ‘ - o .
Ic | » ' ALY :
bl "’w‘
By ‘
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with 371 (66%) coded as positive and 191 (34%) coded as negatdve comments.h
In contrast, School B faculty provided a tota] of 123 evaluat1ve comments
with 119 (97%) coded as positive and a mere 4 (3%) coded as negat1Ve. The
*ch1-square value for the total comments was s1gn1f1cant\at\the .001 level

[ (1) = 45 31]. There was a significant re]ationship between school
hY

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

i *

taped interviews. School A made significantly more negative comments.
The classroom management staff development teacher training workshops was

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

teachers, 179 (48%) of their positive comments were coded 1nto 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 tota] of four' negat1ve comments was coded 1nto

i %

" the category.

W1th1n the workshops category, the subcategor1es present interesting
data. The workshop leader as a person and her content knowledge rece1ved all

positive comments, however, three teachers in School A made 18 negative

comments about the workshop leader's strategies.’ Recall these strateg1es

- were mandated by:the: model itse]f and were not part of the leader's responsi-

bility 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 jmmediate usefulness/applicability but six teachers from the

came 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.

-

e
C
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Within the workshop, the teacher behaytor profile charts elicited eneugh
comments to warrant further subdivisions. Ten negative comments were ¢toded .
from three teachers for the subcategory of the teacher behavior profile chart
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%) negati;e comments, and two School B teachers
made 6 (5%) positive comments about the 1nterpretat1on of the teacher behav-
jor profile charts. The usefu]ness of the prof11e charts was the subject of
24 (7%) of School A teachers' positive comments from six teachers and on}y 5
(3%) of their neqgative comments. In terms of teachers' attitudes toward

their profile charts, three School A teachers made. 1 ositive comments

but seven School A teachers made 16'(8%) negative comments.:

Timing Eéithe/:e;onstration project was the second categv y of coded
comments. A total of 21 (11%) of School A teachers' commentd were coded
as negative’regarding the weekly Schedu]ing of the teacher training work -
shops: The project start *date 1n re1at1on to the;sch001 year (it started
1g££was rehorted in the.narrat1ve report) generated many negat1ve comments
and few eo;itive comments. A tbta] of stxkdifferent School A teachers made
17 ' (9%) neqative comments while two of the four School B.teachers made three
(78%) negative comments. ’Only two teachers (Scheel A) made a total of three
(1%) positive comments.

The-demonstratidﬁ‘project's coders and coding process was the third eate-
gory of teachers' evaluative comments. School A teachers supplied a11 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

<
C
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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/evaldative comments. Most of these 20
negative comments reflected a lack of knowledge about the toding process.
Sharing information related to the demonstration project and its compo-
,nents was the tourth category of eva]uatiQe comments. The opportunity to
meet as a subject area faculty received all positive comments (N=16) fcom
School A teachers. ‘Sharing duming the -warkshops received seven (2%) positive
and four (2%) negat1ve comments from School A teachers. Sharing tnforma]]y
at school produced 16 (4%) pos1t1ve and only 2 (1%) negative comments from
School A teachers. Contrastingly, all four Sch001 B teachers made 18 (15%)
positive comments relatéd to sharing informa]]y at school. The des1re to
have a common lunch or preparation period wes voiced eight (2%) times by six
of the seven School A teachers. The building of a mutual support system
generated 21 (6%) pos1t1ve comments from six School A teachers and just thyée
(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%5 of the School B positive comments. o )
The financial.aspect of the demonstration project produced very different
results from the two schools' teachers. School B teechers did not make any
positive or negative comments about,this topic. A few School A teachers
made numerous negative commentswabout the financial aspect including the
amount of money spent (2%),-the source of the money spent (3%), and the .

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

were made by three of the seven School‘A teachers.




seeking‘was the fifth category of taped. evaluative comments

Informat iopf

roject. OVéra11 this category produced very few comments from

t ¥

about the
hool faculties.
The miscellaneous category contéinedta "mixed hag" of subcategories;
Most 6f the comments were positive and from the teachers %n School A. Inter-
estingly, six of the seven Schqq] A teachers commented positively (N=24, 6%) -
on students' reactions ‘to the teachers' new behaviors. A11 four School B
‘teaches made positive comments (N=6, 5%) 06 students' reactions to the -
teachers" néw?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

the four School B faculty made 11 (9%) positive comments and no‘neg@;jve

statements.
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" CHAPTER V
| s e Product- Evaluation Results
+ The previous chapter presented the process eva]uation results. This
chapter will present the demonstration project's product evaluation results.

]
N
\ ' Data displays and narrative copy will be used to present the product evalua-
r tion results. '

}- . Teachers Respons1b111ty for Student Achievement

‘ TabJe 8. d1sp1ays the pretest ANOVA and the posttest ANCOVA tables from

the analyses of the Respons1b111ty for Student Achievement Quest1onna1re _
revealed a significant’ F- rat1o (F (1, 8) = ({

(RSAQ). The pretest RSAQ resu]ts

8.15, p € .05) across the two schoo s' faculties. This necessitated the use
of the Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) statistiba]‘teChnique_with the pretest
RSAQ used as the»covéniate.» With the| pretest RSAQ score as the covariate,

the posttest RASQ scores stil] produced 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‘administkatton. ‘Datal in Table 9 show that the mean RSAQ

| score,forﬁboth School A and SchooJ«Bw1ne7easedf”“This“difference'in adjusted. -

posttest RSAQ mean scores, based .on pretett scores, was @igniffcant at the

.05 level. ‘
U4

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 Ortentatation level, three teachers at the Mechanical

