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CHAPTER 1
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

Introduction

One of the most persistent concepts associated
with elementary and secondary schools in the 1970's is
innovations in instruction. On all sides change has
been encouraged and, in fact, demanded almost for its
own sake. The literature of instruction is especially
full of suggestions, exhortations, methods, and manage-
ment schemes to bring about innovations and change in
our schools. There are even handbooks for parents
(Lurie, 1970) on ways to "fight the system" and change
their children's schools. The more recent "back to the
basics" movement which we see discussed in almost every
evening's paper is characterized by more than just an
appeal to return to past practices. They tend to be
demands for better systems even though limited in pur-
pose. Frymier's (1969) statement that the need for
education change in America has not been met to date is

still a viable one, even though it was made ten years



ago. Improvement is still being sought through signi-
ficant change in practices and programming (Havelock and
Havelock, 1972; Eastern Regional Institute for Edu-
cation, 1972; Alexander, 1974).

Education is, of course, complex and grows
more complex daily as new developments in educational
technology evolve. The common assumption held at the
turn of the century that only certain students were
candidates for secondary and collegiate education and
that such education was a privilege is no longer accept-
able to many in this society. This was affirmed in the
Dixon vs Alabama (1961) case that held that education is
a necessity rather than a privilege, and schools are no
longer supported in refusing education to a child merely
because he does not fit a program. Responsibility for
providing some kind of educational opportunity to those
for whom we have not before served is being emphasized
in laws mandating broader programming (Texas Senate Bill
230; Texas Senate Bill 340); in court decisions re-
stricting suspensions and expulsions (Tinker wvs
DeMoines, 1964); and by growing federal expenditures for

new programming even in an era of austerity (Public Law



94-142). Providing this educational opportunity for
students who have not before been served requires great
change.

But it is not only the populations that have
changed whiclhi schools must now serve, but there are
demands for changes in the quality of the product which
is produced as well as in the content of the curriculum.
The public is demanding more knowledgeable graduates,
and they want more things taught. Vocational training,
new math, driver's education, career education, and
multi-cultural education are a few examples of the kinds
of content changes in the curriculum being required of
schools.

Schools have responded in various ways (Harris
and others, 1979; Bishop, 1971). They have reorganized,
adapted their curricula, used technological advances,
and changed their facilities. They have reorganized by
using team teaching, flexible scheduling, the nongraded
approach, and large group/small group strategies. They
have adapted their —curricula through the use of
teacher-made materials, commercially prepared materials,

instructional objectives, and the concept of continuous



progress. They have learned how to use overhead projec-
tors, tape recorders, filmstrip projectors, computer
assisted instruction, and computer managed instruction.
They have rebuilt and remodeled facilities in order to
accommodate large group/small group spatial needs as
well as independent study space, instructional resource
and materials éenters.

Two recent nationwide developments are an
excellent example of the demand made upon teachers and
schools for change. First is the mandate for an appro-
priate public education for all handicapped children
ages 3 through 21. Here the responsibility for delivery
of services to the majority of the handicapped lies
primarily with the regular classroom teacher who for the
most part does not have any specialized training to deal
with the problems. Second is the requirement for school
districts to provide bilingual education for children
whose primary language is not English. Both of these
developments require a high degree of specialized skills
which many teachers do not have or have not acquired

through a pre-service training program.



The changes are tremendous, and they require
teacher response with informed judgement, new skill, and
positive open attitudes. But teachers have often been
ill equipped to respond adequately to these changes or
to other innovations imposed upon them. In addition to
pressures for better basic skills, they are feeling
pressure about career education, expanded vocational
education, adaptations to a "quarter system", desegre-
gation of schools and classrooms, and a rising tide of
social problems with which to cope.

One of the responses made by the schools to
the demand for change has been inservice education.
Inservice education is not a new concept. It has been
in existence as long as public education (Collins,
1972). Some of the more recent specific efforts in
inservice education are: (1) the National Science
Foundation Institutes in which 30 million dollars were
spent in 1959 and 40 million dollars in 1962, (2) the
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) that was passed in
1964 and allowed institutes to be funded for both ele-
mentary and secondary teachers in a broad array of
content fields, and (3) the Education Professions De-

velopment Act (EPDA) and the Elementary and Secondary



Education Act which stimulated inservice education
activities for facilitating specific planned changes in
existing programs within the school (Harris, in press).

Inservice education has been successful in
effecting change in schools (Harris & Hartgraves, 1972).
Almost one hundred studies of inservice education pro-
grams were analyzed in 1974 (Lawrence). The results
indicated that four out of five studies reported signif-
icant changes in teacher behavior.

There has been, however, limited interest in
inservice education, and lack of support for it is
widespread (Yarger, 1976). Almost any educator can
willingly testify to the poor quality of much of the
inservice that has been delivered (Orrange and Van Ryn,
1975; Fantina, 1971). But even with poor quality in
mind, there is general agreement among many educators
that under no circumstances should inservice be discon-
tinued (Howey, 1976; Joyce, et al, 1976; Hite, 1976).
It is an effective means of teacher training (Heeney,
'1973). It can create significant changes in knowledge
and skill, and it is effective in producing changes in

classroom and larger school operational patterns. It is



effective with both experienced and inexperienced teach-
ers (Coody, 1967), and it is considered by some author-
ities to be an absolute necessity in improving quality
education (Harris, 1975).

Texas is no exception to the pressures for
change in the national picture (Senate Bill 230, Senate
Bill 340). One response has been to provide a framework
within the state for inservice education. 1n 1970 a 180
day school term was established by the Legislature
through House Bill 240 for providing instruction to
students plus a 10 day period of time for inservice and
other specified activities. In 1972 an accreditation
standard was approved by the State Board of Education
requiring the development of local district inservice
activities from approved procedures for assessing the
performance of the professional staff. In 1975 House
Bill 1126 specified that the 10 days required in House
Bill 240 be used for inservice education and prepara-
tion. Financial allocations were made to provide sup-
port. The State Board of Education officially adopted
staff development as a priority area in September, 1976.

It set the following long range objective:



By 1982, 80 percent of the school districts in Texas
will be operating staff development programs which
satisfy general guidelines developed through inter-
actions among representative personnel in school
districts, regional centers, educators in colleges
and universities, and staff of the Texas Education
Agency (1976).

Specific tasks were outlined for the State Department of

Education.

To achieve this objective, the following tasks will
be undertaken by the Agency in concert with appro-
priate personnel outside the Agency:

1. Develop further the capabilities of Agency and
service center personnel for providing leader-
ship in this endeavor.

2. Establish appropriate processes for studying
ways by which staff development programs may be
improved in quality, including seeking concen-
sus on such issues as definitionms, governance,
and alternatives for design and delivery of
inservice.

3. Make an analysis of staff development practices
in the State.

4, Report on the findings of the staff study and
those of other groups to appropriate advisory
and policy-making bodies.

5. Develop and distribute to school districts,
regional education service centers, and other
educational institutions general guidelines for
local, regional, and state staff development
programs, with accompanying materials for
improving program analysis, for determining
needs of individual staff members, and for
evaluating programs in terms of their effec-
tiveness in improving staff competence and
impacting student learning.



6. Provide for the coordination of preservice/
inservice efforts, particularly those related
to the operations of the local cooperative
teacher education centers.

This is, in effect, one response toward the
retraining of teachers for the acquisition of new knowl-
edge and skills to meet the persistent demand for change

in instruction.

Need for the Study

While it is known that inservice education can
effect change, there is not sufficient understanding of
the operational characteristics of inservice programming
that is required for a school to facilitate specific
planned change and produce sustained innovation. How
many training hours of inservice training are required?
What school- or district-wide time resources are needed?
For example, what if it takes thirty days of inservice
training or three days rather than the designated five?
How much planning of what type does it take to assure
quality programming? What kinds of follow-up activities
are needed to assure effects? Does it require consult-
ants? What kinds, from what sources are required? Or

does it matter? Can it be done without any outside



help? Who needs to be responsible for the inservice?
Is there a relationship between certain types of in-
service and specific programming practices? If a cer-
tain innovation is desired, will a specific type of
inservice facilitate its adoption? What are the sequen-
tial relationships most appropriate for curriculum
development and training? |

A complicating factor in answering questions
such as these is the indication of numerous studies that
reveal the lack of success of many innovations
(Mosteller, 1976) as well as the suggestion that in many
cases implementation of innovations still is not fina-
lized after years of directed efforts (Kennedy, 1978).
The problem of the bandwagon effect has been well docu-
mented (Cawelti, 1967), and it has been shown how fre-
quently new programs are abandoned (Aslin and DeArman,
1976). There are studies, however, that indicate that
innovations are possible, and do exist (Berman and
McLaughlin, 1975). 1If we could document the existence
of specific innovations of the type desired by many
schools, might it be possible to associate specific

inservice practices with them?

10



These are important questions which relate to
the problems of educational policy-makers, program
administrators, and training consultants at regional
service centers, federal agencies, or in state or local
systems. The answers to these questions might facili-
tate the task of helping schools change and improve
their instructional programs. At the same time the
answers might help provide guidelines by which we can
revise state policy so that it will encourage and sup-
port schools who are trying to accomplish positive
planned change.

This research study can provide data that can
help to answer these questions and also contribute to a
data base that can provide direction to those responsi-
ble for making future decisions regarding inservice

education in Texas.
Statement of Problem

Schools are being asked and required to
change. Teachers are in need of new knowledges, skills
and competence. School and systemwide instructional

changes are required. Inservice education programming

11
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can be effective in facilitating such changes by pro-
viding the necessary training. It is being used to
accomplish those purposes in many instances. However,
there are no available guidelines with which to deter-
mine optimum requirements for inservice education pro-
gramming that can contribute positively to planned
change and innovation on a school campus. It has not
been clearly demonstrated that certain characteristics
of inservice practices are or are not associated with
specifically documented innovations.

There are two purposes of this study. The
first is to yield descriptive data related to inservice
practices and innovative programming practices in
schools in which the actual existance of specific
innovations in individualizing instruction can be docu-
mented. The second purpose is to determine any relation-
ships which exist between the inservice practices and
the innovative programming practices.

The study exists within a conceptual framework
that relates to the many inputs into a school that are
designed to produce change. Among these inputs may be
curriculum development, materials development, and/or

structural or other changes in the organization. These



inputs can produce innovative practices. At the same
time inservice education efforts as a planned, goal-
directed change process are used to deliberately produce

the innovative practices, effect the inputs and produce

the ultimate goal of change. 1Inservice education is
used as an instrument for change. In this study two
processes emerge: (1) training and (2) curricular/

programmatic innovation. The training is expressed in
terms of the overall impact of the training experiences
and the systematic leadership displayed in producing the
training. The curricular/programmatic innovation is
expressed in terms of the extent of the innovation as

well as its complexity.

Curriculum :>Innovative —> Change
Development Practices
. ””,,’;? AN\
INPUTS Material
Development

=
Organizational'/, ﬁi\\\\\
Change

ISE
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Design of the Study

A selected set of schools with carefully,
previously validated innovations installed were used as
the focus of the study. The innovative practices were
analyzed to determine both extent of innovation and
complexity of the innovation based on carefully docu-
mented observation reports. The 1inservice training
practices currently associated with the schools and its
innovative program participants were described and
analyzed to permit analysis of the program of inservice
education. Furthermore, the innovativeness variables
were related to those of inservice education (overall
experience impact in inservice and systematic leadership
in inservice) to determine their relationships.

The fact that current practices of both kinds,
inservice education and innovations, were studied during
the same current time frame (1977-78) produces a special
problem of design. Ideally, inservice training in prior
years should have been analyzed in relation to emerging
innovation practices. This was not feasible due to lack
of available documentation. The assumption is made that
conditions existing at the time of the innovative pro-
grams existed previous to innovation. The rationalg for

the design can be described as follows:

14
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Assumptions

(1) Innovations require change in practices
of implementers.

(2) Change in practices requires new learn-
ings.

(3) New learnings may emerge out of formal or
informal training or both.

(4) Hence, no inservice training (formal) is
necessarily required for an innovation to be developed
and maintained.

(5) However, if innovations are relatively
complex and require an array of behavior changes
(Rogers, 1962) they may well require inservice education
(formal training) to evolve as fully operational changes
in practice.

' (6) Furthermore, more complex innovations re-
quiring formal training are more likely to be emerging,
evolving, and developing over a fairly long period of
time (3-5 years).

(7) Therefore, training requirements recog-
nized in early periods of the change process would be
less thin fully met during the early years of the innova-

tion in operation.



(8) Hence, inservice education currently in
operation may well reflect actual requirements of prior
years.

Several interpretations could be drawn from
the logical analysis presented here: (1) If relation-
ships are found between inservice education and innova-
tive practices then greater, stronger requirements could
be assumed for earlier inservice education; (2) 1If
relationships are found, the same level of inservice was
required earlier and is now habit; (3) If no relation-
ships are found, the inservice education has declined or

has always been at an insufficient level.

Variables Involved in the Descriptive Study

There are two kinds of variables employed in
the analysis of data. The first kind are those related
to the first objective of the study which is to provide
a descriptive analysis of the inservice education prac-
tices and the innovative programming practices. The
second kind are those related to the relationships
between the inservice education practices and the inno-

vative practices in programming. The following is a

16
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list and description of the variables involved in the

descriptive study.

Inservice Education Practices

The variables used in the analysis of in-
service practices were derived from a basic set of
assumptions about what information is needed to be able
to sufficiently describe the training. These variables
were selected in order to yield a data base that would
describe the inservice education practices of schools in
which innovative programming practices in individualized
instruction can be documented as to their existence and
adoption. These variables are:

1. Experiences (ISE 1)

This variable represents the specific kinds of experi-
ences that can be provided to a faculty and identified
as inservice training. It includes how often the experi-
ence took place in number of the times per year. An-
other aspect of the variable is when the experience took
place. For example, the specific experience of "Visits
to other schools involving careful selection of places

to visit prior arrangement" could have taken place as



many as over 10 times during the year or as few as not
at all. When it took place could be (1) during off duty
time during the summer and/or holidays, (2) during
school hours without release time (3) during school
hours with release time, (4) after school hours (5) on
Saturdays, (6) designated inservice days.

2. Voluntarism (ISE 2)

This variable represents the degree of freedom that is
perceived by the faculty in the participation in the
inservice education.

3. Consultants (ISE 3)

This variable represents the kinds of personnel that
were used to deliver the inservice training, apd how
they delivered it in relation to large group, small
group or in individual work. These personnel could be
from a source outside or from within the school dis-
trict.

4. Planning (ISE 4)

This variable concerns the amount of district and campus
level planning as well as identification of the individ-

uals who were involved in the planning.
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5. Resources (ISE 5)

This variable concerns the amount of funds designated
for inservice education that are used at the local
building level as well as the resources appropriated for
release time for teachers.

6. Content (ISE 6)

This variable represents the identification of the
specific content that is provided in the inservice
education.

7. Level of Experience (ISE 7)

This variable represents the level of experiences in the
inservice education in regard to identified stages in
change strategies. It also involves an estimate as to
whether or not the needs of the faculty are perceived as
being met.

8. Incentive (ISE 8)

This variable represents the motivations of the faculty

to participate in the inservice education.

Innovative Programming Practices in Individualized

Instruction
The variables used in the analysis of inno-

vative programming practices were derived from the
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criteria for acceptance set by the network to which the
schools belong. The variables were selected in order to
yield a data base that can describe the innovative
programming practices. These variables are:

1. Objectives (IP 1)

The curriculum is objective based and materials are
either selected by by learner or school officials to
meet the objectives.

2. Learner Involvement (IP 2)

Students choose tasks, help each other, suggest ways to
accomplish a task, have a positive attitude toward
school.

3. Learner Autonomy (IP 3)

Students often move about freely, on occasion score
their own work and initiate some of their own activi-
ties.

4. Pacing (IP 4)

Under the teacher's guidance, students proceed at their
own rates, adjust time spent on activities, skip tasks
if they show mastery of them and move on to the next
level on an individual basis.

5. Differentiation of Assignment (IP 5)

Students work on different tasks, with different kinds

of materials, with different levels of materials; they
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pursue different objectives from a broad offering, they
recycle when needed, and get varying amounts of help
from the teacher depending on need.

6. Varying Staffing Patterns (IP 6)

Teachers vary their duties based on skills and needs of
the students; not all teachers teach every day, because
duties are divided among members of teams. Aides may be
available to assist, as well as parent volunteers.

7. Varying Teaching Strategies (IP 7)

Students work independently; cross-age tutoring is used;
students tutor students; small and large groups are
formed; groups are reformed when needed; one teacher
works with one student. Contracts, learning stations
and prescriptions may be used.

8. Flexibility in Classroom Arrangement (IP 8)
Provisions are made for a variety of classroom arrange-
ments including small group, large group and individual
work. Instructional materials are easily accessible.
9. Materials and Equipment (IP 9)

Many types of materials are available including (1)
textbooks and library books, (2) audiovisual equipment,

(3) commercial and teacher-made exercises and games.



10. Facilities (IP 10)

There is flexibility and variety in the use of facili-
ties. Materials from a resource center or library form
the basis of the individualized program and students
have easy access at a variety of times to the center as

well as to laboratory and supervised shops.