55




ANOVA and ANCOVA Tables for the Teachers' Responsibility

47
, Table 8

for Student Achievement Instrument Across ‘Schools -

Source Sum of df Mean " F-Ratio °* Sig.
Squares v ' Squares ' Level
Pretest ANOVA * | |
Treatment 558.2 1 . 558.2 - 8.15 .052
Error 548.2 ' 8 68.5
Total 1,06.0 - 9
Posttest ANCOVA | | .
Total ' 358.0 ‘is‘ | '/!
Error ' . 199.0 7 847
Treatment 159.0 , 1. 159.0 . 5.60 .05b
A o5(1,8) = 5.32 ' | —_—
o bF-05(1’7) = 5.59 KJJ.TJJ‘ ’.’
L i - °
, %. ,
.\ i ’ ¥-
+




Table 9

Pretest, Posttest, and Adjusted Posttest Data ' from the Teachers',
Responsibility for Student Achievement Instrument Across Schools

T

Statisti " Pretest Posttest + Adjusted Posttest
tatistic School A School B School A School B School A School B
N 6 4 6 4
R § 52.5 67.7 52.2 74.3 57.1 69.4
SD 8.7 8.0 5.9  9.]
Rangé ’ 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
o
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g ' 'y Table 10

Levels of Usqégiathe Innovation Ratings (N=11)

- .

. . _ : t Both Schools School A School B
De§19- Name of _Level v (N=11) (N=7) (N=4) -
nation ; . No. %2 No. %@ No. %
T $ b i - . . - e "~ ™ N
O ‘“‘Non-USe | ' - ) 2 ]8.2 2 (28.6 ' ‘ O ’ O.Q
g C Orientation 1 9. 1 14.3 0. 0.0
N Preparation . 0. 0.0 o 0.0~ 0 0.0
i ! ' X //"' .
piaieinieininininb """'f """ ‘,‘;{.““““‘“““““““““““
s 111 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 Ref inement 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
v Integration \\ax\ 0.0 0 0.0 0o 0.0
0 0.0

V1 Renewal ‘ 0 0.0 0 0.0

aDoes not total 100 due to rounding.

1

NOTE:" T%e 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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i Use“1eve1 and five téachers‘at the Routine 1eve1. Levels of Use ratings

L' - across the two schoo]ls produced differentiated resu]ts ~There were no non- K
users from School B:\ the three non-users were a11 from Schoo] A. Also,
School B had three'te hers at the Routine level (IV) while School A had

two. When the non-user categories and the user categories were collapsed

0 N

then compared across schools School A had more non-users than didQSchool.B;

Changes in Teachers"Classroom Behaviors I .

Demonstration proJect teachers' classroom beljaviors were“observed using

. the Secondary Observation Instrument: (SOI) , ClasSrog
///<f c1ass periods before the teacher training workshops and three class periods
after the’teacher training workshops. These teacher training workshops were
“the interventions attempting to help teach:>k change some of their specific
‘classroom behaviors in- ways suggested by research resu]ts. Technically, '
these observations shou]d be 1abe1ed "pre-intervention observation and
"post- -intervention observation. " However, for the reader s convenience, they
will be labeled with the shortened terms of "prg»observation" and "post-
observation." A total of 19,855 teacher-focused FMI interactions .were coded

from the project teachers'bpre- and post-observations. These classroom

”

"observation verbal interjactions averaéed 903 per each teacher's pre- and

‘

post;observation sets. his"averages(out to 301 verbal interactions, exactly

one more than expected by the SO01 system. The@humber of coded interactions
per three day observation sets (pre- and post-observations) ranged from a

1ow of 699 to a high of 1, 132 Spec1fic interactions‘ Additiona11y, 330*Sbf**‘—»

‘ Snapshots were comp]eted which detailed classroom activities by percent of

o

time involvement. .

‘

<

)
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A total of oyer 140 speciftc rariables are proddced by the Splis/FMI com-
&ﬁ,yonent. More than 15 Smapshot variab]es are coded. After data analyses, the |
FMI verbal 1nteractions are'aggregated.into'30-35 varfab]es for the teacher |
hehavior profi]e chart.@ Also, the Snapshot yieids‘14 variah]es for its own
( . teacher profile chart. These two SOI-produced teache# profile charts are the

L

basis for the content of the teacher-tra1n1ng workshops.
Y The demonstration project utilized. 45 FMI and Snapshot var1ab1es as
targets for ana1y51s, d1scuss1on, and change. Sta111ngs (1980)fgrouped the ”
-+ 45 variables into three major c]ass1f1cat1on types‘ (aj fnteractive'instruc-
tion variables (N= 28), - (b) non- 1nteract1ve 1nstruct1on var1ab1es (N=8), and
(c) of f- task var1ab1es (N 9) As a result of work1ng with the 45 variables -
;1n the Putnam County teacher training workshops in the demonstrat1on prOJect
the teacher tra1ner souqht to organ1ze the’ var1ab1es 1nto a comp11mentary
group1ng scheme, Through several meet1ngs, the teacher trainer and the
eva1uator developed another group1ng scheme cons1st1ng of three categor1es »
There was 100 percent agreement between: the two persons regard1ng th1s group-
‘;]g " " ing. The three groups were: '(a) 1nstruct1on variables (N=20), (b). classroom
) management‘vartables (N=17), and (c) feedback and discipline variables (N-8),'
v“: - The d1v1s1on of the 45 SO1 var1ab1es into the two major grouping schemes
appears in Tab1e/11. These_ two maJor grouping schemes and the1r subdivisions
helped to organ1ze the data analyses regardﬁng the impact of the project on
chang1nq teachers' classroom behav1ors.
" The unit Qf measure fqr study1ng the changes in teacher's  classrogom -
. e 'hehav1ors redu1res an explanation. Reca11 that the FMI and Snapshot pre- and
5 post-obser;at1ons y1e1ded teachergbehav1or prof11e charts displaying resu1ts
of sets of classroom observations. These ‘two prof11e charts--one for the 31
FMI variables and one’ for ‘the 14 Snapshot var1ab1es--d1sp1ay the individual's

' ' \A .60
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Table 11 | 52

Stallings Staff Development Program Teaching Variables ' N ;.
;» : ’ (N=45) Listed by Two Major Grouping Schemes - ‘ \
Variables Grouped by Three Classification Types Variables Grouped by Three Categories ’
Interactive Instruction Variables (N=28) Instruction Variables (N=20)
‘ F5 Adult to Individual Student F8  Student Direct Question/Reading ‘
F6 Adult to Groups ‘ , F17 Adult Direct Question/Reading
F?7 Adult to Class F25 Student Response/Reading
F8 Student Direct Question/Reading F43 Student Readinf Aloud
F17 Adult Direct Question/Reading F45 Adult Instructing Reading
F25 Student Response/Reading : F48 Adult Instructing Groups/Reaéing
.| F43 Student Reading Aloud F49 Adult Instructing Everyone/Reading L
; F45 Adult Instructing Group . F50 ‘Machine Instructing . e
‘ F4B Adult Instructing Groups/Reading F94 All Interactions/Reading : Y
F49 Adult Instructing.Everyone/Reading » F95 All Interactions/Task
F61 Adult Acknowledgement/Reading F108 Student Comments Assignment
F71 Adult Praise/Support F138 All Instruction
F94 All Interactions/Reading S3  Total Silent Reading
F95 All Interactions/Task S4  Total Reading Aloud
F99 All Interactions/Positive ' S6 _ Total Instruction
F108 Student Comments Assignments 1 S7 , Total Discussion
"F120 All Interactions/Class Assignment $8 ° Total Practice Drill
F136 Adult/Different Student Starts Interaction S9 Total Written Assignmepts
F137 Different Student/Adult Starts Interaction S10 Total Test Taking .
F138 All Instruction S11. Total non-Math or Reading Instruction

Y F139 All Supportive Corrections

Fl4l Making Assignments

S4 Total Reading Aloud .

S5 Total Making Assignments ~

Classroom Management Variables (N=17)

-

S6  Total Instruction, ‘ ' F5 Adult to Individdal Studen .

$7  Total Discussion - F6  Adult to Groups ,

S8 ‘Total Practice Drill _ . {I F7  Adult to Class .

S11 Total non-Math or Reading Instruction F56 'All Social Comments : \
: ‘ . . F91 All Adult Movement

- F120 All Interactions/Clas’s Assignment w
F122 Adult Manage Class/No Student
F135 Adult with Outside Intruder

Hon-Interactive Instruction Variables gp-s)‘

F50 Machine Instruction F136 Adult/Different Student Starls Interaction
, F91 All Adult Movement : F137 Different Student7Adult Starts Interaction

F122 Adylt Manage Class/No Student : F141 Making Assignments

S2 Teacher Class Manage/No Students’ .F142 All Intrusions

S3 Total Silent Reading ‘ S2 Teacher Class Manage/No Students

S9 Total Wrjtten Assignments : - 85 Total Making Assignments : L

S10 Total Test Taking \ . S12 Total Social Intervention

S15 Total Classroom Management S13 Total Student Uninvolved

S15 thal Classroom Management

9

0ff-Task Variables (N=9)

%

Feedback and Discipline Variables (N=8)

F56 All Social Comments ) .

F96 All Interactions/Behavior F61 -Adult Acknowledgement/Reading”
F102 All Interactions/Negative F71 Adult Praise/Support

F135 Adult with Outside Intruder F96 All Interactions/Behavior

F140 All Correctives . F99 A1l Interactions/Positive

Fl42 All Intrusions ) , ) *F102+All Interactions/Negativé

S12 Total Social Interaction . ' F139 All Supportive Corrections

S13 Total Student Uninvolved . F140 All Correctives

S14 Total Discipline S14 Total Discipline

"

&

. Note: F = FMI variables -
. T - 8§ = Snapshot variables

o




pbsition relative to the norms for teachersI behavior from the baseIine .
research proaect Based on c1assroom teaching behaviors known to 1mpact on
student ach1evement outcomes at three 1evels of ga1ns, three types of reCOm- S
mendations were made directly on the profile charts. These recommendations
- werg for. "More," “LeSS," oriﬂokm regarding changing’the.teaching behaviors
dur1ng the time span before the post-observat1ons. There was a column for
thesesrecommendat1ons>on_each profile chart. For the purposes of this
_;.- ' | ‘ana1ysis, the "OK" recommendations on the pre-intervention profiles were
wcounted as “"correct 1mp1ementat1ons“ of teach1ng behav1ors. Similarly, the
' _post-obse{yat1on FMI and Snapshot prof11es conta1ned the same recommendat1ons
. v - of "More," "Less,“ or "OK " Here the "correct 1mp1ementat1ons“ on the pro-
file charts were ‘denoted by asterisks. Thus, there was a possihility of 45
“correct imp]ementations"bof teachinb behaviors at both-pre-tand oost-obseré
vation times. : o | ;'
- Tahle 12 presents the pre- and post -observations of the correct implemen-

\
tat1ons of .all 45 teaching behav1ors across both high schoo]s, Here it is

shown that the mean number of,correct,ﬁmplementat]ons:of pre- observatjons' o

teaching behaviors for School A teachers was 22. 00, while the mean number of = >
correct 1mp1ementat1ons of teaching behaviors for Sch001 B teachers was