Variables Involved In the Study of
Relationships Between the Inservice Education

Practices and the Innovative Program Practices

The second objective of this study is to
determine any relationships which exist between the
inservice practices and the innovative programming
practices. The following is a list and description of
the variables involved in this second objective:

Inservice Education

1. Overall Experience Impact in ISE (ISE-I)

This variable represents a combination of part of the
variables labeled experiences (ISE 1), consultants (ISE
3) and level of experiences (ISE 7) involved in the
descriptive study under inservice practices. It refers

to the variety and number of experiences, the number of
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different kinds of personnel who deliver the inservice
and how many different levels of experiences were pre-
sented. (ISE-I=ISE 1+ISE 3 +ISE 7less items 14-25, 33,
34, 35, and 61 from the Inservice Programming Practices
questionnaire)

2. Systematic Leadership in ISE (ISE-II)

This variable represents a combination of parts of the
variables labeled planning (ISE 4), resources (ISE 5),
content (ISE 6), and voluntarism (ISE 2) involved in the
descriptive study under inservice practices. It refers
to the number of individuals involved in planning from
both district and campus level, how much the district
was willing to invest in time and money for inservice,
the variety and amount of content, and the degree of
freedom perceived in the participation in ISE.
(ISE-II=ISE 4+ISE S5+ISE 6+ISE 2 less item 44 from the

Inservice Programming Practices questionnaire)

Innovative Programming Practices

1. Extent of Innovation (IP-1)
This variable represents a combination of the variables
labeled learner involvement (IP 2), learner autonomy (IP

3) and differentiation of assignment (IP 5) involved in
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the descriptive study under innovative programming
practices. It refers to student participation and
responsibility in and for their own education as well as
the student working on the level of curriculum which
best suits his/her needs. (IP-I=IP 2+IP 3+IP 5)

2. Complexity of Innovation (IP-11)

This variable represents a combination of the variables
labeled varying staffing patterns (IP 6), varying teach-
ing strategies (IP 7) and facilities {IP 10) involved in
the descriptive study wunder innovative programming
practices. It refers to the amount and variety of
strategies used in these three areas. (IP-II=IP 6+ IP

7+1P 10)
Research Questions

The overall design of the study and the analyt-
ical procedures focus on the following questions:
1. Do these highly innovative schools report
inservice education programs and prac-
tices that reflect extensive efforts to

assure training to implementing teachers?



The innovative practices represent major
change efforts of the schools. It is reasonable to
assume that inservice education programs and practices
have been part of the change effort, even, indeed, an
instrument to bring about the change. It is therefore
appropriate to study the inservice education of these
highly innovative schools. Have they made training
available and what kinds of specific efforts have they
made to assure training?

2. Are the innovative schools distinctly
different in the extent and complexity of
their innovations in operation?

Given a scale of high to low of innovativeness
we can assume from the documentation brocess that the
schools being studied are all, as a group, at the higher
end of that scale. It is appropriate, however, to
assume that even within that higher range of innovative-
ness that the schools differ from one another both in
the extensiveness of the innovation as well as the
complexity. It is possible to assume that a school may
be highly innovative and yet 1limit how extensive or
complex that innovation might be. A school might limit
the extensiveness of the innovation yet not the conm-

plexity; or vice versa; or certainly be able to have a
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highly complex as well as extensive innovation. 1f
these differences can be determined then it may be
possible to examine relationships.

3. Are the innovative schools distinctly
different in the impact or leadership
associated with their inservice education
programs?

It is reasonable to assume that these highly
innovative schools differ from one another in the over-
all experience impact in inservice education and the
systematic leadership displayed in providing inservice
education. A school might report limited overall experi-
ence impact yet not so in systematic leadership; or vice
versa; or able to demonstrate high activity in both
overall experience impact as well as systematic leadér-
ship in inservice education. 1If these differences can
be determined, then it may be possible to examine rela-
tionships.

4, What are the key relationships, if any,
between inservice education variables and
the innovations variables?

The question of relationships between these

variables is an interesting one. 1Is it possible that a



more extensive innovation requires more overall experi-
ence impact in inservice education or systematic leader-
ship in inservice education or both? 1Is there a rela-
tionship between complexity of the innovation and the
two inservice education variables? If an innovation is
highly complex, does it require more of an overall
experience impact in inservice education or more system-
atic leadership in inservice education than if it is
less complex? Determining the key relationships, if
any, between inservice variables and the innovation

variables is of interest.
Analyses

A descriptive analysis of the inservice educa-
tion practices and the innovation practices was com-
pleted in order to find the answers to research ques-
tions one, two, and three. The following hypothesis
were then tested to find answers to research queston
four.

1 A significant relationship exists between
overall experience impact in inservice
education (1SE-1) and extent of innova-

tion (IP-1)
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H2 A significant relationship exists between
systematic leadership in inservice educa-
tion (ISE-II) and extent of innovation
(IP-1)

3 A significant relationship exists between
overall experience impact in inservice
education (ISE-II) and complexity of
innovation (IP-11)

H, A significant relationship exists between
systematic leadership in inservice educa-
tion (ISE-1I) and complexity of innova-
tion (IP-1I)

In addition, the branching diagram analysis developed by

Harris (1974) and the weighted net percentage difference

(WNPD) developed by Spady (1970) were used in order to

find answers to research question 4. These are techni-

ques which allow for a multivariate analysis on simple
data without elaborate statistical procedures. These
techniques are described in Chapter 111, and the anal-

yses are presented in Chapter V.
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Limitations of the Study

The study has some major limitations. The
most important one is the concurrent time frames which
were employed for both inservice education practices and
innovations practices. These concurrent time frames
were used even though they are logically treated as
process-product related. Preliminary investigation
revealed the lack of written records and/or documenta-
tion of inservice practices in schools. Immediate
recall of the past year's work was available, but the
validity of information about inservice practices of
more than one year was questionable. Therefore, a
concurrent time frame was employed based on the assump-
tions stated previously in the section on design of the
study. This limitation is considerable, and it must be
kept in mind that the simultaneous character of the
events under study prevents inferring causality in any
of the relationships analyzed.

Other limitations include:

1. Secondary schools have been eliminated

from the study and only elementary schools are used.
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2. The schools are all located in the state
of Texas.

3. The previously gathered validating data
on innovation were utilized with no testing for valid-
ity.

Even though these 1limitations affect the
findings of the study, these limitations are not so

major as to prevent the use of the gathered data.
Definitions of Terms

Change refers to any significant alteration in
the current status of innovative instructional program
operation in the schools under study.

Innovation refers to any program change which
requires some alterations in knowledge and skill employ-
ed by the people most directly involved.

Inservice Education (ISE) refers to the con-

tinuing education of teachers which aids, supports, and
provides the opportunity for the development and improv-
ment of knowledge and skills which are needed for on-
the-job performance.

Inservice programming refers to the total

efforts in  setting goals, determining strategies,
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planning, and implementation of inservice education of
which inservice training is a part.

Consultant refers to an individual or indivi-
duals who are acknowledged to have expertise in inser-
vice programming and are asked to share that expertise.

Variety of consultants refers to the different

types of consultants who can be used in inservice.

Amount of use of consultants refers to the
estimated amount of time consultants are involved in the
inservice programming.

Personnel at several levels refers to educa-

tional personnel at different levels of employment in a
school district such as teaching personnel, supervisory
personnel, administrative personnel, and other central
office personnel.

Stages in change refers to identified stages

in change strategies such as that described by Harris
(1975) in which strategies are divided into three
stages: (1) creating alternatives, (2) adopting, and
(3) installing.

Students refers to the children in the schools

who are involved in the innovation.
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Voluntarism refers to the degree of freedom
that is perceived by an individual in the participation
in the inservice education such as that described by
Miskel (1973) in reaction to an individual's perception

in his job.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 11 is a review of the current litera-
ture regarding inservice education and innovation with
emphasis upon the variables of the study.

The procedures for conducting the study are
described in detail in Chapter II1. This includes a
description of the instrumentation, data collection, and
the treatment of the data.

Chapter IV is entitled "Descriptive Findings
of the Study."” A descriptive analysis of the inservice
practices and innovative programming practices in indivi-
dualized instruction is included.

Chapter V is entitled "Relationships between
Inservice Education Practices and Innovative Programming
Practices." The chapter contains an analysis of the

data in regard to the relationsips.



Chapter VI contains a summary of the findings
and implications and suggestions for future research are
also included.

The Appendices constitute the last section.
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CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter presents a review of the litera-
ture that is related to the study. First there is an
overall general review of the literature in inservice
education. Next studies that support the wvariables
chosen in this research effort are reviewed. The liter-
ature related to producing changes in schools with
emphasis upon the specific use of inservice education is

then discussed.

Overall General Review of ISE

The literature is more than abundant on inser-
vice education. It is evident that continuous profes-
sional development of school staff members has been a
deep concern since the assumption of state responsi-
bility for public education to the present time. This
concern is reflected in the numerous books, journals,
periodicals, yearbooks, and unpublished papers that have
devoted their attention to the subject of inservice

education. There are well over two thousand such items
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with the majority being produced after 1957 (Nicholson
and Joyce, 1976).
In 1957 the National Society for the Study of
Education published a yearbook that provided an overview
of inservice education (Corey, 1957). This work has
served as a general reference over the years and pin-
points 1957 as a time when inadequate teacher training
was clearly recognized on a'national level as a serious,
growing problem (Harris, in press). Very little of what
has been published can be considered hard research. The
majority are descriptions of existing or completed
inservice education projects. Comprehensive reviews of
the literature exist; however, their number is limited.
Between 1966 and 1976 there are eleven comprehensive
reviews. These include:
. a report published by NEA (Research

Division, 1966); inservice education is

defined and described citing nineteen

different types; a rationale is provided;

barriers to inservice education are

cited; evaluation procedures are dis-

cussed; and suggestions for improvement

are made

a report from Far West Laboratory (Westby-

Gibson, 1967) that includes a survey of
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innovations in inservice education as
well as psychological and sociological
research; topics include structure of the
school, social setting, the process of
change, and interaction between teacher
and school

a report on a project related to the con-
tinuing education of teachers (Rubin,
1969)

two papers written in 1971 (Devore) and
(Sobol) that contain descriptive findings
of the cumulative research on inservice
education

a paper that reviews the literature and
catalogues seventy-six problems as well
as ways to motivate teachers (Ward, 1972)
a paper (Mohr, 1971) that describes
training models at different universities
and the work of educational laboratories
a review of research that studied ninety-
seven inservice education programs that
had evaluated their results (Lawrence,

1974)
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a review by Edelfelt (1975) of two hun-
dred and fifty-six entries in the ERIC
system
a chapter by Edefelt and Lawrence (1975)
a monograph by Nicholson and Joyce (1976)
that is one of a series of reports on ISE
inservice education
The findings of at least five of the reviews provide
information about what is happening in the field in
relationship to what constitutes effective practices in
inservice education (Westby-Gibson, 1967; Edelfelt,
1975; Devore, 1971; Lawrence, 1974; Nicholson and Joyce,
1976).

Westby-Gibson (1967) reviewed the literature
between 1950 and 1967. Her findings support the prac-
tice of teachers participating in the determination of
inservice education needs and providing leadership for
conducting developed programs. She states that the
literature indicates that involvement of participants is
the key element in the planning of any inservice. Her
review is supportive of organizing inservice education

to promote behavior change.
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Edelfelt's review (1975) of the items in the
ERIC system led him to the conclusion that involvement
in planning the inservice education is important for
those people who are to participate. He concludes that
the way to improve inservice is through the use of
self-assessment and greater collaboration among those
who have an interest in inservice education.

Devore's study (1971) focuses primarily on the
teacher as an individual in the process of change.
Through a review of the literature he identifies change
and the variables necessary to promote such change.
These include:

involvement of teachers in the planning
and conducting of inservice programs
development of on-going, self-directing
programs which allow the individual to
identify his needs progressively

offering of comprehensive, well-planned
programs with specific identifiable
objectives

allocation of time for inservice educa-
tion that is of sufficient duration to
allow for systematic skill development

perfected through cumulative practice
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. development of designs for inservice
education which incorporate well-written
objectives to ensure that proper eval-
uation can be carried out

. development of alternative strategies for
the delivery of inservice education to
provide for the differences in compe-
tencies as well as the beliefs and atti-
tudes among educators

. the provision of trained personnel to
"orchestrate" the change process.

Devore specifically identifies the involvement of teach-
ers in planning and conducting inservice as a critical
factor in effective inservice education.

The fourth study of particular interest is one
completed by Lawrence and others (1974) on patterns of
effective inservice education. It is one of the more
comprehensive studies in the literature, and it has the
distinction of being cited by a later study (Nicholson
and Joyce, 1976) as the only one worthy of the name
research.

The researchers were interested in discovering
if any generalizations could be drawn from the research

literature to indicate that some kinds of settings,
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materials, and procedures are more effective than oth-
ers. The review included only research on the con-
tinuing education of employed teachers, that is, in-
service education (1974).

Only carefully evaluated studies were includ-
ed. Ninety-seven were found to fit the criteria of
containing some sort of "validity safeguard." Profiles
of the ninety-seven studies were drawn up and analyzed
according to fourteen categories. The categories were
situational design, mediation, influence agent, objec-
tives for teacher change, complexity of objectives,
kinds of measurement used, research/evaluation and
planning, and seven categories dealing with approaches
to management of inservice activities.

Four out of five of the studies included in
the research report significant changes in teacher
behavior. In reflecting on the findings, Lawrence
states that different empirical studies in educatiocnal
research seldom show as strong agreement as was dis-
covered in these findings. He described the message as
being very clear: (page 17)

The inservice programs that have the best chance of
being effective are those that involve teachers in
planning and managing their own professional develop-
ment activities, pursuing personal and collective

objectives, sharing, applying new learnings, and
receiving feedback.
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None of the studies was a teacher center

program, reported involving a teachers' professional

organization in the planning or conducting of the

pro-

gram, or mentioned parent involvement. Only six studies

dealt with self-instructional materials. It

is

Lawrence' opinion that the rate of success of the ninety-

seven programs strongly suggests that a great variety of

objectives can be accomplished through inservice educa-

tion.

This study reaffirms much of what has been
long advocated through the literature (Harris, in
press). Teacher positive attitude, active partici-

pation, differentiated experiences, continuous program-

matic efforts and freedom of choice are all consistently

associated with effective inservice education.

Nicholson and Joyce (1976) reviewed more

than

two thousand books, periodicals and unpublished papers

in order to produce a report that could present an

analysis of the literature related to inservice educa-

tion. The monograph which they produced is one
series of five reports on inservice education.
analysis of the literature was used to identify
needs and major issues in inservice education.

procedures which they used were:

of a
The
data

The
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. The literature was identified and read
. The literature was grouped into cate-
gories of topics discussed. Five areas
emerged (varieties of inservice educa-
tion, collaborative arrangements, value
orientations toward inservice education,
definitions of inservice education and
other issues)
. Issues were identified and discussed with
consultants
. Substantive areas were selected to be the
structure of the report
Analytic essays were written, discussed
with consultants, revised, and edited.
Nicholson and Joyce drew two dominant con-
clusions from the review of the literature (1976).
These are:
The process of inservice education has been ne-
glected in the research literature in favor of the
content. The literature has been concerned almost
entirely with asking the question of what is there
in new programs to the exclusion of asking why and
how programs succeed or fail.
' Traditional inservice education programs have con-
sisted almost entirely of information gathering

activities rather than utilization of the informa-
tion or the practice of techniques.



47

In addition, they reported that the literature
reveals that a variety of contexts are present for the
delivery of inservice education. They conclude that any
comprehensive program of inservice education should give
consideration to the use of each context. They also
found that collaboration between agencies who have an
interest in inservice education does occur although it
is difficult to determine its extent or success. The
literature was found to be extremely limited in this
area. Nicholson and Joyce (1976) conclude that properly
structured collaborative arrangements might well result
in better quality teacher training programs because the
bulk of teacher competence is acquired in service.

Evaluation and incentives are identified in
their study as important components in any inservice
education design. Neither a systematic method of eval-
uation nor a comprehensive system of incentives were
found in the literature. The majority of incentives
which they found were oriented to credentials and sal-
ary. They conclude that new alternatives are needed for
both evaluation and incentives.

Incentives is an aspect of inservice education

that is persistently discussed in the literature. Much
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of the literature emphasizes financial rewards as well
as credit toward college degrees/certification
(Nicholson and Joyce, 1976; Vanderpool, 1975; Yarger,
1974) as the motivation for participation in inservice
education activities. However, Nicholson and Joyce
(1976) found that money is not as important a factor as
time in the provision of incentives. Edelfelt (1976)
states:
Inservice education is a part of a teacher's regular
teaching load. This idea suggests more than re-
leased time. It affirms that study, exploration,
development, and learning are integral parts of
professional practices and should be a legitimate
part of the teacher's regular responsibilities.
.+ . Whether extrensic or intrinsic, rewards to all
who participate in inservice education should be
made more clear and precise.
Nicholson and Joyce (1976) conclude after their review
of the literature that the basic flaw in the traditional
incentive scheme is that the means (accumulation of
inservice units) has replaced the end (improved pro-
fessional performance).

This overall general review of the literature
indicates that it is voluminous and haphazard with the
majority of works being descriptions of completed pro-
jects (Nicholson and Joyce, 1976). Nevertheless it
should be noted that information is available about what

is happening in the field in relationship to what con-

stitutes effective practices.
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Studies that Support the Variables

There were four variables briefly discussed in
Chapter 1. Two are related to inservice education
(overall experience impact in inservice education and
systematic leadership in inservice education) and two
are related to programming (extent of innovativeness and
complexity of innovation). The reviews which follow

provide a brief summary of studies on each.

Overall Experience Impact In Inservice Education

The overall experience impact in inservice
education involves three major components. These are
(1) the experience itself, (2) the level of the experi-
ence, and (3) the consultant who provides or conducts the
experience. The sum total of these components provides
an estimate of the influence of the overall inservice
experience.

Experiences. There are many references in the
literature to experiences in inservice education. Many
lists of the different types of activities and experi-
ences exist (NEA Research Division, 1966; Edelfelt,

1975; Lawrence, 1974) as well as research and written
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opinion concerning specific activities (Taylor and
others, 1958; Shaftel and Shaftel, 1967; Coody, 1967;
National Society for the Study of Education, 1976).
Although the workshop is described as being the most
widely used experience (Nicholson and Joyce, 1976), the
variety of experiences reported in the literature is
quite comprehensive.