21.25.° There was no significant d1fference between the mean number of

correct 1mp1ementat1ons of teaching behaviors across the two schools'

teachers. Table 12 also shows that the;mEan number of correct imb]ementa-

tions of post-observation teaching behaviors for School A was 30.71, while

the mean»number of correct implementations of teaching behaviorsjfor School

* B was 31.00. -There was no significant difference between the mean number of ;

correct implementations of teaching behaviors across the two schools' -

teachers at post-observation.
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Table 12

i 1

‘Statistics from the Pre- and Post-Observations of Correct
Implementations, 'of all Teaching Behaviors Across Schools

)

©

School A ", School B

Timing (N=7) (N=4) t- Sig.
' Mean SO Mean sp - Ya1ue Level
Pre-Observation ~+ 22.00 4.8  21.25  6.65  0.22 NS

: Pdst-Observatibn 30.71 3.86 31.00 5.60 ., 0.10 “NS
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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
| o both schools' teachers together, the- mean number of correct implementations

of recommended teaching behaviofs fer all variables (N=45) was 21.73 while
the postfobservatioh correet implementations mean was 30.82, an increase of
nine correct d%p]ementations. The increase between pre-observation correct
imp]ementefjons and the.bost-observation correct- implementations Las signifi;
-eant at the .01 level. When the 45 teaching behavior variables were divided
into the three Sfa]Tings cﬂass;%ication types and the pre- and post-observa-
tions. compared within the two schoois' faculties, it ean be seen fhat signi-
ficant dif ferences were observed at the .05 level for the group of 28 }nter-
action instructional variables and .at the .01 level for the nine off-task
behaviors. There was no significant difference in the brerost-observations
.of correct implementations of recommegded teaehing behaviors in the eight
non-interaction instructional behaviors. 'When the 45 teacher variables were

compared by the three project-determined categories, it can be seen that the

17 classroom management variables produced a significant-'(.001 level) differ-

—

ence between the pre- and post-observat1ons of correct 1mplementat1ons of
recommended teaching behaviors. The meaanumber of correct implementations
}increased from 7.82Vat pre-observation fime to 12.91 at post-observation time.
‘Table 13 also displays the pre-post-observations of correct implementa-
tiens ofvrecommended teaching beheViors for all 45 variables by each school's
faculty. Here it is shown that the mean number of correct implementations for
School A teachers 1ncreased from 22.00 to 30.71 which was significant at the
.05 level. Table 13 also shows that the mean numbery of correct implementations
for School B teachers 1ncreased from 21.25 to 31.00. However, due to the small

N even this large increase was not s1gn1f1cant (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

i
Gfoup Pre-0Obs. - Post-0Obs. t- Sig.
Mean . SD Mean SD Value Llevel

Both H1§‘\\)hoo1s

N]] »
A1l Teaching Vari- : - SO .
ahles (45) C21.73 5.26 30.82 4.29 3.99 .01 \

°

Variables Types XSta]]ings Grouping)

Interaction Instrub—
tion Variables (28) 11.82 4.26 16.36 . 3.47 2.62 .05

Non-Interaction . .
Instructional ' o
Variables (8) 4.09 1.14 4,82 1.17 1.99 NS

Of f-Task' Varia- : ; .
bles (9) C Q.OQ 1.64 7.73 0.90 3.63 .01

o

Variable Categories (Project Grouping)

Instruction (20) 9.91 3.27 - 12.64 - -2.34 2.1 NS
Classroom Manage- ‘ ¢ : .
ment (17) 7.82 1.94 - 12.91 1.45 6.15 .001

Feedback and Disci- ,
pline (8). - 4,27 1.62 5.27 1.85 1.82 NS .

-School A‘(N=7)‘

Al] TeacH?nq Varia-
bles (45) 22.00 4.86 30.71 3.86 3.15 .05

-

School B (N=4)

AT1 Teaching Varia-
bles (45)" . 21.25 6.65 - 31.00 5.60 1.97 NS
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Teaching Behaviors Change Index

\ ¥

The Stallings Classroom Management Staff Development Project provides a
unique opportuthyMto study teachers' classroom behavior changes. Because
pre- and post-observations of classroom behaviors are involved; because
ggsearch-based recommendations of changes in specific c1assroon teaching
behaviors -are nade; and because the.;roject teachers received ideas, support,

[

and resourcgs to help in the behavior change process,’the Sté]]ings staff.
deve]opment program prov1des a unique opportupity to descr1be and assess the
actua] amount of teaching- behavior’ changes E i

The Teaching Behaviors Change Index is an ohiginal measure conceived and
reported for the first time in this report. The Teaching Behaviors Change
Index (TBCI) s an interval level figure expressing the amount of change in
specific teaching behaviors before and after teacher 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 cf specific teaching behaviors before the teacher training

workshops divided by the number of variables (teaching behaviors) observed.

The formula for the TBCI is:

V t
where \
I = Teaching Behaviors Change Index
Na = Number of correct implementations of teaching behaviors
after teacher training workshops
NB = Number of correct implementations of teaching behav1ors
before teacher traiping workshops
V = Number of teaching behaviors (variab]es) studied .

\ o Sy
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Possible TBCI values range from -1.00 to +1.00. This.contiﬁuum of TBCI
values should be viewed as a rande of values froﬁ 1ow;(1east desirable) to
high (host desirable). In this manner, then, the TBCI values are ggi similar
to correlation values where a.ﬁerfegt negative corre]atioﬁ~may.be desirable.
it is, however, too soon to assignydescriptors to any of fhe various obtained
TBCI values. |

‘Tahle 14 displays the Teaching Behaviors Change Index‘values for the
eleven Putnam Cqunty demonstration project teachers. The TBCI values ranged
from a high of +0.49 to a Tow of -0.07. .The mean TBCI value was +0.21'ﬁith
a standard deviation of 0.17.