Active involvement in the experience and
variety of experience are supported throughéut the
literature (Emmer and Millett, 1968; Odom, 1974;
Lawrence, 1974; Landrith, 1977). Lawrence, (1974) found
that inservice education programs that have differenti-
ated training experiences for different teachers are
more likely to accomplish their objectives than programs
that have common activities for all participants. He
also reported that inservice education programs that
emphasize demonstrations, supervised trials and feedback
are more likely to accomplish their goals “than are
programs in which the teacher is expected to store up
ideas and behavior prescriptions for a future time.

Harris (1963) was one of the first researchers

to attempt to describe activities differentially and to
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analyze each one in an estimate of its "level of experi-
ence impact." An estimate of a level of impact of a
specific experience is based on crude estimations of
potential influence for learning. Harris and Bessent
(1969) present a continuum of activities expressed in
terms of the extent to which learning is influenced.
When low impact activities such as lecture or demonstra-
tion are utilized, outcomes in the cognitive domain are
more easily reached. Likewise, when high impact activi-
ties such as role playing or guided practice are uti-
lized, outcomes in the affective domain are more easily
reached. Feedback and interaction are cited as key
elements in differentiating high and low experience
impact activities.

This work is further extended into a discus-
sion of the relationship of basic activities for inser-
vice education to sensory involvement, group size, type
of objectives and experience impact (Harris, in press).
Characteristics of activities that make a difference in
the impact of the activity are cited. These are (1)
extent to which the various senses are involved; (2)
multiple interactions; (3) extent to which character of

the experience is controlled and has structure; (&)
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extent to which the experience is focused and has inter-
nal consistency; and (5) extent to which the experience
calls for active use of input.

Consultants. Key to any experience is, of
course, the person or persons who conduct the program.
The literature reports a variety of consultants such as
teachers, central office personnel, university personnel
and/or the private contractor (Nicholson and Joyce,
1976). This variety comes from both within as weil as
without the system.

The trend of the literature indicates that
teachers and central office personnel have better suc-
cess than university personnel or private contractors
(Nicholson and Joyce, 1976; Lawrence, 1974). These
findings are supported by Mann (1975) in that he found
that the best trainers are those from within the client
system who have established credibility and possess some
inside knowledge of the system. Reilly and Dembo (1975)
found that the experienced teacher has greater credi-
bility as a trainer than those from outside the organi-
zation,

Level of the Experience. Lawrence (1974)

found at least three major classifications or levels of
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experiences within the ninety-seven studies which he
reviewed. These were represented by seventy-one that
had major objectives that involved changes in overt
teaching performance, forty with objectives concerned
with change in teacher attitudes and thirty with objec-
tives related to information or cognitive input. He
found that those experiences that deal with changing
concepts or enlarging the store of information have a
high rate of realization. Those that deal with overt
teaching behaviors are less often realized while change
in teacher attitude is the 1least often realized.
Lawrence's findings are consistent with those of Devore
(1971) who reported that programs that aim toward im-
provement of knowledge have a high rate of success.
Devore also reported a high rate of success for those
that aim toward improvement of practice or performance.

Nicholson and Joyce (1976) reported that the
literature reveals that inservice experiences are aimed
toward several levels. Their comprehensive review of the
literature supports Lawrence's findings. One general
conclusion which they present is that programs that aim
toward the improvement of knowledge tend to be more

successful than those that aim toward improvement in
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teacher performance. They also report that modification
of teacher attitude appears to have a low rate of re-
ported success.

Harris (1975) describes three stages of change
that can lead to an installed innovation. These are:
(1) the creating of perceived alternatives to present
practices, (2) the adopting of an alternative; and (3)
the implementing of the new practices in order that it
becomes an established part of an operating system. It
is interesting to note that although there are multiple
and numerous references to the changes to which the
various inservice experiences are aimed, none are re-
ferred to in relation to the stages of change that lead
to installed innovation such as suggested above. Obvi-
ously the levels of the experiences as reported in the
literature can be easily related to the three stages;
however, it is of interest to note that none are couched

in the language of change theory.

Systematic Leadership in Inservice Education

Systematic leadership in inservice education
involves four major components. These are (1) planning,

(2) resources that are devoted to the efforts, (3)
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variety of program content, and (4) the amount of per-
ceived choice in ISE experience or voluntarism. The sum
total of these components provides an estimate of the
amount of systematic leadership that is given to the
inservice education effort.

Planning. In the literature planning is
obviously considered to be a critical factor in effec-
tive inservice education. Almost any work in inservice
education refers to planning as a matter of great impor-
tance (McDonald, 1977; Harris and Bessent, 1969;
Nicholson and Joyce 1976; Berman and McLaughlin, 1975;
Howey, 1976; Lawrence, 1974).

There are persistent references in the litera-
ture to both teacher involvement in planning as well as
total staff participation. As a result of Westby-
Gibson's review of the literature between 1950 and 1967
(1967), she suggests that teacher involvement is a key
element in planning inservice education programs. Her
findings support teacher participation in the deter-
mination of inservice education needs and teacher lea-
dership in the conducting of the developed programs.

Lawrence (1974) found that the inservice education
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programs that have the best chance of being effective
are those that involve teachers in planning and managing
their own professional activities.

Edefelt's review (1975) supports these find-
ings, and he encourages program determination by those
to be involved. A study by Wilen and Kindsvatter (1978)
found among other things that teachers need to be dir-
ectly involved in planning the goals, content, and
instructional approach of inservice education programs.

There is evidence in the literature that
teachers want to be involved. This is most obvious in
connection with the stand of teacher organizations
(Edelfelt and Johnson, 1975) who argue not only for
teacher involvement but also for control of inservice
education by teacher organizations through collective
bargaining agreements.

Total staff participation in planning in-
service education is the other persistence reference in
the literature related to involvement (Westby-Gibson,
1967; Lippitt and Fox, 1971; Nicholson and Joyce, 1976).
It is suggested that greater commitment to continued
self-improvement will result if the total staff is

involved in planning inservice education programs
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(Lippitt and Fox, 1971) and that shared goal setting and
decision making reinforce the point that both teachers
and administrators are educators and collegues in need
of growth (Furey, 1978).

A study of federal programs designed to sup-
port educational change found that the active support of
principals combined with the general support of district
officials and the teacher's willingness to spend extra
effort on the project increase the chances of teacher
change (Berman and McLaughlin, 1975). This finding
along with the others can be considered to be sufficient
rationale for administrative involvement and leadership
along with teacher involvement in the planning of the
inservice education program.

Resources. Orrange and Van Ryn (1975) state
the obvious:

Effective programming requires time to develop it
and money to support it.

Bessant and Harris (1969) agree:

. . . it is fundamental that one does not get some-
thing for nothing. Inservice education involves
cost in terms of time and money for staff, materials
and facilities .

« . . Furthermore, budgetary allocations of signi-
ficant amounts to provide for released time, visit-
ing specialists, and materials must be provided.
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There is general agreement in the literature
that resources (both time and money) are essential, and
that in the past the funding has been far from suf-
ficient. Expenditures for ongoing professional training
in education are far below that spent in business and
industry (Stewart and Hart, 1972; Howey, 1976; Lutz and
Ferrante, 1972). There is also strong evidence that
what is being spent is not coming from public education;
rather it is coming from external sources which suggests
obvious problems if the external sources'are no longer
available (Yarger, 1974).

It has been suggested that thé state should
assume major responsibilities for the support of in-
service education (Orrange and Ryn, 1971; Howey, 1976).
Educators have had difficulty in securing state support.
One reason may be their difficulty in demonstrating
increased effectiveness as a result of professional
training activities.

.resources will have to be earned from state
1eglslatures and the people on the basis of demon-
strated successes in bringing about the kind of
teacher education too 1long mythologized in the
literature (Gress, 1977).

The work of Nicholson and Joyce (1976) supports this

point of view. They report that while lack of adequate
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financial support is suggested by educators as a major
hindrance to inservice education, legislators indicate
that information is lacking about the effectiveness of
inservice education and that such information is neces-
sary before new sums of money can be committed.

Program Content. Studies related to the

content of inservice education programs have a tendency
to focus on purpose and intent (Yarger, 1976; Harris,
1977, Lutz, 1976) as well as the absence or presence of
specific objectives (Peck and Tucker, 1973: Ellis, 1975;
Feinberg, 1975; Vaqghn, 1975). There is some evidence
as well as expert opinion that objectives need to be
clearly stated and specified (Feinberg, 1975; Vaughn,
1975; Peck and Tucker, 1973; Brimm and Hy, 1974; Bishop,
1977).

There is general agreement in the literature
that inservice education programming content should be
specifically related to teacher needs. At least two
studies (Williams, 1976; Timms, 1975) indicate that
inservice education programs should be content related
for increased effectiveness. A study by Monahan and

Miller (1970) indicates that the major outcome desired
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by teachers 1is the improvement of teaching skill.
Yarger and Leonard's findings (1974) support this same
conclusion.

Bishop (1976) suggests at least three dimen-
sions that should be considered before deciding in-
service education programming content. These are (1)
the human dimension, (2) the task dimension, and (3) the
institutional dimension. Inservice education that is
designed to eventually encompass all three dimensions is
necessary if it is to impact instruction significantly.

Voluntarism. Carthel (1973) demonstrated a
striking relationship between "voluntariness" and in-
service education programming effectiveness in his study
of the use of Taba strategies (a process approach to
systematically develop thinking skills in children) by
teachers after intensive inservice education in a large
urban school district. Harris and Bessent (1969) con-
tend that learning experiences will be impacted by a
given activity based on three characteristics of the
situation. One of these characteristics is the extent
to which the context can be controlled by the learner.
In Lawrence's (1974) of ninety-seven studies that were

carefully evaluated, he found that teachers are more



61

likely to benefit from inservice programs in which they
can choose goals and activities for themselves as con-
trasted with programs in which the goals and activities
are preplanned and they have little, if any, choice.
There are persistent references throughout the litera-
ture to the importance of free choice among many alterna-

tives in inservice education (Yeatts, 1976).

Extent of Innovation and Complexity of Innovation

Diffusion of innovation is, of course, a
strategy for change, and it can be an important step in
the management of change (Rogers and Svenning, 1969).
It involves (1) the promotion of a specific change, (2)
a change agent, and (3) trial and evaluation by the
person or persons adopting the change (Rogers, 1962;
Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).

The sequence of steps in thé process of adop-
tion of an innovation is described by Rogers as being
(1) knowledge, (2) persuasion, and (3) decision (Rogers,
1972). Information assumes an important role in at
least two of the steps (knowledge and persuasion) and
the entire strategy can be said to rely heavily upon
information sources that are derived through research

and development (Rogers, 1972).
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The literature reflects that there are varying
rates of adoption and diffusion of educational innova-
tions (Carlson, 1965) as well as various degrees of
innovation assimilation (Lin and others, 1966). Schools
use the diffusion of innovations model in order to bring
about quick and widespread adoption of new materials and
methods of instruction. Apparently simple, less complex
innovations have been widely adopted; but more complex,
extensive innovations such as team teaching or flexible

scheduling have not (Harris, 1975).

Changes in Schools and the Use of

Inservice Education

There was a time in our society when there was

a debate as to the inevitability of change (Bennis,

Benne, Chin, 1969). That time appears to be over.

Robert Oppenheimer (1955) captured the essence of the

change which permeates our society in a now famous
statement,

. . . one thing that is new is the prevalence of

newness, the changing scale and scope of change

itself, so that the world alters as we walk in it,

so that the years of a man's life measure not some

small growth or rearrangement or moderation of what
he learned in childhood, but a great upheaval.
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Change can just happen or come about natural-
ly. It can also be planned. Planned change is de-
scribed by Benne and Chin (Bennis, Benne, and Chin,
1969) as being an attempt to bring about change in a
conscious, deliberate and intended manner in which there
is the conscious utilization and application of knowl-
edge as an instrument or tool for modifying patterns and
institutions of practice. The quantity of writing
regarding "planned" change is enormous. As early as
1962, Everett Rogers reviewed a large number of articles
in the area of innovation diffusion. The review was
then revised (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971) into a review
of over 1500 articles. The writing and research has
continued to expand over the years.

In the educational world, planned change or
innovation has been a topic of constant discussion
(Baldridge and Deal, 1975). 1If the past fifty years of
education is examined, it is relatively easy to identify
the efforts at planned change through the implementation
of many new programs. Harris and others (1979) list
more than twenty-five new programs during this period of
time that represent major efforts at innovation. Exam-

Ples of such innovations are nongraded schools {Goodlad
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and Anderson, 1962; Anderson, 1961; Brown, 1963); team
teaching (Shaplin, 1964); and the middle school concept
(Alexander, 1974). Few of the innovations appear to
have been institutionalized (Aslin and DeArman, 1976;
Mosteller, 1976); however, genuine trends do exist and
major changes appear to be emerging slowly but persis-
tently (Harris and others, 1979).

Certainly the emergence of these innovative
efforts is the result of many factors, but high on the
list in the need for schools to cope and meet the de-
mands made upon them (Cawelti, 1967). The statement by
Jacqueline Wexler ten years ago is as viable today as it
was then (Leeper, 1969).

Probably at no time in the history of the world has

so much been expected, indeed even demanded, of our

schools. Ironically at the same time, the schools at
every level are being condemned for their past and

present inabilities to cope with the complex prob-

lems of our times.

Inservice education programming has a history
of being a primary means to bring about change in our
schools (Hull, 1975). Ralph W. Tyler (Rubin, 1971)
describes inservice education as having begun in the
United States in the 1840's during a time in which there

was no required specific training in order to be a

teacher. Evening short courses or two to three day
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institutes were held in order to provide teachers a way
to bridge the gap between what they knew and what was
expected of them. 1In this sense, inservice could be
described as having been remedial in order to remedy
gross deficiencies in pre-service preparation. Tyler
continues to trace the history of inservice from this
point to the 70's describing the various influences
which have contributed to the major trends in inservice
over the years.' It is evident in his description that
with the exception of the ten years after WWI and WWII
when the emphasis in inservice became focused on ful-
filling college degree requirements and certification
that the major emphasis in inservice training has always

been upon producing change.
Summary

Change and innovations have been a constant
concern in schools for many years. Inservice education
has been a‘primary means of producing the desired
change. The literature is full of many references to
the poor quality of much of the inservice delivered.
However, it is evident that despite these many refer-
ences, the quality characteristics of inservice are

known.
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Overall experience impact in inservice educa-
tion appears to be an important concept discussed in the
literature. "Quality" experiences would seem to be
dependent in part upon extensive overall experience
impact that would include a variety of experiences that
are differentiated for the learner. Other character-
istics would include experiences led by consultants both
within and without the system, experience on different
levels, and active involvement of the participant.

Systematic leadership in ISE is another per-
sistent concept discussed at great length in the liter-
ature. It is apparent a high degree of systematic
leadership in providing inservice experiences is con-
sidered necessary as a "quality" characteristic. This
includes extensive involvement of both teachers and
total staff in planning with support of district-wide
officials; the allocation of resources, the directing of
efforts toward improvement of teaching skills, and the
option of free choice by the participants among many
alternatives.

The diffusion of innovation is a model that
schools have frequently used because of the speed with

which new information about methods and materials can be
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disbursed. It appears that simple innovations have been
widely adopted but more complex ones have not.

Because people are the major resource in any
school (Harris in press), the heavy reliance upon people
in building quality education programs makes the improve-
ment of such people critical. 1Inservice education is
the primary vehicle for such improvment (Calhoun, 1975)

and for bringing about desired changes.
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CHAPTER 111
RESEARCH PROCEDURES

Introduction

All data collected and analyzed were related
to inservice education practices and innovative pro-
gramming practices in the Demonstration Schools for
Individualized Instruction (DSII) network in Texas.
Those data were gathered and analyzed in this research
project utilizing sources already available in the Texas
Education Agency plus responses on questionnaires pro-
vided by principals of these demonstration schools.
This chapter describes the research procedures employed
including instrumentation, sources, type, and manipu-
lation of data.

The data were gathered by two separate ef-
forts. The first was a survey designed to generate data
reflecting the inservice practices of all elementary
schools in the DSII network. The second was a review of
objective reports documenting the innovative programming
practices in the schools that responded to the inservice

survey.
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This chapter is divided into four sections.
The first section describes the population studied. The
second section details the survey of DSII network pro-
gramming practices. This includes (1) documentation and
instrumentation, (2) data gathering procedures, and (3)
variables. The third section details the survey of DSII
network inservice education practices. This includes
(1) instrumentation, (2) data gathering procedures, and
(3) variables. The fourth section discusses the treat-

ment of the data.
Population

All elementary (K through 6) schools chosen as
1976 Demonstration Schools for Individualized Instruc-
tion (DSII) were selected as the population to be stud-
ied. The DSII network was created by the Texas Educa-
tion Agency in 1971. It began its operation in January,
1972, with thirty-five schools participating. The
participants of the network are individual schools or
programs that are selected on a yearly basis. Each
selectee must have an effective program in individual-
ized instruction, and the effectiveness must be vali-

dated through self-report, on-site evaluation by a
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visiting team, plus review by a third party, a selection
panel. Each program is carefully documented as repre-
senting a high quality effort at individualization of
instruction before being finally selected for the net-
work.

The network defines individualized instruction
as a system for organizing learning experiences around
the individual needs of students, whether working alone
or in groups.

It is an approach for providing experiences which
are compatible with each student's particular style
of learning, and for incorporating the student's
skills and abilities in terms of knowledge acquired
and desired (TEA, 1976).
The instruction within each program chosen for the
network has to meet three principle conditions. These
are: (1) a diverse arrary of goals and objectives; (2)
monitoring procedures that provide information about
current status; and (3) alternative methods to reach
each objective for any given learner. The following is
a list of the features which must be evident within each
program:
1. a flexible, workable system of intra-

class grouping

78



2. teachers and students utilizing a variety
of materials selected and assigned after careful diag-
nosis of the individual student's needs

3. differentiation of assignment based on
careful planning and containing an efficient system of
record-keeping

4, . student autonomy with each student having
played a part in setting objectives and establishing the
activities to be undertaken to reach the objectives

5. tutoring (teacher-student, and student-
student) in order to help the individual student learn.

In addition, it is required that all programs
must be in operation at least one year before nomination
and consideration. The effect of this is that, if
chosen, a program will have been operating a minimum of
two years before becoming a part of the network because
the selection procedure requires a years' period of
time.

The 1976 network had a total of 76 programs
representing 102 elementary schools. The number of
programs differs from the number of schools because
several schools combined efforts into one operating

program.
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1f the 1976 DSI1 network elementary programs
are examined according to location within regional
education service center boundaries, it becomes obvious
that the programs were widely distributed through the
state (see Appendix C for location of regional service
centers in Texas and Exhibit 3.1). Only four regional
service centers did not have at least one located within
their boundaries. Many of the programs had more than
one subject individualized (Exhibit 3.2) while twenty-
nine of the seventy-six programs had all subjects in-
cluded as individualized. Reading and mathematics were
the primary subjects when the program did not include

all subjects.

DSI1 Network Innovative

Programming Practices

Documentation and Instrumentation

Information on innovative programming prac-
tices was gathered from the documentation which provided
the basis for the school's selection as a DSII partici-
pant. The process which the DSII uses to determine a

school's eligibility and final acceptance or rejection
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Exhibit 3.1
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Exhibit 3.2

Subjects That Are Recognized as
Elementary Program Components

Mathematics

Language Arts

Early Childhood

Special Education
Learning Resources Center
Science

Social Studies

Bilingual

Gifted and Talented
Music

Career Education
Physical Education
Perceptual Skills Training
Art

All Subjects

Number of Elementary Programs
in which the Subject Is Recognized

as a Component
24
21
13

=)
o o B NN W W W s UV

N
O
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into the network is carefully designed to allow them to
select only high quality efforts at individualization of
instruction. The following documentation is required:
(1) a nomination report completed by someone outside of
the school who believes that the program qualifies; (2)
a report from the school itself detailing how they meet
the specific DSII standards, (this report consists of
three identical forms filled out separately by two
teachers and the principal); (3) a report from a team of
people who verify through on-site visitation the exis-
tence and quality of the program (see Appendix A for
sample forms).

Nomination Process. The nomination procedure

eliminates many programs from consideration, as does the
school's own report. An examination of the sample forms
for these two steps of the process reveals why. Both
forms have the specific requirements for qualification
and final selection. The school report is also quite
detailed. Specific objective data are required parti-
cularly on the school report. The network has dis-
covered that after being nominated and sent a report to
complete, many schools will eliminate themselves because
they realize that they do not have the objective evi-

dence to support their qualifications for participation.
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The Texas Education Agency staff sends a school report
form to each school nominated. They examine the re-
turned self-reports to determine if it appears that the
school might meet criteria. Many schools do not meet
criteria, and they are eliminated at this point.

On-Site Review. For those schools who appear

to qualify based on self-report data, a visitation team
is sent to the school for verification by on-site obser-
vatién. These teams are organized by the regional
service centers. Each is composed of one public school
administrator, one university or college person, one
public school classroom teacher, and one service center
person. The team uses objective instruments to gather
data individually (Appendix B) on the extent of exis-
tence of the specific programming practices. This
process takes one to two days of on-site visitation by
the team in which they interview personnel in the
school, observe the program in process, talk with child-
ren and any available parents and/or volunteers, study
materials on hand, examine curricula and test infor-
mation. Each member of the committee completes an

individual report. The individual reports are compiled



into one report by the team. Information is not avail-
able to document disagreements among the visiting team,
however, consensus must be reached by team members on
the one report. This is submitted to the TEA as the
documentation for meeting the criteria for acceptance
into the network. This report is entitled the Team
Observation Report.

Selection Review Process. When the Team

Observation Reports are returned to the Agency they are
read by a committee appointed by the DSII Steering
Committee. The 1976 committee was composed of sixteen
people Vdrawn from public school administrators, wuni-
versity and college personnel, classroom teachers, ESC
representatives and Agency personnel in Texas. They
convened for several days and used the following pro-
cedure for selection from the 180 programs that had been
visited:

1. The sixteen members were divided into
teams of four.

2. Each team of four was given folders
representing forty-five programs. Each folder contained
(1) the original nomination form, (2) the three self-
reports and (3) the Team Observation Report from the

on-site visitation.
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3. Each member of the team read the folders
individually without consultation with the other team
members. They each graded the programs on a one to four
point basis in terms of meeting the criteria for selec-
tion. The Team Observation Report was, of course, the
major item reviewed. The other information in the
folder was used for reference.

4. Each program that received a grade of
four from each of the four team members was automat-
ically selected for participation in the network. Any
program that received less than a grade of four from any
of the team members had to be reviewed individually by
all sixteen committee members and discussed in large
group session. Concensus was reached regarding each
recommendation. Information is not available to docu-
ment disagreements.

One hundred and four programs out of the one
hundred and eighty were selected for participation in

the 1976 DSI1 network.

Data Gathering - Innovation Practices

Data were gathered for use in this study from
the Team Observation Report in order to yield a descrip-

tive analysis of the innovative programming features and
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to answer research questions as well as test specific
hypotheses. Fifty-two items from the Team Observation
Report were used. Six were not used because they con-
sisted of written narratives calling for subjective
impressions. An examination of the Team Observation
Report reveals that the fifty-two items are grouped
according to the following clusters which represent the
key criteria of individualization of instruction that
were developed as bases for selection of programs for
the DSII network:
1. Selection of Objectives/Materials

. Learner Involvement

. Learner Autonomy

. Pacing

Differentiation of Assignment

2
3
4
5
6. Staffing Patterns
7. Teaching Strategies
8. <Classroom Arrangement
9. Materials
10. Facilities
The majority of items state an element of individualized

instruction which the visiting team had to mark on a

scale of 1 to 5 as to evidence of its presence. Marking



Exhibit 3.3

Surmary of Variables in Irmovative Programming Practices and Data Sources

DESCRIPTIVE STUDY
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Variable

Objectives

Leamer Involverment

Learner Autonomy

Pacing

Differentiation of Assigrment
Varying Staffing Patterns
Varying Teaching Strategies
Flexibility in Classroam Arrangement
Materials and Equipment
Facilities

STUDY (N RELATIQNSHIPS

Variable
EXTENT OF DINOVATION

Learmer Involement

Leamer Au

Differentiation of Assigrment
COPLECQTY OF LONOVATION

Varyirg Staffirg Pattems

Varying Teaching Strategies
Facilities

“Souxce is Team Cbservaticn Report

Source - Item Murber
la, b, ¢, d, e, and 16
2a, b, ¢, d, e

s b, d

b, ¢, d
b,e,d,e £f,g h
s b,c,d,e, £, g, h
b,c,d, e, £f,g, h
b, e, d

9, 10, 11, 12
1a,b,c,d, e, £f,g, h

Source
IP-I1 = IP 2+IP 3#IP §

IP-11 = IP &P 7+IP 10
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a number 1 indicated little or no evidence present in
the program studied. Marking a number 3 indicated that
the team discovered the element as a feature sometimes
found in some parts of the program. Marking a number 5
indicated that solid evidence was present showing that
this element was a striking feature of the program. The
Team Observation Report can be closely examined in the
Appendix for specific items. Items 1 through 13 and 16
on the report were used. Responses that require a

written remark on items 3 through 8 were not used.

Variables in Innovative Programming Practices

There are two kinds of variables derived from
the DSII network innovative programming practices. The
first are those related to the descriptive analysis and
the second are those related to the study on relation-
ships. See Exhibit 3.3 for a summary and data sources
of the variables in innovative programming practices.

Variables Involved in the Descriptive Study on

Innovative Programming Practices. These variables were

derived from the criteria for acceptance set by the DSI1
network. The source of data for the variables was the

Team Observation Report for the DSI1 network. Such a
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report was completed on each school by an on-site visi-
tation team. These variables were described in Chapter
I. The following is, a further description with a spe-
cific detailing of the source of data for each variable:
1. Objectives (IP 1)

The curriculum is based on objectives that are clearly
defined. Materials used by the student are either

selected by the learner or school officials to meet the

90

objectives. The data for this variable were secured from

items la, 1b, 1lc, 1d, le, and item 16 from the Team
Observation Report.

2. Learner Involvement (IP 2)

Students have a choice of tasks and are able to make
suggestions about ways to accomplish a task. They have
a positive attitude about school and help other students
in the class. The data for this variable were secured
from items 2a, 2b, 2¢, 2d, 2e, from the Team Observation
Report.

3. Learner Autonomy (IP 3)

Students are free to move about while working and some-
times score their own work. They are able to select

some of their own learning activities and can exercise



initiative in planning and implementing those activ-
ities. The data for this variable were secured from
items 3a, 3b, 3¢, 3d from the Team Observation Report.
4.  Pacing (IP 4)

Students proceed at their own rates. Time is allocated
to a learning activity, and it is adjusted to the needs
and interests of each student. VWhen a student demon-
strates mastery of a skill or understanding of a sub-
ject; he or she does not have to perform tasks designed
to teach that skill or develop the understanding.
Opportunities are available for students who complete or
demonstrate mastery of specified levels of work to move
ahead to the next level or to have broadened experi-
ences. The data for this variable were secured from
items 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d from the Team Observation Report.
5. Differentiation of Assignment (IP 5)

Students work on different tasks with different kinds
and levels of materials. The teacher varies the direc-
tions and assistance for different students, and stu-
dents in the same program pursue different objectives.
There are opportunities to recycle with different mate-
rials and approaches in tasks where a student's under-

standing was insufficient to go on to new objectives. A
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broad spectrum of activities is offered for each objec-
tive and learning activities are student selected. The
data for this variable were secured from items 5a, 5b,
5¢, 5d, S5e, 5f, 5g, 5h from the Team Observation Report.
6. Varying Staffing Patterns (IP 6)

Two or more teachers plan a segment of work. Parents
and aides are available to work with students. Other
people such as curriculum specialists, consultants, and
librarians are available. Two or more teachers are
responsible for working with the students. One teacher
has responsibility for the program. The data for this
variable were secured from items 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d, 6e, 6f
from the Team Observation Report.

7. Varying Teaching Strategies (IP 7)

Students work independently as well as in large group
and small groups. Cross-age tutoring and peer tutoring
are used. Groups are reformed periodically and on
occasion one teacher works with one student. The data
for this variable were secured from items 7a, 7b, 7c¢,
7d, 7e¢, 7f, 7g, 7b from the Team Observation Report.
8. Flexibility in Classroom Arrangement (IP 8)
Provisions are made for a variety of classroom arrange-

ments including small group, large group, and individual
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work. Instructional materials are easily accessible.
The data for this variable were secured from items 8a,
8b, 8c, 8d from the Team Observation Report.

9. Materials and Equipment (IP 9)

Many types of materials are available including (1)
textbooks and library books, (2) audiovisual equipment
that is used in a manner that tends to individualize
instruction, (3) commerical and teacher made exercises
and games. The teacher made materials are things such
as learning packets, unipaks, mini-modules, contracts,
learning stations, learning prescriptions, and other
items which help to individualize instruction. The data
for this variable were secured from items 9, 10, 11, 12
from the Team Observation Report.

10. Facilities (IP 10)

There is flexibility and variety in the use of faci-
lities. Pupils have access to the learning resource
center and materials during a variety of times. Materi-
als and accompanying equipment are circulated freely to
the classrooms. The librarian serves as a team member
in planning and implementing the varied instructional
experiences involving materials and their use. Super-

vised laboratories and shops are freely accessible at a
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variety of times. The data for this variable were se-
cured from items 13a, 13b, 13¢, 13d, 13e, 13f, 13g, 13h
from the Team Observation Report.

The data generated from these sources were
transcribed to IBM computer cards. Descriptive statis-
tics were generated by computer using SPSS by Nie and

others. The results are reported in Chapter IV.

Variables in Innovative Programming Practices

Involved in the Study of Relationships. These variables

are the result of combinations of part of the variables
involved in the descriptive study. They were described
in Chapter 1. The following is a further description
with a specific detailing of the source of data for each
variable:

1. Extent of Innovation (IP-1)

This variable represents a combination of the variables
labeled learner involvement, learner autonomy and differ-
entiation of assignment involved in the descriptive
study under innovative programming practices. Not only
do students have a choice to task and are able to make
suggestions about ways to accomplish a task, but they
work on their own exercise initiative in planning and

implementing their objectives and activities. They are
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able to select some of their own learning activities,
and they have a positive attitude about school. They
work on different tasks with different kinds of and
levels of materials. They help other students in the
class and accept help from others. Directions and
assistance from the teacher is varied and students in
the same program pursue different objectives. The data
for this variable were secured from items 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d,
2e, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3d, 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d, 5e, 5f, 5g, 5h from
the Team Observation Report.

2. Complexity of Innovation (IP-1I)

This variable represents a combination of the variables
labeled varying staffing patterns, varying teaching
strategies, and facilities involved in the descriptive
study under innovative programming practices. Teachers
vary their duties based on skills and need of the stu-
dents. Two or more teachers are involved in planning
work with the students, and in doing the actual work
with them. One teacher has responsibility for the
program and outside help is available to the teachers in
the form of parents and aides being available to work
with students as well as curriculum specialists, consul-

tants, and librarians. Teaching strategies are varied



using independent, large group, small group work.
Cross-age and peer tutoring are used while occasionally
one teacher works with one student. There is flexibil-
ity and variety in the use of facilities, with a speci-
fic emphasis upon pupil access to a learning resource
center. The data for this variable were secured from
items 6a, 6b, 6c, 6d, 6e, 6f, 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, Te, 7f,
7g, 7h, 13a, 13b, 13¢, 13d, 13e, 13f, 13g, 13h from the

Team Observation Report.

DSII Network Inservice Education Practices

Instrumentation

A survey instrument was designed in order to
collect data that would yield a descriptive analysis of
the schools' inservice practices. After the first draft
of the instrument was completé, it was used and criti-
qued by a group of forty-five persons who were super-
visory and administrative personnel from numerous public
schools. These persons all had some amount of responsi-
bility for inservice education. Revision was made on
the basis of their input in conjunction with expert

opinion from two professors at The University of Texas
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at Austin. Revision was undertaken to include a new set
of items involving incentive and motivation at the
suggestion of a committee member. These items were
generated from a survey of seventeen teachers who had
been nominated from seventeen school districts as out-
standing teachers. The changed instrument was then
submitted to fifteen principals who used it to survey
their own building's inservice education practices.
They critiqued the instrument, and it was once again
revised. Principals were chosen because they had been
determined to be the ones who would complete the
questiomnaire in the data collection in the DSII net-
work schools. It was then submitted in final form to
five principals, and it was revised based upon their
input and expert opinion.

The forty-five supervisory and administrative
personnel each represented individual school districts
from a fifteen county region in Central Texas. The
experts were three professors at the University of Texas
at Austin. They reviewed and suggested improvements
both before the instrument was initially designed as
well as during the process of critiquing and correcting.

The principals who used and critiqued the instrument
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represented schools in both large and small districts in
Central Texas, and their "inservice activities were
estimated to range on a continium from little activity
to a great deal of activity.

The resulting instrument is entitled "Inser-
vice Programming Practices," and a copy is in Appendix
A. It consists of eighty items. They are clustered
under the headings of (1) general format, (2) consul-
tants, (3) planning, (4) resources, (5) programming
content, (6) incentive, (7) activities related to DSII
programming, and (8) general information. Sixty-one
items relate specifically to inservice practices. Nine
items relate to incentive and motivation for partici-
pation. Four items relate to impact of inservice acti-
vities upon programming. SixX items can be classified as
general information. Examples of items from the instru-
ment can be seen in Exhibit 3.4.

Basically the instrument is designed to answer
the following questions:

1. What types of experiences have the fac-
ulty had that was part of planned inser-
vice? How many times were those experi-
ences provided, and when were they pro-

vided?
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Exhibit 3.4
Exarples of Itars From the Instrument
"Inservice Programming Practices"
GENERAL FORMAT OF INSERVICE EDUCATION PROGRAMMING
13. Circle the mmber which indicates the type of participation in the inservice

programring.
Never Sometimes Ofzen Alrost Always Alvays
Voluntary  Voluntary Voluntary  Voluntary Voluncary
1 2 3 4 5
CQUISULTANTS

How many times were each of the following types of consultants used during the past
year? Circle the designation which indicates the mmber of times a consultant was used.

None 1-3 4-6 7-10 over 10
times ctimes times times

26. Educatiom Service Center A B c D E
27. University or College A ‘B C D E
28. Private Agency A B c D E
29. Teacher from your own building A B c D E
30. Teacher, but mot from your building A B c D E
31. Central Office Staff A B C D E
32. Other (describe) A B c D E
PLAITG
Never Sore- Often  Alrost Alvays
tizes . Always
36. Does plarming for inservice 1 2 3 4 5
prograring take place on the
district level?
37. Does plarning for inservice 1 2 3 4 5

prograying take place o
the czpos level?



2. Who delivered the inservice, and how did
they deliver it?

3. What amount of freedom did the faculty
have to participate?

4, Who participated in planning and was it

on the district or campus level or both?

5. What kind of resources were provided?
6. What was the content of the inservice?
7. On what level was the content of the

inservice? Did it relate to any of the
stages of change strategy?

8. Why did the faculty participate?

9. Is there any relationship between inser-
vice education and the program recognized
by the DSII network both before and after
that program was initiated?

The rationale for the items and questions was that if
these questions could be answered, a clear picture of

the inservice education practices could be obtained.

Data Gathering

The instrument was sent by United States mail

to all of the principals of the 102 elementary schools
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who were in the 1976 DSII network. A letter was en-
closed requesting their participation in the Study
(Appendix D). The response rate was 62 per cent. Out
of 102 school surveyed, 63 returned the instruments.
Fifty-four schools returned them within seven days. A
follow-up letter was sent in two weeks and nine other
questionnaires were returned. All returned questions

were usable and none were discarded.