One particular TBCI value in Table 14 merits further discussion. The
démonstration project teachers were instructed specifically not to change or

alter their teaching schedules durind‘pre- and post-intervention observa-

tions. As a consequence of adhering to this request, one teacher in the

project was observed at posthinterygntion time in a <eries of prearranged
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‘ o | Table 14 =T
: ' '
’ Teaching Behavijors Change Index Values

for Demonstration Project Teachers

'
P b

' ' . . Teaching Behaviors
,  Teacher Designation - ~ Na o Ng Change ?ndex ValEe*

Teacher A 35 19 +0.36 V
. Teacher 8 Y ° . -0.07 |
Teacher C 26 16 4022 )
' Teacher D 7 38 ; 19 w42 7
' Teacher E 28 | 26 PR +0.04 oo
Teacher F ;33 : 28 +0.11 |
Teacher 6 ‘ 0 19 +0.4 ‘
Teacher H- 38 16 C 40.49
Teacher 1 25 20 +0.11
. Teacher J 32 18 +0.31

Teacher K 31 27 +0.09

*Possible va1ues‘rangeofrom -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 invo]&e instruction. THJ@, by following the project's
instructions regarding lesson planning, his/her classroom behaviors were ,
observed during three days of planned primarily nonin£eractive instruction.

Since the noninteractive instructional activities concluded on the third

o,

= ‘ :
observation day, there was no chance to include more typical instructional

“activities atipp§t-observation time. He/she knew about and realized the
probab]e‘outcomesvﬁn terms of post-observation results regarding the low

v

number of correct imp]eméntatibns. As expected, this person i; the only
teachef who obtained a negative,TBCi,va]ue. This féct had a negative effect
upon tﬁe teacher and it was expressed openly durinésthe'taped interview. -
This ‘teacher was positive about the overall project but was‘influenced

negafive]y at the very end by postebbservation échedu]ing proCedufes. The

e

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-

P
RS )

tion to his or héf lesson plans.

Principals', Teacher Trainmers', and
Superintendent's Reactions

Both principals of the demonstration schools were interviewedla€%§he -
EompTetion of the project in order to obtain their reactions. The p;iﬁci-
pals of fered several responses when asked‘to name any positive features of -
the demonstfation‘project. Bo;h principals séid that fhe opportunity for !
teachers to discover exactly what their teaching¢§ehavior§ were b& objectiVe
coders was a positive feature; The selection of observers from the substi-
'tute'teacher 1ist'was another positive feature they mentioned.f 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

-
‘ 3

7

/
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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 principal 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 §jge”effeet§ of the demon-

. stration project, one principal'fe1t that the aspect of "outside" personsx
from other educatienal agenpie§mggseryjhg and interacting with his or hen
staff was a positive side effect. "Both prihcipals said they had no problems
in imp]emeqting the staff development project. Both principals said they
felt that the project had the strong support of their supervisors (the -
central office'staff). Asked i?\they:wou1d 1ike more detailed information
ahout the project, both principals replied in the affirmative. When asked

if they were in favor of the continuation of the classroom management staff‘
development prOJect next year, both pr1nc ha{;.rep11ed yes, but w1th a condi-
tion. One principal’ s cond1t1on was that therother parts of the comprehen-
sive instructional improvement program (H1gg1nbotham 1981) should beg1n and -
the other principal felt that the same leader (teacher tra1ner) shou]d 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 professional]yg" and (3)
“expanding teachere' knowledge about classroom and instructional management
and their ;e]ationship 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




.proiect the teacher trainer was very enthuSiastic, saying

' E:’: ) : . " ) i N )
teacher trainer stated that the proJect had impacted both other teachers and

students. Other teachers heard about ‘the demonstration project and became
' /\

"interested in it. Some of the project teachers told\the teacher trainer

o ‘ - .
thatltheir students noticed a difference in their teachi and that they

"enjoyed the ‘'new’ teachers.h_ Regarding the possib1e continuation\of the

~,

N
I'd 1ike to expand - the seSSions to»work With new (and more)
I teachers, yet also have the opportunity to have some,
-~ follow-up, informaT sessions with last year's group of
‘ teachers as_well as co]]ect follow-up [observationai] data
N on them, :

4

The teacher trainer was very candid With opinions'of areas where" the

y

project which could be improved. The teacher trainer made seven specific

recommendations for improvement R

o

1. Use vo]unteer teachers in the future. ' L

2. Schedule the teacher training workshops every other
week instead of weekly. C ‘ 1

3. ,Make proViSions for the teacher trainer to have more
contact with the project teEchers in their c1assrooms.

4.‘ Distribute the teacher profile charts at the' second
workshop.

@ ., . ) @ »

5. £xpand the data.collection process from three to five
days.

6. Eventually expand the project to include teachers from
other disciplines and grade levels. 0

¥
%2

7. Secure the optical scanning and the profile chart
computer programs. , .

- 7

The Super intendent of Putnam County Schoois~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
of fered two‘responses. First the~Superintendent said that the project

", ..brought to Putnam County teachers a va1idated, systematic ‘approach of

*




n

c]aSSroom observations by which teachers can analyze their teachinglbehaviors
and 1nteractions with students.“‘ Second, the prOJect seemed to have fostered -
aiéeneraiiy favorabie attitude among many teachers and had spurred comments
‘ toward schoo] and c]assroom management. .Asked to comment on the effects on

the project teachers, the Superintendent repiied that he felt that there was

‘a “"greater re%]ization and/orvrenewai of the vitally important role that ’ D
teachers have in.the educationa1 process." Side effects of the project
include inquiries from other teachers about the project's processes and
expans10n plans which cou]d invoive more teachers. "Regarding support from

- superiors, the Superindentent p01nted to the fact that the prOJect 1S an
important part of a comprehenSiVe instructiona1 improvement program (Higgin-

, botham, 1981). which has'the of ficial endorsement of the Putnam County Board
of Education. Two'concerns were expressed when asked about any problems in
the imp]ementation of the proaect. First, the Superintendent mentioned the
difficulty of finding time in his work schedule to devote to“the prOJect
(aithouqh there was no lack of interest). Second, the_Superintendent had
heard some expressions of concern apout the way administrators will view the
process--as profess10na1 growth or as teacher evaluation. The Superintendent
felt strongiy that the project should continue and that it shou]d be adJusted/

refined with information "that will enable the process to be tailored to the

needs of Putnam County Schoo]s, its administrators, teachers, and especially,

jts students."