Variables in Inservice Education Practices

There are two kinds of variables derived from
the inservice education practices. The first are those
related to the descriptive analysis, and the second are
those related to the study on relationships. See
Exhibit 3.5 for a summary and data sources in inservice
education practices.

Variables Involved in the Descriptive Study on

Inservice Education Practices. The source of data for

the variables was the survey instrument "Inservice
Programming Practices" which was completed by the prin-
cipal of the school that contained the DSII program.
These variables were described in Chapter 1. The fol-
lowing is a further description with a specific de-

tailing of the source of data for each variable:
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Exhibit 3.5

Swmary of Variables in Inservice Education Practices
and Data Sources

DESCRIPTIVE STUDY

Code Variable Source* - Item Murber

IsE 1 Experience 1, 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11,
| g’ zlg' %2: g. 18, 19, 20, 21,

ISE 2 Voluntarism 13

ISE 3 Consultants 26, 2;, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33,

ISE &4 Plarming 43‘6‘. 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43,

ISE 5 Resources 45, 46, 47, 48

ISE 6 Content 49, 50, 51, s52, 53, 54, 55

ISE 7 Level of Experience 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61

IsE 8 Incentive %. 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,

STUDY ON RELATIONSHIPS

Code Variable Saouxce*
ISE - 1 OVERALL EXPERIENCE DMPACT ISE-1 = ISE 1+ISE 3HISE 7
less items 14-25, 33,
34, 35, 61
ISE 1 Experierces
ISE 3 Consultants
ISE 7 Level of Experiences
ISE - 11 SYSTZATIC LEADERSHIP ISE-I1 = ISE 4+ISE SHISE 6+ISE 2
less item 44
ISE &4 Plaming
ISE S Resources
ISE 6 Conrent
ISE 2 Voluntarisz

* Source is sirvey instrument “Inservice Prograrming Practices”



1. Experiences (ISE 1)

This variable can be described as indicating the type of
inservice experience that was provided to the faculty,
when they had it and how often. The experiences include
things such as workshops that involve doing, discussing,
demonstrating and not just listening, (2) college
courses that involve regular class sessions, readings,
assignments, (3) college course practicum or laboratory
type, (4) consultation involving individual or small
group conferences with a specialist or supervisor on
problems, (5) directed self-study involving a planned
sequence of events, (6) visits to other schools in-
volving careful selection of places to visit with prior
arrangement, (7) lectures involving a formal presenta-
tion by specialists, (8) demonstration involving planned
opportunity to see a particular practice or procedure in
operation, (9) national conference or institute focused
on a specific topic, (10) grade level meetings, and (11)
curriculum writing sessions. The data for this variable
were secured from items 1 through 12 and 14 through 25

on the survey instrument.
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2. Voluntarism (ISE 2)

This variable represents the degree of freedom that is
perceived by the faculty in the participation in the
inservice education. The data for this variable were
secured from item 13 on the survey instrument.

3. Consultants (ISE 3)

This variable represents how much of what kind of con-
sultant was used to deliver'the inservice training. The
“consultant could be from the Education Service Center, a
university or college, the central office of your dis-
trict or private agency. The consultant could be a
teacher from your own building or from another building.
The kind of work that the total consultant time was used
in is another factor. It could have been in large group
work (ten or more participants), in small group work
(less than ten participants) or work on an individual
basis. The data for this variable were secured from
items 26 through 35 on the survey instrument.

4, Planning (ISE 4)

This variable concerns (1) the amount of district and
campus level planning, (2) the identification of the
individuals who were involved in the planning, and (3)
the use of assessment data in planning. The data for

this variable were secured from items 36 through &44.



5. Resources (ISE 5)

This variable concerns the amount of funds designated
for inservice education that are used at the 1local
building 1level. It also includes resources that are
appropriated for release time for teachers during the
school hours. The data for this variable were secured
from item 45 through 48 on the survey instrument.

6. Content (ISE 6)

This variable represents the identification of the
specific content that is provided in the inservice
education. This includes curriculum subject matter,
methodology of instruction, orgranizational strategies,
use of educational technology (e.g., tape recorders,
projectors, teaching machines), use of materials in
instruction, assessment of achievement, management of
student behavior. The data for this variable were se-
cured from items 49 through 55.

7. Level of Experience (ISE 7)

This variable represents the level of experiences pro-
vided in regard to identified stages in change stra-
tegies. These stages are represented by objectives and

activities that are directed to (1) awareness of ideas
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and information, (2) the relative advantages and fea-
sibility of changes, (3) the consideration of the adop-
tion of specific changes, (4) the development of prac-
tical skills and techniques, (5) the reviewing of pro-
blems and/or side effects of changes, and (6) related to
needs of the faculty. The data for this variable were
secured from items 56 through 61.

8. Incentive (ISE 8)

This variable represents the motivation of the faculty
to participate in the inservice education. Possible
motivating factors could be (1) required by the school
district, (2) required by a campus plan, (3) to fulfill
a project requirement, (4) to gain skills and knowledge
which help fulfill the personal desire of the teacher to
be helpful to others, (5) association with other adults,
(6) to fulfill a legitimate need to have time away from
students, (7) opportunity to have the teacher's own
professional skills acknowledged, (8) to keep skills
updated, andr(9) to keep abreast of trends in order to
plan professionally for the future. The data for this
variable were secured from items 62 through 70 on the

survey instrument,
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Variables in Inservice Education Practices

Involved in the Study of Relationships. These variables
are the result of combinations of part of the variables
involved in the descriptive study. They were described
in Chapter I. The following is a further description
with a specific detailing of the source of data for each
variable:

1. Overall Experience Impact in ISE (ISE-1)

This variable represents a combination of part of the
variables labeled experiences, consultants, and content
involved in the descriptive study under inservice prac-
tices. It specifically refers to the type of experience
and how often it was provided as well as the number of
times different kinds of personnel delivered the inser-
vice. It also refers to how many different levels of
content were presented. The data for this variable were
secured from items 1 through 12, 26 through 32, and 56
through 60 on the survey instrument.

2. Systematic Leadership in ISE (ISE-11)

This variable represents a combination of parts of the
variables labeled planning, resources, content and
voluntarism involved in the descriptive study under
inservice practices. It refers to the number of indi-

viduals involved in planning from both district and
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campus levels, how active they were in their support of
inservice in terms of time and money, the variety and
amount of content that was provided and the degree of
freedom perceived in the participation in inservice
education. The data for this variable were secured from

items 36 through 43, 45 through 48, 49 through 55, and

item 13 on the survey instrument.

Treatment of Data

Data Used for Descriptive Study

Innovative Programming Data. The data generated

from the sources indicated in the description of each
variable in the DSII network innovative programming
practices were transcribed to IBM computer cards.
Descriptive statistics were generated by the University
of Texas at Austin CDC 6600 computer using SPSS by Nie
and others. The results are reported in Chapter 1V.

Inservice Education Practices Data.. The data

generated from the sources indicated in the description
of each variable in the Inservice Education Practices

were transcribed to IBM computer cards. Descriptive
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statistics were generated by the University of Texas at
Austin CDC 6600 computer using SPSS by Nie and others.

The results are reported in Chapter 1IV.

Data Used for the Study of Relationships

A single school score was obtained for each of
the four variables (Overall experience impact in ISE
(ISE-1), Systematic Leadership in ISE (ISE-11), Extent
of Innovation (IP-1), and Complexity of Innovation)
(IP-11) as well as for the subvariables which composed
them. This was done by using Program TESTAT of the

VSTAT (CDC 6600 Computer Programs for Statistical

Analyses (1974) by Donald J. Veldman. Correlation was
the primary statistical procedure used to test the
hypotheses. Coefficients of correlation were calculated
by computer using Veldman's Program FACTOR. Other
findings not specifically related to the testing of the
hypotheses but are reported out of interest were gener-
ated by using Veldman's Program ANOVA for an analysis of
variance in which schools were divided into two groups -
those who innovated in one subject and those who inno-
vated in more than one. An analysis of variance in

relationship to the four variables was run controlling
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for grade 1level. The results of the testing of the
hypotheses and other findings of interest are reported
in Chapter V.

The branching diagram analysis (Harris, 1974)
and the weighted net percentage difference (WNPD) devel-
oped by Spady (1970) are the primary procedures used to
answer research question four. These are techniques
that were developed in order to attempt multi-variate
analysis on simple data without elaborate statistical
procedures. They are innovations that make it possible
to describe relationships either when the N is too small
to use other multi-variate statistical procedures or it
is desirable not to have to use a computer.

The weighted net percentage difference (WNPD)
is a non-parametric technique for analyzing the inter-
relationsﬁips and individual "effects" of several vari-
ables at a time. It computes the net "effect" of a
given ordinal or categorical independent variable on a
categorical dependent variable holding constant the
influence of the other independent variables in the data
set. It tests to what extent an original zero-order
relationship "holds up" when other relevant variables

are introduced into the analysis. It does some of the
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same work as multiple-regression analysis yet it re-
quires much less in the way of human and technical
resources (Spady, 1970).

The branching diagram analysis was developed
by Ben M. Harris who is a Professor of Education Admin-
istration at the University of Texas at Austin. He
developed the technique as a result of work reported in

Educational Evaluation and Decision-Making by Daniel L.

Stufflebeam, et. al. (Phi Delta Kappa National Study
Committee on Evaluation, 1971). It is specifically
related to the CIPP Model, which uses four classes of
evaluation: context, input, process, and product. This
model has been used as the basis of other models, and it
has been discussed and explained frequently (Anderson
and others, 1975; Guba, 1970; Harris, 1975; Randall,
1969; Stufflebeam, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1968). The branch-
ing diagram analysis involves dividing the variables
into "high" and "low" groupings. The division point
between high and low should be at a natural breaking
point, if a natural break exists between the high and
low groups of data. Otherwise the division point should
be as near the middle of the range of values as pos-

sible. After each variable is ranked and dichotomized



into a high grouping and a low grouping, the variables
are then categorized as an input, process or product
variable.

A branching diagram is then constructed. The
diagram consists of high and low divisions for the input
data and branches to a high and low division for the
process data from each division of the input data.
Finally, the process data are divided into a high and
low grouping from each of the process data groups. This
results in eight subsets of scores under the product
data.

An example of a branching diagram is shown in
Exhibit 3.6. 1In this example variable A is the input
which seems to influence the process variable B, which
in turn yields C, the product. The example can be
interpreted in the following way:

1. High A with high B is associated with
high C two out of three times (branches 1 and 2).

2. Low A with low B is associated with low C
two out of three times (branches 7 and 8).

3. High A with low B is associated with low

C two out of three times (branches 3 gnd 4).
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Sample Branching

Exhibit 3.6
Input Process Product
N\ N\ N
— 7 7 P
Systematic Leadership Overall Experience Carplexity of
in ISE Impact in ISE Imovation
High =
15
High = | |
22 Low =
7
High =
k) N High =
3
Low =  ———
9
low =
[
High =
High = 4
]
Low =
2
low =
30 p— g =
8
low =
24 o =
15

Branch
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4. Low A with high B is associated with high
C in two out of three times (branches 5 and 6).

These statements can be used to make conclu-
sions regarding the wvariables and the implications of
their possible association although without any know-
ledge of their significance. 1t does not yield a state-
ment of the significance of the relationships but does

allow for a description.l

lfor more information read Constructing and Interpreting
Branching Diagrams for Evaluation of Instruction by Ben
M. Harris. A complete reference to this work is found in
the references following this chapter.
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CHAPTER IV
DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

One of the purposes of the study was to yield
descriptive data related to inservice practices and
innovative programming practices in schools in which
specific iﬁnovations in individualizing instruction
could be documented as to their actual existence. 1In
order to fulfill this purpose data was collected on the
DSII network schools for 1976. The procedures and
variables were presented in depth in Chapter III.

This chapter will present a brief overview of
the schools involved as subjects for this study followed
by a descriptive analysis of inservice program practices
reported. The later section reports on the innovative

features of the schools in operation.
The DSII Schools

Sixty-three elementary school responded to the

survey out of a possible total of 102 elementary schools.
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These sixty-three schools represent fifty-seven programs
out of a possible seventy-six programs in the DSII
network. The number of programs differs from the number
of schools because several schools combined efforts into
one operating program.

The mean campus enrollment of those responding
is 496 students with a mean of 21 regular classroom
teachers, 6 special teachers and 7 aides. Twenty-nine
schools identified all subjects as the innovative pro-
gram. Reading and mathematics were the primary subjects
when the innovative program did not include all sub-
jects. The mean number of teachers reported involved in
the innovative program in the school is 11 with a mean
of 260 children. This means that on the average only
one-half of the regular faculty was involved. The
principal was identified by 85 per cent of the respon-
dents as the person responsible for implementing cur-
ricular, instructional, and/or organizational change

within the building.
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Analysis of Inservice Practices

The variables used in the analysis of inser-
vice practices are as follows: (1) experiences (ISE 1),
(2) voluntarism (ISE 2), (3) consultants (ISE 3), (&)
planning (ISE 4), (5) resources (ISE 5), (6) programming
content (ISE 6), (7) level of experiences (ISE 7), and
(8) incentive (ISE 8). General comments are made on the
analysis of each variable and then an item by item

analysis is presented.

Experiences (ISE 1)

This variable can be described as indicating
the type of inservice experience that was provided to
the faculty. This included when they had it, and how
often. The data for this variable were secured from
items 1 through 12 and 14. through 25 on the survey
instrument. Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

Data indicate a large variety of inservice
experiences provided by the reporting schools. The most
frequent inservice training experiences appear to be

workshops

consultation
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visits to other schools

grade level meetings
Special note should also be made of national conferences
because most of the schools used this experience at
least one to three times or more.

Every school reported providing workshop
experiences (Exhibit 4.1.1). Less than 2 per cent
reported not using consultation and less than 4 per cent
reported not having grade 1level meetings. Although
larger numbers appear not to have used visits (16.4 per
cent) and national conferences (50 per cent), half or
more of the schools made great use of these two high
cost experiences.

The display (Exhibit 4.1.3) reveals the heavy
use of release time in facilitating the inservice experi-
ences. During school hours with release time is an
obvious choice for these schools as is the practice of
inservice on days other than designated inservice days.

If we group the experiences into the two
categories of "traditional" experiences and "less tra-
ditional" experiences (Exhibit 4.1.2 and Exhibit 4.1.4)
we find a definite trend for the innovative schools to
use more of the less traditional experiences (Exhibit

4.1.2). Less traditional experiences are clearly offered
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during school with release time provided (Exhibit
4.1.4). The more traditional experiences are generally
held either after school hours, on off duty time or
during school hours with release time.

1. Workshops. All of the schools reported
having workshops with 55.7 per cent having four or more
during the vyear. Twenty-one and three-tenths percent
reported having had seven or more workshops per year.
Six of the schools (9.8 per cent) had more than ten
workshops during the year.

No school reported having any of the workshops
on Saturday and only 8.2 percent reported having them
after school. Thirty-seven and seven-tenths per cent
indicated the workshops were held during school hours
outside of designated inservice days with 29.5 per cent
reporting that release time was provided. Workshops
appear to be a common form of inservice on designated
inservice days with 34.4 per cent reporting this occur-
rence. Perhaps one of the most interesting points is
that 65.6 per cent had workshops as a form of inservice
on days other than designated inservice days.

2. College Course. Half of the respondents

(50 per cent) reported that college courses involving
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regular class sessions, readings, and assignments were
not part of their inservice experiences. 0f those
reporting the wuse of college courses, 31.7 per cent
reported an occurence of one to three times. Three
schools (5 per cent) reported having a college course
over ten times.

The college course was overwhelmingly reported
(94.7 per cent) as taking place on a teacher's own time
(off duty during Summer and/or holidays or else after
school). A large number (25) of schools did not respond
to this item. This number compares with thirty who
originally reported not having college courses as part
of their inservice experiences.

3. College Course - Practicum. Seventy per

cent of the schools reported practicum type courses not
part of their experiences. Twenty per cent reported
having it one to three times. Those schools who re-
ported that the college course practicum was part of
their experiences overwhelmingly indicated it was on the
teacher's own time. Thirty cases were missing compared
to forty-two who originally stated it was part of their

experiences.
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4, Consultation. Consultation involving
individual or small group conferences with a specialist
Or supervisor on problems appears to be a primary inser-
vice practice. Less than 2 per cent of the schools
reported not using it, 19.7 per cent used it over ten
times during the year, and 32.8 per cent reporting seven
to ten times or more.

The consultation is reported as being held
during school hours (70.5 per cent of the respondents),
and 52.5 per cent of the respondents reported that the
consultation took place with release time provided.

5. Self-Study. Directed self-study in-
volving a planned sequence of events was reported by
almost a fourth of the respondents (24.6 per cent) as
not being part of their experiences while almost one-
third of the respondents (32.8 per cent) reported the
experience four or more times. The modal reply by 42.6
per cent of the respondents was one to three times.

Sixteen cases (25.4 per cent) were missing on
the question concerning when the self-study took place.
This compares favorably with fifteen who originally
reported not using self-study. Of those who did report,

59.5 per cent of them indicated that the self-study took
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place during school hours with a large number (34.0 per
cent) being provided with release time.

6. Visits. Visits to other schools in-
volving careful selection of places to visit with prior
arrangement appears to be a major inservice practice for
the majority of the schools. Fifty-four and one tenths
per cent of them visited one to three times with 29.5
per cent making four or more visits. While this appears
to be a frequent inservice practice for most of the
schools, a number of them (16.4 per cent) do not report
the practice at all.

The visits took place during school hours (75
per cent of respondents) with release time provided for
most of them (64.3 per cent). Designated inservice days
are used by some (12.5 per cent) as well as off duty
time (12.5 per cent).

7. Lecture. Lectures involving a formal
presentation by a specialist does not appear to be a
primary préctice. Eighteen per cent report not using it
at all and 78.7 per cent report having had it less than
three times.

Only ten cases are missing from the data

reflecting when lectures were held. This compares to
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eleven cases who originally stated they did not have
lectures. Designated inservice days (32.1 per cent) and
during school hours (39.6 per cent) appear to be the
time when most of the lectures are held.

8. Demonstration. Demonstration involving
planned opportunity to see a particular practice or
procedure in operation does not appear to be a primary
practice although many schools do use it. Seventy-one
and seven tenths per cent report using it three times or
less. Sixteen per cent reported not using it at all.

Those who used demonstration did so during
school hours (54 per cent) with release time provided
(44.0 per cent) for many of them.

9. National Conference. Fifty per cent of

the schools reported using this experience with 45 per
cent indicating using it one to three times. One school
reported over ten times.

Twenty-eight cases are reported missing in the
data. Forty-five and seven-tenths per cent of those
reporting indicated using this practice during school
with release time provided. Off duty time (holiday and
summer) was the other major time used for this experi-

ence (42.9 per cent).
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10. Grade Level Meeting. Grade level meet-

ings are a primary inservice experience with 46.7 per
cent reporting using it over ten times during the year
and only 3.3 per cent reporting no use. The median use
was seven to ten times with the mean almost at seven to
ten times.

Fifty-sixvand nine-tenths per cent have their
grade level meetings during school. Twenty-five and
nine-tenths per cent are held after school. Only 31 per
cent are being held during school with release time
which means that 69 per cent are being held without
release time.

11. Curriculum Writing Sessions. This experi-

ence was not reported as being part of inservice prac-
tices by 24.6 per cent of the respondents which, of
course, means that a little over 74 per cent are re-
porting some amount. However, 56.1 per cent report
three times or less.

Those reporting curriculum writing indicate

that school with release time is most frequent time (45

per cent).
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Voluntarism (ISE 2)

This variable represents the degree of freedom
that is perceived by the faculty in the participation in
the inservice education. The data for this variable was
secured from item 13 on the survey instrument. Refer to
the Appendix for further detail.

The responses indicate a marked degree of
freedom in the choice of participation in the inservice
programming. Fifty-six and nine-tenths per cent of the
schools indicated that the participation of the staff
was "often" voluntary or "always" voluntary. Almost a
fourth of the respondents indicated "almost always"
voluntary. It should be noted that participation was
rarely perceived as being completely voluntary. (See

Exhibit 4.2.1).

Consultants (ISE 3)

This variable represents how often each kind
of consultant was used to deliver the inservice educa-
tion. The kind of work that the total consultant time
was used in is another factor. It could have been in

large group work, in small group work or work on an
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individual basis. The data for this variable was se-
cured from items 26 through 35 on the survey instrument.
Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

Data indicate that Education Service Center
consultants, teachers from their own building and cen-
tral office staff consultants were the most frequently
used consultants. This was particularly evident if
consultants were used more than four to six times. 1If
the data are examined in terms of consultants used from
outside the district as compared to those from within
the district it appears that the use was about the same
for the two categories (Exhibit 4.3.2). However, when
these data are compared to the individual responses it
is apparent (Exhibit 4.3.1) that usage of consultants is
spread fairly evenly among the consultants inside the
district. From outside the district the majority of
consultants came from the Education Service Center.

1. ESC Consultants. Heavy use was made of
ESC consultants with 44.3 per cent of the respondents
using them four to six times or more. Less than 10 per
cent reported not using them at all while 11.5 per cent

used them over ten times.
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2. University Consultants. Only 20.4 per

cent used a university consultant over three times while
22 per cent did not use them at all.

3. Private Consultants. Only one school

(1.8 per cent) used a private consultant more than four
to six times while the majority (87.3 per cent) used the
private consultant one to three times or less.

4, Teacher From Your Own Building. Respon-

dents reported using their own teachers frequently. 1In
fact 41.8 per cent reported using them four or more
times.

5.  Teacher, But Not From Your Own Building.
Many schools did not use this type of consultant (37 per
cent) but many did with the majority of use being one to

three times (42.6 per cent).

6. Central Office Staff. Central office

staff was used extensively. Almost half of the time

(42.6 per cent) the usage was four times or more.

Planning (ISE 4)

This variable concerns (1) the amount of
district and campus level planning, (2) the identi-

fication of the individuals who were involved in the
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planning, and (3) the use of assessment data in plan-
ning. The data for this variable was secured from items
36 through 44. Refer to the Appendix for further de-
tail.

Planning on both campus and district office
level 1is extensive with a corresponding high level of
involvement of both building principal and central
office staff. There appears to be a tendency for more
district level planning than campus level. (See Exhibit
4.4.1 and 4.4.2).

1. Planning On District and Campus Level.

The data indicate that planning on the district level
for 70.4 per cent of the respondents takes place "often"
or "always." Campus level planning for inservice pro-
gramming is also reported as high. Sixty-three per cent
reported "often to always." It would appear that dis-
trict level involvement in planning is more intense than
campus level because only 27.5 per cent responded
"almost always" or "always" for campus level involvement
while 50 per cent responded affirmatively to this
question on the district level.

2. Who 1Is Involved. A small number of

schools (1.6 per cent) reported "never" involving the
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building principal in planning while 75.8 per cent
reported involving the principal "often" or "always."

Central office staff involvement was reported
as being extremely high with 50 per cent of the re-
spondents reporting "almost always" or "always." The
involvement of teachers from the district is not re-
ported as being as extensive as either building prin-
cipals or central office staff. Thirty-five per cent of
schools reported involvement of teachers from the dis-
trict as being "sometimes" or less often with 64.9 per
cent reporting "often" or "always." Groups of teachers
from within the campus are reported as being involved
72.6 per cent of the time "often" or "always." Indi-
vidual teachers were reported as being less involved
than any other group with 54.9 per cent indicating
sometimes or less.

3. Use of Assessment Data in Planning.

Everyone reported some use of assessment data in
planning while almost half (47.8 per cent) responded
"almost always" or "always." Unfortunately only 45 per
cent of the schools responded to this item as compared
with an overall response rate of 62 per cent. If we

assume that non-responses may imply lack of use or
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rather unsystematic use of assessment data in planning,
then perhaps less than 35 per cent of the schools actu-
ally fall into the higher frequency of use categories.
Resources (ISE 5)

This variable concerns the amount of funds
designated for inservice education that are used at the
local building level. It also includes resources that
were appropriated for release time for teachers during
school hours. The data for this variable were secured
from items 45 through 48 on the survey instrument.
Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

The majority of the schools have designated
funds available for inservice programming at the local
building level. The amount varies from less than $100
to $2,500 and above with the median response being in
the $101-$500 range. Release time is reported as being
available to almost all of the respondents.

1. Funds. The data indicate that a large
number of the schools (72.6 per cent) have some amount
of designated funds for inservice programming that are
used at the local building level. Sixteen schools did
not respond to the question concerning the amount of

funds available. This corresponds favorably to the
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number (17) who originally stated that funds were never
available. Thirty-one and nine-tenths percent of the
respondents reported that the amount designated was over
$500 (Exhibit 4.5.2). It should be noticed that 7
schools representing 14.9 per cent of the respondents
reported having over $1,000 available to them.

2. Release time. Release time was geﬁerally
available for teachers during the 1975-1976 school year
with only 3.3 per cent reporting "none," 36.1 per cent
reported three or more days being available with 60.7
per cent having a day or two or less available. (Exhibit

4.5.3).

Content (ISE 6)

This variable represents the identification of
the specific content that is provided in the inservice
education. The data for this variable were secured from
items 49 through 55 on the survey instrument. Refer to
the Appendix for further detail.

The display of data (Exhibit 4.6.1) indicates
a variety of content was used in the inservice pro-

gramming. Some categories were used more extensively
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than others. 1t should be noted that curriculum subject
matter (the most extensively used) methodology of in-
struction and use of materials in instruction were
content topics used by all of the schools. The only
topic in which little use was made of educational tech-
nology. (Exhibit 4.6.2).

1. Curriculum Subject Matter. All respon-

dents reported having curriculum subject matter as part
of the content of the inservice programming. Fifty-nine
per cent report the occurrence being "often" or "almost
always."

2. Methodology of Instruction. All respon-

dents reported having methodology of instruction as part
of the content. Fifty-five and seven-tenths per cent
report the occurrence being "often" or "almost always."

3. Organizational Strategies. Nineteen and

three-tenths per cent of the respondents indicated that
organizational strategies was rarely or less often the
content of the inservice programming while 38.7 per cent
had it "often" or "almost always."

4, Use of Educational Technology (e.g. tape

recorders, projectors, teaching machines). Forty and

seven-tenths per cent of the respondents indicated this
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category of content as "rarely" or "never" being part of
the content with only 15.3 per cent indicating "often"
or "almost always."

5. Use of Materials in Instruction. All
respondents reported having this category of content as
part of their inservice programming with a large per
cent (51.7 per cent) indicating "often" or "almost al-
ways."

6. Assessment of Achievement. This category

of content was relatively high in use for inservice
programming. Forty-five and nine-tenths per cent marked
"often" or "almost always."

7. Management of Student Behavior. This

category does not represent high use. Thirty-four and
five tenths per cent marked "often" or "almost always"

although 83.7 per cent had it "sometimes" or more.

Level of Experience (ISE 7)

This variable represents the level of experi-
ences provided in regard to identified stages in change
strategies. The data for this variable were secured
from items 56 through 61 on the survey instrument.

Refer to the Appendix for further detail.
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Much of the activity appears to have taken
place on the level of awareness of ideas and information
and the level of the development of practical skills and
techniques (Exhibit 4.7.1 and 4.7.2). The majority
reported that the activities were highly related to the
needs of the faculty. There is little evidence which
would indicate that inservice programming activities
were perceived as being connected to the concept of
change.

1. Awareness of Ideas and Information. All

schools reported having activities and objectives in
inservice programming directed toward this 1level.
Activity was high in this area with 31.2 per cent re-
porting "almost always" or "always."

2. Systematic Evaluation of the Relative

Advantages and Feasibility of Changes. Activity was not

as high on this level with 33.3 per cent reporting only
"sometimes" or less. Only 16.7 per cent reported activ-
ity directed toward evaluations of this kind "almost
always" or "always." Of course, this type of evaluation
might logically be more common in earlier stages of
implementation rather than at later stages as charac-

terized most of these schools.
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3. Consideration of the Adoption of Specific

Changes. Forty per cent of the respondents reported
activity on this level either "sometimes" or less. Only
20 per cent reported it as an activity "almost always"
or "always."

4. Development of Practical Skills and

Techniques. A small number reported "never" having this
level of activity (1.6 per cent) while 85.2 per cent
reported "often" or "always" with 34.4 per cent stating
"almost always" to "always."

5. Review of Problems and/or Side Effects of

Changes Adopted. Activity was low on this level with

45.9 per cent reporting only "sometimes" or less and
only 18.1 per cent "almost always" or "always."

6. Related to Needs. All respondents re-

ported activities related to the needs of the faculty
with 44.1 per cent "almost always" or "always."

The overall pattern is one of inservice ob-
jectives that are highly task oriented, personal needs
related. “"Awareness" level objectives continue to be
frequent, and evaluations of feasibility, relative
advantage, or considerations of alternatives for further

change are not dominant. The training appears focused,
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covergent, and restricted by task and need; hence, not
divergent, exploratory, or evaluative in orientation.
Incentive (ISE 8)

This variable represents the motivations of
the faculty to participate in the inservice education.
The data for this variable wefe secured from items 62
through 72 on the survey instrument. Refer to the
Appendix for further detail.

The data indicate (Exhibits 4.8.1, 4.8.2,
4.8.3) that the respondents perceived only four out of
the nine reasons presented as being of much, if any,
influence upon their teachers' participation in inser-
vice programming activities. The four reasons which
they did identify are:

1. Required by the school district

2. To gain skills and knowledge which help
fulfill the personal desire of the teacher to be helpful
to others.

3. To keep skills updated.

4, To keep abreast of trends in order to

plan professionally for the future.
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When the reasons are categorized into ex-
trensic and intrensic types there does not appear to be
an overall difference in.the responses. It should be
noted that two of the four reasons listed above can be
classified as extrensic and two as intrensic.

1. Required by the School District. Fifty

and eight-tenths per cent of the respondents marked
"often" or less on this item. The most frequent re-
sponse (the mode) however, was "almost always."

2. Required by a Campus Plan. Sixty and
eight-tenths per cent of the respondents indicated that
this reason influenced their teacher's participation
"often" or "more than often."

3. Project Requirement. Fourteen per cent

responded that this never influenced their teacher's
participation with over half (57.9 per cent) indicating
"sometimes" or less.

4. Gain of Skills and Knowledge to Fulfill

Desire to Help Others. All respondents reported this as

a reason for influencing their teacher's participation.
Eighty-six and seven-tenths per cent indicated it as a

reason "often" or "always."
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5. Association with Other Adults. Over half

of the respondents (58.6 per cent) marked "sometimes" or
less on this item with a small number (15.5 per cent)
indicating it was a reason "almost always" or "always."

6. Legitimate Need for Time Away from

Students. A large number (40.7 per cent) rejected this
as a reason which would influence their teacher's
participation with a total of 77.7 per cent responding

"sometimes" or less.

7. Opportunity for Professional Skills
Acknowledged. This reason was not chosen as an in-
portant influence upon teacher participation. Over half
(57.9 per cent) responded to this item as only "some-
times" or less.

8. Skills Updated. All respondents reported

this as a reason for influencing teacher participation
with 88.5 per cent indicating it as "often" or "always."
Over a third (39.9 per cent) indicated it was "almost
always" or "always."

9. Abreast of Trends. All  respondents
reported this as a reason with 93.3 per cent indicating
“often" or "always." Thirty-eight and three-tenths per

cent marked it as "almost always" to "always."
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Summary of Inservice Practices

The survey of inservice program practices
reveals the following:

1. A wide variety of experiences is reported
with a trend to use less traditional experiences more
often than traditional types. Inservice is held on days
other than designated days and heavy use is made of
released time to facilitate the inservice experiences.

2. There is marked degree of freedom re-
ported in the choice of participation in inservice
although participation 1is rarely perceived as being
completely voluntary.

3. A variety of consultants is used equally
from both inside and outside the district. Consultants
from outside the district are usually from the Education
Service Center while usage of consultants from inside
the district is evenly distributed among teachers and
central office staff.

4, Planning for inservice 1is reported as
extensive. Central office staff involvement 1is high
with a tendency for more district level planning to be

present than campus level.
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5. Funds are reported as being available on
the building level for the majority of the schools with
release time available to almost all of the respondents.

6. A variety of content is reported in the
programming with curriculum subject matter most exten-
sively used.

7. Objectives of the inservice are reported
as frequently on the "awareness" level. It would appear
that they are highly task oriented. The training ap-
pears to be restricted by task and need. It does not
appear to be divergent, exploratory or evaluative in
orientation.

8. The teachers are reported as being

motivated equally by extrensic and intrensic factors.

Other Findings Related to Inservice Practices

Importance of Inservice to DSII Programming

The data indicate that the respondents gen-
erally believe inservice is necessary for continued
implementation of their DSII network program and is the
result of inservice activities (Exhibit 4.9.1 and
4.9.2). They did not generally report an increase in

inservice activities when their program was initiated.
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1. Inservice Related to DSII Program.

Almost half (49.2 per cent) of the respondents indicated
that inservice was related to their DSII program "a lot"
or a "great deal." Fifty and eight-tenths per cent, of
course, indicated "somewhat" or less with nine schools
(15.3 per cent) stating it was "not at all" related.

2. Increase in Inservice at Initiation of

Program Chosen for 76 DSII Network. Sixty-four and

four-tenths percent of the respondents indicated "some-
what" or less to this item. One-fourth (25.5 per cent)
indicated "quite a bit" or more.

3. Inservice Necessary to Continued

Implementation. Fifty-seven and six-tenths per cent of

the respondents indicated that inservice education was
necessary, marking "a lot" or more to the continued
implementation of their DSII program. Only four schools
or 6.8 per cent indicated it was "not at all" necessary.

4. 1976 DSI1  Program the Result of

Inservice. More than half of the respondents (56.9 per
cent) indicated their program was the result of inser-
vice education activities "a lot" or more. More than
one-third (36.2 per cent) indicated "quite a bit" or
better. Six schools (10.3 per cent) indicated it was

"not at all" the result.
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In summary, the respondents generally believe
inservice is the result of inservice activities and that
inservice is necessary for continued implementation of
their DSII network program. An increase in inservice
activities was not reported when their program was

initiated.

Analysis of Innovative Programming Practices

Fifty-four Team Observation Reports were
available for examination on the sixty-three DSII net-
work schools who responded to the Inservice Programming
Practices Survey. These reports describe and document
the programming practices observed in each school. The
reports were compiled by a visiting team organized by
the regional service center. FEach team was composed of
at least one public school administrator, one university
or college person, one public school classroom teacher,
and one education service center person. Every school
nominated for the network was visited by such a team.
Objective instruments were used by each individual team
member to gather data on the extent of existence of

specific programming practices. The individual reports
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were compiled and one report from the team was submitted
to the Texas Education Agency as the documentation for
meeting the criteria for acceptance into the network.

The following is a descriptive analysis of the
data gathered from the Team Observation Reports. The
variables used in the analysis are: (1) objectives (IP
1), (2) learner involvement (IP 2), (3) learner autonomy
(IP3), (&) pacing (IP4), (5) differentiation of assign-
ment (IP 5), (6) varying staffing patterns (IP6), (7)
varying teaching strategies (IP 7), (8) flexibility in
classroom management (IP 8), (9) materials and equipment

(IP 9), and (10) facilities (IP 10).