S ‘ e . ; 64

b, . ‘ CHAPTER VI S\
| ’ Conclusions and Recommendations . . .

Process ‘evaluation results were presented in chapter four. ”Product eval-
uation nesu]ts wereggresented in chapter five. This chapter will present the
_conc]us1ons and recommendat1ons from the evaluation'of the Stallings Class-
rooT Management Staff Deve]opment Demonstration ;roject in Putnam County,

) west Virgina. | | |
Ccnclusidns , -* : o . .
- This eva1uation~study'was designed and conddcted to assess the imp]emen4_

tat1on of a spec1f1c staff development demonstration prOJect Based on the
data co]]ected and reported in the prev1ous chapters, certa1n conc]us1ons can
be drawn. These conc1us1ons shall be presented in this section.

Overall, resu]ts of th1s‘eva1uat1on show that the. Sta111ngs C1assroom
Management Staff Development Demonstrat1on Project implemented 1n,Putnam_
County Schools in 1980-~1981 was a success. Findings from five out of six
data collection 1nstruments/techn1ques lead to the: conc]us1on of. the prOJect
being a success. The demonstration, prOJect teachers reactions/feelings "
advanced from a point just above neutra1 to a point one full point h1gher
(on a six-point coqt1nuun) at the conc1us1on of the projéct. Dur1ng taped
“interviews, project teachers made two and one half times as many pos1t1ve
evaluattve commenits about the project as negative evaluative comments. There.
was a significant increase in the project teachers' expressigns of pos1't1'ves
responsibility for student achievement, taking into account pretest scores.
Levels of Use ratings confirmed that there were eight innovation users and
Just three’ndn-users,among the eleven teachers. Fina]iy, data analysis

.- showed a significant increase in the number of correct jmplementations of *

g . ~5¥4ﬁ




‘teacher behaviors change (as defined by the program) from' pre~intervention
. V

“ R )

L ' /' observation time to post-interventiongobservation time.. -
. B ,'I » ‘! - ) , ' ) ] . .
/ ‘Each data collection. procedure provides specific findings to the overall

. conclusion. ,First,'the demonstration projectiteachers' reactions/feelings

-

_ regarding the project events moved\ubward as the events unfolded. Starting\

one half point above'neutral (on a "+3" to "-3" continuum), the teachers' *

reactions/feelings mean score dipped to & 'low pofnt justvafter they received
“‘the teacher behavior profile charts,-then moved'upward'to;the value of +1.6.

This movement on th1s instrument js an indication of proJect success.
"

- oo Second the demonstrat1on proJect teachers expressed high concerns about:

the project at 1ts conc1us1on ~ The 1ntens1ty 1eve1.of these concerns was

A . '

’:~f h1gh, although not unexpebtﬁg for a brand new 1nnovat1on regard1ng their

~.teach1gg practices. Combinipg the concern scores from the two demonstratich

> & »

site faculties yielded the most’ 1ntense concern as Informational. The
teachers des ired more information about the 1nnovat1on/ There -was a signifi-
1 L )

cant d1fference across schoo] facu1t1es regard1ng the Personal stage w1th

“_be1ng part1cular1y concerned about the1r proféss1ona1

' *one school facul
' _status or role change 1n the organ1zat1on in re1at1on to the 1nnovat1on
. -~. Ihfrd in eva1uat1ng the project after 1t conc1uded part1c1pat1ng

téachers overwhe]ming]y -judged ‘it pos1ttve1y according to the1r eva]uat1on/

AN

assessment comments. .Analysis of.685 1nd1v1dua1 evaluation/assessment

comments revealed two and one half times as many positive comments in

. compar1son to negat1ve comments“ Ofva11_the eva]uative comments, just about

[N oy

one half. perta1ned to the teachet tra1n1ng workshops and there were more'

favorab]e comments than negat1ve ones on this - top1c The rema1n1ng

,-\— M . A o e
era]uat1ve comments were' dwv”ded among seven other categories.
e
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F0urth, the.demonstration project'teachers' se1f—expressed positire
) responsjbi1ity for student achievement scores increased significant1y from
prestest to posttegt administrations of the instrument. In the absence of a
control or compartgon group design’it is not possib1e to‘conc1ude that the |
project activities caused the increase in perceTVEd‘respons%bflity for
student achievement; however, the pretest-posttest increase is a fact, even
taking into account the significant differences in pretest scores across the
two schools' faculties. - |
. Fifth, there was a high number of innovation users ﬂpr this demonstration
.project. }he Leve?s of Use Ratings showed that there were&eight (73%) users
“and just three (27%) non-users;oﬁ.thelinnovation. .G;;en(that: (15 the
teachersNdid not volunteer themseives to be particip ts.in the project,w
- ;(2) the comp]ex1ty of the innovation, (3) the timing of the project in the |
| school year, and (4) the content of the prOJect (chang1ng teachers' c1ass-“
“  room behapiors) the nymber of users.was high. |
Sixth, the_staff development project had,a.signiticant impact on changing

!