Objectives (IP 1)

This variable can be described as representing
curricula that are based on clearly defined objectives.
Materials that are used by the student are either se-
lected by the learner or school officials to meet the
objectives. The data for this variable were secured
from items la, 1b, 1lc, 1d, le, and item 16 from the Team
Observation Report. Refer to the Appendix for further

detail.
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Data indicate that the majority of the programs
(73.6 per cent) are described as having school officials
set the objectives rather than the learner (Exhibit
4.10.1). Selection of materials was divided almost
equally between learner selection (45.3 per cent) and
school selection 49.1 per cent). The most frequently
observed program (the mode) was one in which school
officials set the objectives whilg the learner selects
materials.

Learner Involvement (IP 2)

This variable can be described as representing
the involvement of the learner in the innovation. Stu-
dents are able to make choices of tasks as well as make
suggestions about ways to accomplish a task. They have
a positive attitude about school and help other students
in the class. The data for this variable were secured
from items 2a, 2b, 2¢, 2d, 2e, from the Team Observation
Report. Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

A random sample of students in each DSII
schools was asked to respond to a series of questions
relating to the degree of learner involvement. The team

marked the student's responses.
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The display of data (Exhibit 4.11.1) indicates
an extremely high degree of learner involvement with few
of the programs being marked "no" in response to any of
the questions. Ninety-two and two-tenths per cent to
98.1 per cent of the responses were marked as "some-
times" or better with the exception of "choice between
several things you want to learn" which was marked by
84.3 per cent of the respondents. Peer tutoring,
learner suggestion of activities, andvliking school were
all exceptionally positive in their response with stu-
dents in only one school responding "no" meaning to

either peer tutoring or liking school.

Learner Autonomy (IP 3)

This variable can be described as representing
the amount of autonomy of each learner. Students are
free to move about while working and sometimes score
their own work. They are able to select some of their
own learning activities and can exercise initiative in
planning and implementing those activities. The data
for this variable were secured from items 3a, 3b, 3c,
3d, from the Team Observation Report. Refer to the

Appendix for further detail.
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Results (Exhibit 4.12.1 and Exhibit 4.12.2)
indicate that a high level of learner autonomy is re-
flected by all four elements. There appears to be a
tendency for more freedom of movement and student
scoring of their own work than activities involving
student planning or selection of activities (Exhibit
4.12.2). All of the programs were described as having
evidence of freedom of movement with only 9.3 per cent
(Exhibit 4.12.1) of the programs described as "some-
times" or less. It should be noted that this element of
learner autonomy was found in 74.1 per cent of the
programs as a striking factor with solid evidence to
support it. Half of the programs (Exhibit 4.12.1) also
reported solid evidence of student scoring of their own
work as a striking factor with 79.6 per cent reporting
evidence more than "sometimes."

The element of students exercising some initi-
ative in planning and implementing their own activities
was described as existing more than "sometimes" in 48.1
per cent of the programs. More than half indicated
"sometimes" or less (Exhibit 4.12.1). A little over
one-fourth of the programs (26.9 per cent) reported

solid evidence of students exercising initiative in
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planning and implementing. Student selected learning
activities was in evidence in 59.6 per cent of the
programs more than "sometimes" with almost one-third
(32.7 per cent) reporting solid evidence as a striking

factor in the program.

Pacing (IP 4)

This variable can be described as representing
the pacing of instruction. Students proceed at their
own rates. Time is allocated to a learning activity,
and it is adjusted to the needs and interests of each
student. When a student demonstrates mastery of a skill
or understanding of a subject, he or she does not have
to perform tasks designed to teach that skill or develop
the understanding. Opportunities are available for
students who complete or demonstrate mastery of speci-
fied levels of work to move ahead to the next level or
to have broadened experiences. The data for this vari-
able were secured from items 4a, 4b, 4c, 4d, from the
Team Obsérvation Report. Refer to the Appendix for
further details.

The elements which comprise the variable of

pacing were overwhelmingly reported to be present in the



175

programs. All of the programs evidenced all of the
elements (Exhibit 4.13.1) and at least half or more
indicated solid evidence that it was a striking factor

of the progran.

Differentiation of Assignment (IP 5)

This variable can be described as representing
the amount of differentiation of assignment for stu-
dents. Students work on different tasks with different
kinds and levels of ﬁaterials. The teacher varies the
directions and assistance for different students, and
students in the same program pursue different objec-
tives. There are opportunities to recycle with dif-
ferent materials and approaches in tasks where a stu-
dent's understanding was insufficient to g0 on to new
objectives. A broad spectrum of activities is offered
for each objective and learning activities are student
selected. The data for this variable were secured from
items 5a, 5b, 5¢, 5d, S5e, 5f, 5g, 5h from the Team
Observation Report. Refer to the Appendix for further
detail.

The display of data (Exhibit 4.14.1) indicates

that all of the programs evidence differentiation of
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assignment to a high degree. The only element of
differentiation of assignment in which overwhelmingly
evidence was not found was in student selection of
learning activities. Evidence was still found more than
"sometimes" in 40.7 per cent of the programs.

Working on different tasks with different
kinds and levels of materials appears to be the activity
or element in which the most solid evidence was dis-
covered. Examination of the most characteristic scores
of each of the elements, however, indicates that fairly
solid evidence exists for all of them keeping in mind
the difference in student selected learning activities

(Exhibit 4.14.2).

Varving Staffing Patterns (IP 6)

This variable can be described as representing
the varying staffing patterns observable in the inno-
vation. Two or more teachers plan a segment of work.
Parents and aides are available to work with students.
Other people such as curriculum specialists, consultants
and librarians are available. Two or more teachers are
responsible for working with the students. One teacher

has responsibility for the program. The data for this
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variable were secured from items 6a, 6b, 6¢c, 6d, 6e, 6f,
from the Team Observation Report. Refer to the Appendix
for further detail.

Results (Exhibit 4.15.1) indicate a large
variety of staffing patterns in the programs. All of
the staffing patterns described were found to be strik-
ing factors in at least half or more of the programs
with the exception of parental availability (42.0 per
cent). It should be noted that there was no evidence of
one-teacher responsibility in 19.2 per cent of the
programs as well as no evidence of parental availability
in 24 per cent of the programs. Evidence indicating the
availability of curriculum specialists, consultants and
librarians was present in 83.1 per cent of the programs

more than "sometimes."

Varying Teaching Strategies (IP 7)

This variable can be described as representing
the variety of teaching strategies observed in the
innovation. Students work independently as well as in
large group and small groups. Cross-age tutoring and
peer tutoring are used. Groups are reformed periodi-
cally, and on occasion one teacher works with one stu-

dent. The data for this variable were secured from
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items 7a, 7b, 7c¢, 7d, 7e, 7f, 7g, 7h from the Team
Observation Report. Refer to the Appendix for further
detail.

Data indicate a wide variety of teaching
strategies are present in the programs. The elements of
Students work independently

Teachers participate in small group dis-

cussions

On occasion, one teacher works with one

student

Groups are reformed periodically
were the most frequently evidenced in terms of more than
"sometimes." (Exhibit 4.16.1). 1t should be noted that
cross-age tutoring was found less than "sometimes" in
35.8 per cent of the programs while students have group
discussions without a teacher present was found 1less
than "sometimes" in 23 per cent of the programs. Both
of these, however, appear to exist in almost half of the

schools as a striking factor.

Flexibility in Classroom Arrangement (IP 8)

This variable can be described as representing

the amount of flexibility in classroom arrangement.
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Provisions are made for a variety of classroom arrange-
ments including small group, large group and individual
work. Instructional materials are easily accessible.
The data for this variable were secured from items 8a,
8b, 8¢, 8d, from the Team Observation Report. Refer to
the Appendix for further detail.

Results (Exhibit 4.17.1) indicate without any
question that small group work, large group work, indi-
vidual work, and easily accessible instructional mate-

rials are striking factor in the programs.

Materials and Equipment (IP 9)

This variable can be described as representing
the variety of materials and equipment available to help
implement the innovation. This includes (1) textbooks
and library books, (2) audiovisual equipment that is
used in a manner that tends to individualize instruc-
tion, (3) commercial and teacher made exercises and
games. The data for this variable were secured from
items 9, 10, 11, 12 from the Team Observation Report.
Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

Results indicate that audiovisual materials

such as films and filmstrips are used extensively with
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evidence of such use found in 52 of the 54 programs.
Commercial materials and instructional systems are also
used fairly extensively. The data indicate that a few
programs use an extremely large number of materials.
The median number of materials used was 10.5 while the
most frequent number found in use (the mode) was 15.
Fourteen programs used 23 or more commercially available
materials while eight programs listed 45. Two programs
listed more than 100 different items in use. It should
also be noted all of the programs indicated some amount
of use of commercial materials, while 44 of the programs

noted use of teacher-made materials.

Facilities (IP 10)

This variable can be described as representing
the use of facilities in implementing the innovation, in
regard to both flexibility and variety. The data for
this variable were secured from items 13a, 13b, 13c,
13d, 13e, 13f, 13g, 13h from the Team Observation
Report. Refer to the Appendix for further detail.

Multi-grade space and/or open area space was
used by two-thirds of the programs while one-third

reported use of the self-contained classroom. Learning
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resource centers were also available to two-thirds of
the programs, however with relatively limited access. A
positive report was made in relation to materials and
equipment being circulated freely to classroom by more
than 85 per cent of the programs. Half of the programs
did not have access at all to any type of supervised lab
or shop. Those few who did have access to such faci-

lities had very limited use.

Summary of Innovative Practices

The survey of innovative programming practices
reveals the following:

1. Although the schools must meet certain
specific criteria in order to be in the network and
admittedly they are all at one end of the continium in
innovative programming practices, there still is quite an
amount of diversity in their practices.

2. One theme that runs through the data for
the majority of schools (however, not all) is not allow-
ing students to freely participate in the selection of
activities, objectives or assignments. This was found
to be the case for the majority of programs for several

different variables (objectives, learner autonomy and
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differentiation of assignment). Student selection of
materials and freedom of movement were overwhelming used
by all of the programs, but not student selection of
what might be considered curricula matters.

3. There was an extremely high amount of
learner involvement in all of the programs and every
program reported use of pacing and differentiation of
assignment (with the exception of student selection).

4, A great variety of staffing patterns was
evidenced as well as teaching strategies.

5. Multi-grade space and/or open area was by
far in the majority of use, however, labs and shops do
not appear to be available in every program.

6. Materials use appears to be an integral

part of every program.

Comparison of the Innovative Schools’
Inservice Education Practices

with "Common Practice"

Current "“common practices” in ISE in Texas
were identified in two unpublished doctoral disserta-

tions: A Descriptive Analysis of Inservice Programs of
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Selected Texas Schools Systems Utilizing Operational

Criteria by Jimmie L. Creekmur and A Descriptive

Analysis of the Roles of Education Service Centers in

Providing Inservice Training Programs for the Public

School Staffs of Texas During the 1975-76 School Year by

Don P. Killough.

Creekmur's study sampled 165 districts from
six size strata (including the six large urban dis-
tricts) representing a cross section of geographic
areas. Killough sampled each of twenty education ser-
vice centers. Their findings can be summarized and
compared with the inservice education practices of the
innovative programs as follows:

Amount of Time in ISE

Common Practice. The average manhour per

participant spent in ISE was reported to be
approximately 42 hours. This excluded pre-
paratioen, record keeping and "workdays."” This
represents five to seven days depending on the
number of hours used in calculating a day.
This corresponds to the minimum requirement
set by the State Board of Education for de-

signated Inservice Days.
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Innovative Schools. These schools used the

designated days as well as many other days for
ISE. They spent time well above and beyond
the bare minimum requirement.

When Was ISE Held?

Common Practice. The majority of schools in

Texas held their ISE on school days during
school hours. This is logical, of course,
because the amount of time spent in ISE corre-
sponds to the requirement set by the state
board for designated ISE days which in most
cases are held on school days. Fourteen
service centers "sometimes" offered ISE in the
late afternoons and evenings while thirteen of
the centers indicated that they "sometimes"
scheduled sessions during the summer months.

Innovative Schools. The schools reported a

heavy use of released time in facilitating the
inservice experiences during school hours.
Very few of the schools reported ISE training
at any time other than on school days during
school hours. This was an obvious choice for

these schools as was the practice of inservice
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on days in addition to and other than de-
signated, required days.

Type of ISE

Common Practice. There was little variety

reported in the type of ISE experience in most
of the school districts in Texas as well as
little participation in individual activities.
Workshops and mass meetings combined with
small group activities were reported to be the
ISE format in 90 per cent of those districts
surveyed.

Innovative Schools. In contrast with common

practice the innovative schools reported a
wide variety of experiences that included
large group, small group and individual activ-
ities. Not only were workshops included but
consultation, wvisits to other schools, grade
level meetings, directed self study, demon-
stration, and attendance at national con-
ferences among other types of format were part

of the experience.
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Content of ISE

Common Practice. Creekmur found an even

distribution of ISE time between programs for
specific teaching assignments (such as read-
ing) and programs to improve general teaching
skills (such as classroom management).

Innovative Schools. The innovative programs

had a wide variety of content. Specific
teaching assignments as represented by cur-
riculum subject matter was only one of many
content topics used by all of the schools.
There was not an even distribution of time
between curriculum subject matter and other
topics although along with methodology of
instruction it was the most extensively used.
Other topics included organizational stra-
tegies, use of materials in instruction and
assessment of achievement. It should be noted
that curriculum subject matter, methodology of
instruction and use of materials were content
topics used by all of the schools without
exception. Classroom management was a topic,

but it did not represent high use.
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Incentive For Participation

Funding

Common Practice. Administrators identified

three reasons why teachers participated in ISE

programs other than because it was required.

These were:

a) to gain skills and knowledge which help
to fulfill the personal desire of the
teacher to be helpful to others

b) to keep abreast of trends in order to
plan professionally for the future

c) to keep skills updated.

Innovative Schools. Administrators in the

innovative schools identified the same reasons

for teacher participation.

Common Practice. Districts reported a wide

range of dollars spent. The median for all
districts was reported to be less than $4.00
per scholastic. This expenditure included
substitute expenses. One large urban district
reported an expenditure of $15.00 per pupil.

Innovative Schools. The majority of schools

had designated funds available for ISE at the
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local building 1level. Unfortunately for
comparison purposes it was not based on amount
per scholastic. The amount varied from less
than $100 to $2,500 with the median response
being in the $101 to $500 range. Released
time was reported as being available for all
but two respondents. It is difficult to
compare practices because of the differences
in the form of reporting. However, we do know
that the average size campus in the innovative
schools had 496 students. At $4.00 a scho-
lastic, this would mean that $1,984 would be
spent if this were like the other districts in
Texas. Only seven innovative schools indi-
cated an amount over $1,001 which is an amount
far less than the $4.00 per scholastic. This
does not however take into consideration the
release time which was available to all but

two schools.

Common Practice. Creekmur found that 90 per

cent of the indistrict planning of ISE was
reported to be undertaken by school prin-
cipals. There were limited findings of in-

dicators of being systematic which was defined
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as including goals, needs assessment, budget
and evaluation. Those districts that did
score high being systematic scored equally
high in involvement. Conversely districts
that were in low in being systematic tended to
be low in involvement.

Innovative Schools. In contrast to Creekmur's

findings these schools reported indistrict
planning of ISE as extensive on both the
campus and district level with a corresponding
high level of involvement of both principals
and central office. A variety of personnel
including groups of teachers from the district
and from within the campus were involved in
the planning. There appeared to be a tendency
for more district level planning than campus
level. Although the innovative programs were
not scored for being systematic, all of the
elements were present to a high degree in the

vast majority of programs.
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Summary

It is "common practice" in Texas schools to
meet only the minimum requirement for ISE and to use
little if any variety in the type of training or its
content. School principals generally plan for training
and there is little if any evidence of involvement of
others or of being systematic. 1In contrast, the innova-
tive schools met and greatly exceeded the minimum re-
quirement for ISE with a great variety of experiences
and content. These experiences were provided with a
heavy use of release time. Extensive planning was done
by a variety of personnel including principal, teachers,
and central office staff with more district-wide plan-
ning than campus. A high level of being systematic ap-

pears to be characteristic of the innovative schools.

Comparison of Innovative Schools'

ISE Practices with Principles of ISE

Principles of ISE that were agreed upon by
Texas educators were identified in an unpublished
doctoral dissertation: An Analysis of the Extent of

Agreement and Concensus Existing Among Selected Educator
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Groups in Texas Regrading Principles Underlying

Effective Inservice Education, by Dan P. McLendon. The

thirty principles can be divided into four clusters:
planning, situational design, content and support. The
following is a summary:
Planning: Teachers are more likely to benefit
from inservice edﬁcation when
. activities are linked to a district-wide
effort
. activity objectives are specified
. activities are chosen by participants
. teachers are involved on the planning and
conducting team
. planning represents shared interests of
local school districts, colleges and
universities, education service centers,
and state education agencies
. responsibility for coordination is de-
legated to staff personnel with both time
and expertise
. teacher perception of needs is utilized
as well as other criteria of individual

and program needs.
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Situational Design: Inservice education

programs are more likely to accomplish their

objectives when

. activities are differentiated for all
participants

. participants are actively rather than
passively involved
program content concerns immediate in-
terests rather than storage of infor-
mation for later use

. participants are encouraged to interact
with each other

. activities are conducted in the school
setting near the classroom environment.

Content: Inservice education is likely to be

more meaningful when

. training reflects individuals' personal
performance goals

. training reflects a teacher's multiple
roles
activities concentrate on improving

competencies
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training emphasizes improving partici-
pant's effectiveness in the present
position

training emphasizes renewal or retraining
rather than initial training

evaluation is used to develop programs
rather than just to "gather" data
effectiveness of an inservice education
activity is measured by teacher behavior

rather than pupil behavior.