teachers' behaviors. - The mean number of correct 1mp1ementat1ons (as defined
A

¢

by the program) of recommended teach1ng behaviors increased from 22 at pre-

. observat1on time. to.3] at -post-observation t1me This _pre- post d1fference
| was significant. Further, the 45 teach1ng behavior variables can be broken

down into,TOgica] groupings and the location.of the s1gn1f1cant differences
a can be p1npo1nted further.‘l »
| F1na11y, the ,';eachmg Behaviors Change Index is an $1g1na1 1nterva'|
R o 1eve1 meas ure of therpart1c1pat1ng teachers changes in classroom behav1ors.
o ﬂ-Based*on“systematrc “objeetvvexohservat1ons at pre- and post 1ntervent1on

. . periods and on spec1f1c, research based recommEndaf1onS»for changes in

teaching béhavlors, the Teaching Behaviors Change Index is a measure which

1 -




’ 67

b communicates the 1eve1 of performance for teachers invoived 1n this particu-.
lar staff deve]opment program. It can be used as a commu tion and compar-
ison measure across severa1 imp]ementations of this staff deve]opment program*
in one‘locale, but further, it can serve to describe and assess imp]ementa-
tions of‘this staff development program. across several different project
installation sites. Most important, over time and'with the co]]ection of
valid and reliabie background and environmental variables relating to
o | teachers' jobs, the Teaching Behaviors Change Index can be used\as the
dependent variable in studies to discover what independent variables impact

on it. Thus, the knowledge base of changing teachers™ classroom behaviors

may be increased greatly.
\

Recommendations ‘ ' .

In view of the.findings and: conc1uSions of - this evaluation study and
based on near1y a year 's work with the demonstration project, certain recom-
mendations are offered to the administrator in: charge and to other readers.

Several recommendations dea) with continuation of the Stallings Classroom
Management Staff Development Proqram. If Putnam’County Schools' administra~
tors are lookding for an obJective, research based staff development program
that can demonstrate positive changes in classroom teaching behaviors by

¥  Putnam: County teachers, then they have found .it .in the Stallings program.
Assuming no other constraints, there was nothing discouered in the evaluation
of the demonstration projeCt to'discourage its continued use and, resources
permitting, its expanSion. Some refinements in the mode] to make it more

t~re1evant to Putnam Gounty teachers are suggested on the fo]]ow1ng pages, but

- these are considered slight adjustments and not major modifications.
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-

Several specific recommendations deal with the processes of the Stallings
R program. It is recommended that the c1assroom observers/coders continue to
be se1ected from the Putnam County Suhstitute Teacher List by a committee of

Putnam County teachers and administrators. It is recommended strong]y that

¢

“the classroom ohservations be expanded to five class periods per observation
set (Fall, winter, Spring). Also, it is recommended strongly that these five
cﬁassroom observations be spread over a two week time period to allow for
individual instructional scheduling possibi]ities. Next, it-is'recommended

just as strongly that the teacher behavior profi]é charts not be distributed

and discussed until the second teacher training workshop. Concomitantly, it

is recommended that the total number of tgacher training workshops be

expanded to’six and that the first one shquld deal with and orepare the

teachers for the'receipt of their teacher behauior'profile charts. A1l other '

aspects of the teacher training workshopg can remain the same as implemented

in the demonstration project/, based on _is evaluation. q {/’~>
Informational needs is another area for recommendations. There i% an

intense concern for more information about the classroom’ management staff

deve]opmen‘ghroject 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, a. teacher recruitment brochure or flyer ~‘

be prepared whith will communicate basic information about the staff develop-
ment proJect It is recommended that this‘brochure.or f1yer be followed with

- personal -awareness. sessions for new project teacher recruits inc1udin? the‘
Superintendent the teacher trainer, an observer/coder, and a particapating
teacher from the first year's installation. But the informational needs

shouldn't end at this stage. It is recommended that many more mechanisms




for "getting the word out" be put in place. These could include: (1)‘a~
distinctive, attract1ve, and co]orfu] logo identifying the program and/or
project (?) inserts{to the schoo] system's newspaper; (3) special bulletins:
‘to teacherss and (h) memos or letters to teacher and principals reinforctng‘
the intent to continue with the thrust beoun in the 1980-1981 schgof,year.

. Other informational possibi]ities should be studied.

Independence and se1f-sufficienoy are the targets for other recommenda-
tions. If Putnam County Schools continues the c]assroom management staff
development program, then several 1mportant steps leading to the1r self-
;sufficiency with the system are [ecommended. 'A Putnam County'"apprent1ce'
in the Stal]ings system should be identified and trained by the Stallings-,
trained apprentice as soon as.possible. Without a 1oca11y—supportedf
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 syptem's opt%cal‘scanning program
should be purchased tojnet~on1y reduce data processing~eosts, but more
1mportant1y, to speed up the turnaround time between observat1ons and the
product1on of the teacher behav1or profile charts. Similarly, the computer

- program(s) wh1ch transform the raw data into the teacher behav1or profile
charts shou]d be purchased, if poss1b1e, from the Teach1ng and Learning
" Institute. These steps 1dent1f1ed above‘w111 ensure a large measure of
independence and self- Suff1c1ency by the Putnam County Schools and, in the
~ long run, save considerable amounts of money for the school system.
Finally, several recommendations for research, development, and evalua-

< -

tion are offered A natura1 recommendation wou]d be to monitor continuous]y
i

\\ - .. the 1mp1ementat1on of the Sta111ngs staff deVe1opment program in Putnam
v . &

‘County Schools, At a minimum, a des1gn similar to the one used in th1s Lo e R
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evaluation results. Improtement ,1nstrumentat1on should be attempted in
future evaﬁuations. The oniginal group of eleven demonstration projectpy
teachers §hod1d be studied over time including, 1f pdssib]e continued
observation of the1r classrooms and efresher“ tra1n1ng workshops“to assess
possible long term effects of their involvement in the demonstration project.
Putnam County Schools, with outside assistande as necessary and app(Opriate,
* should beg1n to deve]op its own data base for the teacher behavior profile
charts recommendat1ons of classroom behavior changes. Th1s cou]d 1nc1ude,
for example, a change to cr1ter1onfreferenced measures of student ‘achieve-

.

ment outcomes. Over time, various crite ion-referenced data bases could be

built into the system to accommodate vayious -content areas. Continued use.

is encouraged. Communication of.this

of ch Teaching Behaviors Change Inde
measure between and among others dsing the Sta]]tngs staff development
program is recommended The first goa1 of this network of index users cou]d
be the initial ass1gnment of descriptors to various atta1ned values of the
index. This could assist in the deve]opment of a common metric for
describing and assess1ng the actua] amount of teaching behavior changes.
Associated w1th the prev1ous recommendat1on would be exp]oratory study of
the Teaching Behaviors Change Index as the dependent variable in staff

deve lopment/teacher effects re;earch. nLast results of this evaluation
study shou]d be communicated to other educat1ona1 personnel through this
repdrt, the execut1ve summary, articles, reséarch papers, and/or presen-

tat1on$ ‘at 1oca1 statez,regﬁonal and natLonaJ meetrngs and cbnferences.

-
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. - o o /I
.  Putnam County Classroom Management /Teacher Effect1veness
Demonstration Project . o S

. ’ : Reaction Survey : o ‘
. June 8, 1981 | . :

Dwrect1ons “In proéé form, please provide us with your react1ons/fee11ngs
as. this demonstration prOJect unfolded. You may want to use the fo110w1ng
~« -outline to orgamize your narrative, “

»

1. Before the teacher awareness: meet1n97W1th Ken H1gg1nbotham Joe Bas11e,

Debra Sullivan: B ] o . N
: " . ‘ ‘ Y '

2. After the teacher'awarenﬂ&% meeting:

3. Before the first set of observations: ‘ o - | o

4. Afterthe first set of obsefvations:i , S .
5. After the first teacher,training séssionﬁm S - ‘ -3
6. After the th{;a teacher training session: T,

7. After the final teacher training session:

8. Before the second set of observations:

°

9. After the second_sét of observations: , L \ .
. . " N | . | ) ) V N t; . .
10. Before receiving your finaJ;E[pfi]e:\ e .

-11. After receiving your final profile: o

12. Today: (6/8/81): | | R B
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- . , " Appendix B:

i . \ . .
‘ Citation Form: The Standards for Educational
‘ Programs, Products, and Materials ' _ .
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Ciustion Form®
‘The Stndsrds for Eveluations of Educationa! Programs, Projects, and Materials guided the devclopment of this (check one):

N request for evaluation plan/design/proposal . ‘ ]
evalustion plan/design/proposal : 78
“/ evaluation cnmct s . .

Yo interpret thé information provudcd on this form, the reader needs to refer to the full text of the mndnrds 8s they appear in

- Joint Committee on Standards for Educations! Evsiustion, Snndnrdx for.Eveluations of Educational ngmm Projects, and
Materials. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1980
‘l'ho sm were consulted snd used u indicatsd in the table below {check s Wopmt:) .
The Standard was The Standard was The Standard was Exceptidn was
deemed spplicable | desmed spplicable | not deemed appli- | taken 1o the*
and to the extent but could not be cable Standerd
' feasible was taken taken into sccount
Descriptor . | into account .
Al Audience Identification ' X XXX
+ A2 Evalustor Cradibility * XX XX
A3 _ Information Scope and Selection }, XX XX °

A4 Valustionsl Iriterpretation- XXXX . K
A5 - Report Clarity XXXX- 1 . ‘ ‘

"AS MeporvDissemination s.OXXXX : , o D .‘
A7 Report Timeliness XXXX - .
AB  Evalustion impact X XXX . ) S - )
81 Practical Procedures XX XX s . .

B2  Political Viability XX XX ] .,

"83 Cost Effectiveness XX XX B . i <. .
€1 Forma! Obligstion . ) XXXX . . . )
CZ Conflict of Interest ° CXXXX . 1. _ .
€3 - Full and Frank Disclosure XXXX s . . : L

‘CA  Public’s Right to Know X XXX ' @ ° s S

€5  Rights of Human Subjects . XXXX ~. - R . - *
C6  Human Interactions — < XXXX : \ e,
C7 Balanced Reporting XXXX - ' . i .
C8 Fiscal Responsibility i XX XX
D1 Object Identification XXXX e\ _ o .
D2 Context Analysis X XXX \ \ g .
D3 Dascribed Purposes and Procedures XXX X \)* ~ Y, . -
D4  Definsible Information Sources XX XX N '
D5 Vilid Messurement ™\ XXXX - - S
D6 Relisble Measurement XXXX v . ‘ e
D? Systematic Data Control XXX ¥ - . . 3 B .
D8  Analysisof Quantitative information | XXXX . . ' )
D9  Analysis of Qualitative Information XX XX 1 ‘ _ ;
D10 Justitied Conclusions’ PXXXX N '
D11 Objective Reporting . I X.X‘X X : ‘ . . ‘ ‘ ‘l
name: __Merrill L. Meehan pers: _November 27, 1981
~ frvped) ’ ' -
signature — - ° ’
* Position or Thie: Educat(ona] R & D Specia alist 5 / - ; : B
 Agency: Appa1ach1a Educational Laboratory - ' . :
Addres: Post 0ff1ce Box 1348, Charleston, , west V1rg1ma 25325 '
§ j‘-ﬂtoomm Eva1uator and author of document ok %‘T L
l: KC o, h.n uuthor of document, lenn tesm leader, extarnal wdiw ml gﬁ . v

f "Eﬁﬁ @% E@‘&«iﬂ*ﬁz

, T blisher Qumﬂ to photocopy this '°"“
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