Support: Inservice education programs would

be likely to benefit from

reallocation of existing resources
support on the basis of a direct pupil or
per teacher allocation rather than ex-
clusively through salaries for inservice
education days and special programs
inservice education funding addressed
independently of other programmatic
concerns

inclusion of inservice education acti-

vities as part of the regular workday
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. increased use of released time as an

incentive for participation.

Information is not available on all of the ISE
practices of the innovative schools. Therefore, we
cannot compare their practices with all of the identi-
fied principles of effective ISE. However, the infor-
mation that 1is available indicates that five of the
seven principles in planning are practiced; four out of
five principles in situational design are practiced;
three out of seven principles in content are practiced;
two out of five principles in support are practiced.
None of the data available indicates any practices in

violation of any stated principle.

Summary

The descriptive study reveals that these
highly innovative schools report practices that indicate
extensive efforts to train their teachers. There is an
abundance of rather striking patterns which suggest high
quality training. The amount of time spent in inservice
is well above the minimum required by the State and is

scheduled not only on required 1SE days but at other
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times using release time. A wide variety of experiences .
and content are offered. Incentives offered by the
program include voluntary choice of experience, release
time, and travel opportunities. There is a coordinated
effort at planning between the district and the school
campus while each school uses consultants from inside as
well as outside the district.

The study of the programming within the
schools reveals highly innovative practices among all of
them. All of the programs have an objectives-based
curriculum. Materials appear to be used as an integral
part of every program. Students are allowed to work
with different kinds and levels of materials in every
program while opportunities to recycle with different
materials and approaches in tasks where a student's
understanding is sufficient to go on to new objectives.
A high degree of learner involvement is evidenced in
every program and when students were randomly inter-
viewed, they indicated a positive attitude about school.
Pacing is a dominant or striking feature in more than
half of the programs. A great variety of staffing

patterns and teaching strategies in all of the schools
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is evidenced. Multigraded space and/or open area
facilities are used in the majority of schools even
though the availability of labs and shops is limited.

It is evident that at 1least two kinds of
phenomena are present at the same time within the
schools under study. These are highly innovative pro-
grams that are making extensive high quality inservice

efforts.
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CHAPTER V
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INSERVICE EDUCATION
PRACTICES AND INNOVATIVE OPERATIONS

Introduction

A descriptive analysis of the inservice educa-
tion practices and the innovative operations of the 1976
DSII schools was presented in Chapter IV. This repre-
sented the first objective of this study. 1In this
Chapter the second objective of the study will be met.
This section will address the hypotheses and research
question posed in Chapter I. A report will be made on
the results of the testing of the hypotheses. The first
part of this section will contain the testing of the
hypotheses and resulting analyses. The second part will
present a multivariate analysis utilizing the branching
diagram technique and the weighted net percentage differ-

ence (WNPD)in an attempt to answer research question 4.
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Tests of Hypotheses

Summaries of the data utilized in testing the
hypotheses were reported in Chapter I1I. The statis-
tical procedure utilized in testing the hypotheses was
correlation. Coefficients of correlation were calcu-
lated by computer utilizing Program FACTOR of the VSTAT
CDC 6600 Computer Programs for Statistical Analysis
(1974) by Donald J. Veldman.

Hypothesis One

A significant relationship exists between
overall experience impact in inservice educa-
tion (ISE-I) and extent of innovation (IP-1)
The correlation coefficient between mean scores on
overall experience impact in inservice education and
scores on extent of innovation was ,1504 (n.s.)l. The

obtained «coefficient was not significant, and the

'From tabled correlation coefficients in Glass and
Stanley, Statistical Methods in Education and Psychology
(1970), page 336.
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hypothesis was rejected. The results indicate that
there is no significant relationship between these two

variables.

Hypothesis Two

A significant relationship exists between
systematic leadership in inservice education
(ISE-1I) and extent of innovation (IP-1)
The correlation coefficient between scores on systematic
leadership in inservice education and on extent of
innovation was .1466 (n.s.)z, The obtained coefficient
was not significant, and the hypotheses was rejected.
The results indicate that there is not a significant

relationship between these two variables.

Hypothesis Three

A significant relationship exists between
overall experience impact (ISE-I) in inservice
education and complexity of innovation (IP-1I)
The correlation coefficient between scores on overall

experience impact in inservice education and scores on

Ibid.
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complexity of innovation was .2412 (n.s.)3. This
coefficient was not significant, and the hypothesis was
rejected. The results indicate there is no significant

relationship between the two variables.

Hypothesis Four

A significant relationship exists between

systematic leadership in inservice education

(ISE-II) and complexity of innovation (IP-11)
The correlation coefficient between scores on systematic
leadership in inservice education and scores on com-
plexity of innovation was .2139(n.s.)4. This coef-
ficient was not significantly different from zero at the
0.05 level of confidence as determined by the table of
significance of correlation coefficients. Therefore the
hypothesis must be rejected. The results indicate that
there is not a significant relationship between these

two variables.

31bid. “Ibid.
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Analysis of Relationships
Using the Branching Diagram Technique

and the Weighted Net Percentages Difference (WNPD)

The branching diagram analysis technique
developed by Harris (1974) and the WNPD developed by
Spady (1970) were used in order to test selected re-
lationships between inservice education practices and
innovative operations. Both techniques are described in
Chapter 1III. It is important to remember that the
variables are divided into "high" and "low" groupings.
The division point between "high" and "low" was chosen
at a natural point near the middle of the range of
values. In each case this point turned out to be near
the mean score. These techniques were used in order to

answer research question 4.

The Association of Systematic Leadership in ISE with

Overall Experience Impact in ISE with Complexity of

Innovation

Branching Diagram Analysis. There are three

variables associated in this discussion: (1) systematic

leadership in inservice education (ISE-11), (2) overall
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experience impact in inservice education (ISE-1) and (3)
complexity of the innovation (IP-I1). The branching
diagram in Exhibit 5.2.1 shows these three variables in
relation to each other. It is assumed in the diagram
that systematic leadership in ISE (input) may influence
overall experience impact in ISE (process) which may in
turn yield complexity of innovation (product).

An analysis of the branching diagram supports
the following statements:

1. High systematic leadership in 1ISE
(ISE-11) combined with high experience impact in ISE
(ISE-1) is associated with high complexity of innovation
(IP-11) in two out of three cases.

2. Low systematic leadership in inservice
education (ISE-11) combined with low experience impact
in ISE (ISE-1I) is associated with low complexity of
innovation (IP-II) in two out of three cases.

3. High systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-
I11) combined with low experience impact in ISE (ISE-1)
is associated with low complexity of innovation (IP-11)
in two out of three cases.

4, Low systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-11)

combined with high experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
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Exhibit 5.2.1
Input Process Product
he N hY
= —7 7
Systenatic Leader- Qverall Experience Complexity of

ship in ISE (ISE-II) Impact in ISE (ISE-I) Innovation (IP-II)

Branch
High -
1
13
.—-
2 Low =
2
7
High =
31 e High =
3
3
low =
9
low =
4
(]
ioh =
5
Higa = 4
6
Low =
]
2
Low =
30 nigh -
8
!DJ- o
heh Low =
8
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associated with high complexity of innovation (IP-11) in
two out of three cases.

Conclusion: While it is not possible to state
causal relationships due to the concurrent nature of the
data (see limitations in Chapter 1), the assumption
underlying the branching diagram is that input existed
prior to process and product. Given this assumption we
have reason to believe that systematic leadership in ISE
(ISE-I1) combined with overall experience impact in ISE
(ISE-1) is consistently associated with complexity of
innovation (IP-II1). However, high complexity of innova-
tion (IP-II) does not appear to occur as an association
with high systematic leadership (ISE-II) in the absence
of high experience impact (ISE-I1). Conversely, low
leadership (ISE-I1I) appears to be associated with high
complexity of innovation (IP-I1) in the presence of high
experience impact (ISE-I). Experience impact (ISE-1)
seems consistently associated with complexity of innova-
tion (IP-I1) regardless of leadership (ISE-I1). How-
ever, leadership (ISE-I1) is nearly always associated
with experience impact (ISE-1).

Weighted Net Percentage Difference. Exhibit

5.2.2 shows the computations relative to the association
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of (1) systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-11) with (2)
overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1), and (3) com-
plexity of the innovation (IP-II). An analysis of the
WNPD supports the following conclusion: High complexity
of innovation (IP-II) programs have a 34 per cent
greater chance of occurring when associated with high
experience impact (ISE-1), but high systematic leader-
ship in ISE (ISE-II) appears to make little difference.
This conclusion is reached keeping in mind the limita-
tions imposed by the design of the study in reference to
concurrent time frames. It is not intended to infer
causal effects, rather to suggest associations only.

Comparison of Results. Examination of the

conclusions from both the branching diagram analysis and
the WNPD indicates general agreement that experience
impact (ISE-I1) is the strongest, most consistent associa-
tion. However, since high leadership in ISE (ISE-11) is
associated with high experience impact (ISE-1) and vice
versa, the branching diagram calls into question the

negative finding of the WNPD technique.
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Exhibit 5.2.2
Leadership Experience Impact
Hi Hi Lo
(31) 687> 337
(22) )] (31
1o 677 337
(30) (6) 24 - (30)
(28) (33 (61)
Independent Variables:
Leadership
Experience Impact
Dependent Variable:
Conplexity

What effect does experience impact have controlling for leadership?
(.68 - .33) X (22 +9) = 10.85
(.67 - .33) X (6 +24) = 10.20

21.05/
61 = .345

What effect does leadership have controlling for experience impact?

(.68 - .67) X (28) = .28
(.33-.33))X@33)=_0
“28/

61 =.0046
Conclusion: High camplexity programs have a 34 7% better chance of
occuring when associated with high experience impact. High leadex-
ship appears not to be associated.

*7, of schools who scored high in camplexity.



The Association of Planning in Inservice Education with

Overall Experience Impact in Inservice Education with

Complexity of Innovation

Branching Diagram Analysis. The wvariables

associated are (1) systematic leadership in ISE
(ISE-11), (2) overall experience impact in inservice
education (ISE-I1), and (3) complexity of innovation
(IP-I1). The branching diagram in Exhibit 5.3.1 shows
these three variables in relation to each other. It is
assumed that planning (input) may influence overall
experience impact (process) which may in turn yield
complexity of innovation (product).

An analysis of the branching diagram supports
the following statements:

1. High planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined
with high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with high complexity of innovation (IP-11) in
seven out of eight cases.

2. Low planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined with
low overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is associ-
ated with low complexity of innovation (IP-I1I1) in almost

two out of three cases.
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Exhibiz 5.3.1

Inpuc Process Product
N N N
7 7 7
Plarning in Overall Experience Complexity of
ISE (ISE &) Impact in ISE (ISE-I) Irnovation (IP-1I)
High =
13
High = —
15 Low =
2
High =
28 | | High =
4
Low = -
13
Low =
9
High =
High = = 11
16
Low =
5
Wow =
34 Hign =
7
Low = jemast
13 Low =
11

Branch
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3. High planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined
with low overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with low complexity of innovation (IP-1II) in
two out of three cases.

4. Low planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined with
high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is asso-
ciated with high complexity of innovation (IP-I1) in two
out of three cases.

Conclusion: Planning in inservice education
(ISE 4) combined with overall experience impact in
inservice education (ISE-1) is consistently associated
with complexity of innovation (IP-II). However, high
Planning in inservice education (ISE 4) does not appear
to be associated with high complexity of innovation
(IP-I1) as is high experience impact in ISE (ISE-1).
Once again, it is important to remember that causal
relationships are not being stated due to the limita-
tions imposed by the data collection. Only associations
are suggested.

Weighted Net Percentage Difference. Exhibit

5.3.2 shows the computations relative to the association
of (1) planning in inservice (ISE 4), (2) overall expe-

rience impact in ISE (ISE-1), and (3) complexity of
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Exhibit 5.3.2
Experience Impact
Plamming ISE Hi 1o
Hi 87%* 317%*
(28)
1s) (13) (28)
Lo 697%* 397+
(34
(16) (18 (34)
3D (€15) (62)
Independent Variables:
Plamning ISE
Experience Inpact
Dependent Variable:
Camplexity

What effect does experience impact have controlling for Plaming (ISE)?

(.87 - .31) X (15 + 13) = 15.68
(.69 - .39) X (16 + 18) = 10.20
25.88/

62 = .42

What effect does plarming have controlling for experience impact?

(.87 - .69) X (31) = 5.58

(.31 - .39) X (31) = -2.48
3.10/

62 = .05

Conclusion: High camplexity of irmovation (IP-II) programs have a 427,
better chance of occuring when associated with high experience impact
(ISE-I). High plamning (ISE-4) appears to have little association.

*70f schools who scored high in camplexity



innovation (IP-11). An analysis of the WNPD supports
the following conclusion: High complexity of innovation
(IP-11) programs have a 42 per cent greater chance of
occuring when associated with high experience impact in
ISE (ISE-1), but high planning (ISE-4) appears to make
little difference. This conclusion is reached keeping
in mind the limitations imposed by the design of the
study in reference to concurrent time frames. It is not
intended to infer causal effect, but only to suggest

associations.

Comparison of Results. Examination of the
conclusions from both the branching diagram analysis and
the WNPD indicates general agreement that the associ-
ation of ISE-1 with IP-II is the strongest most con-
sistent association. However, since high planning (ISE
4) is associated wht high experience impact (ISE-1), the
branching diagram calls into question the negative

finding of the WNPD technique.

The Association of Systematic Leadership in Inservice

Education with Overall Experience Iumpact in Inservice

Education with Extent of lnnovation

Branching Dijagram Analysis. The variables

associated here are (1) systematic leadership in ISE
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(ISE-I1), (2) overall experience impact in inservice
education (ISE-I), and (3) extent of innovation (IP-1).
The branching diagram in Exhibit 5.4.1 show these three
variables in relation to each other. It is assumed that
sysﬁematic leadership (input) may influence overall
experience impact (process) and which may in turn yield
extent of innovation (product.)

An analysis of the branching diagram supports
the following statements:

1. High systematic leadership in ISE
(ISE-I1) combined with high experience impact in ISE
(ISE-I) is associated with high extent of innovativeness
(IP-I) in two out of three cases.

2. Low systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-1I)
combined with low experience impact in ISE (ISE-I1) is
associated with high extent of innovation (IP-1) 54 per
cent of the time and with low extent of innovation
(IP-1) 46 per cent of the time.

3. High systematic leadership in ISE
(ISE-11) combined with low experience impact in ISE
(ISE-1) 1is associated with high extent of innovation
(IP-1) 56 per cent of the time and with low extent of

innovation (IP-1) 44 per cent of the time.
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Exhibit 5.4.1
Input Process Product
N ~ N
7 7 7
Systematic Leader- Overall Experience Extent of

ship in ISE (ISE-1I) Impact in ISE (ISE-I) Imovation (IP-I)

Branch
High =
1
13
High =
22 low =
2
bl
High =
31 High =
3
b]
Low= 1 __|
9
Low =
4
4
{ -
5
High= | 2
6
Low =
6
3
Low =
30 — Mg = ;
3
low = joe
24 low =
8
11




4. Low systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-11)
combined with high experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with high and low extent of innovation (IP-1)
equally.

Conclusion: Systematic leadership in ISE
(ISE-11) combined with experience impact in inservice
education (ISE-I) is not consistently associated with
extent of innovation (IP-1).

Weighted Net Percentage Difference. Exhibit

5.4.2 shows the computations relative to the association
of (1) systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-11), (2) over-
all experience impact in ISE (ISE-1), and (3) extent of
innovation (IP-1.) An analysis of WNPD supports the
following conclusion: Neither high experience impact in
ISE (ISE-11) programs nor high systematic leadership in
ISE (ISE-11) programs appear to be associated with the
occurence of high extent of innovation (IP-1). This
conclusion in reached without any intention of sug-
gesting causal effect or the lack of causal effects.
The limitations imposed by the data collection prevent
such influence.

Comparison of Results. The Branching Diagram

technique indicates a limited association which the WXNPD
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Exhibit 5.4.2
Experience Impact
Leadership ' Hi Lo
Hi 68%* 557+
(3L .
22) €)) (31)
Lo 50%* 547
(30)
) (26) (30$)
28) 33 (61)
Independent Variables:
Leadership
Experience Impact

Dependent Variable:
Extent of Immovation

What effect does experience impact have controlling for leadership?
(.68-.55) X (22+9) = 4.03
(.50-.54) X (6 + 24) = -1.20
2.83/61 = .05
What effect does leadership have controlling for experience impact?
(.68-.50) X (28) = 5.04

(.55-.54) X (33) = _.33
5.37/61 = .09

Canclusion:  Neither high experience impact in ISE (ISE-I)
programs nor high systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-II)
programs appear to be associated with extent of immovation (IP-I).

*%of schools who scored high in extent of irmovatiom



Exhibit 5.5.1
Input Process Product
N\ AN N
7 7 7
Plamning in ISE Overall Experierce Extant of
(IsE &) Irpact in ISE (ISE-I) Imovation (IP-I)
High =
X 10
High =} |
5 Low =
5
High =
28 High =
7
Iw = ———
13
Low =
6
High =
High = 10
16
Loy =
6
low =
3% —_— nign =
un
low =
18- o=
7

Branch
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fails to reveal. It appears that high systematic leader-
ship (ISE-I1) in combination with experience impact
(ISE-1) does have an association with complexity of
innovation, however limited. This conclusion is reached
without intending any statement of causal effect due to
the limitations imposed by the data collection. Associa-

tion, only, is suggested.

The Association of Planning in Inservice Education with

Overall Experience Impact in Inservice Education with

Extent of Innovation

Branching Diagram Analysis. The variables

associated here are (1) planning in inservice education
(1ISE-4), (2) overall experience impact in inservice
education (ISE-1), and (3) extent of innovation (IP-1).
The branching diagram in Exhibit 5.5.1 shows these three
variables in relation to each other. It is assumed that
planning (input) may influence overall experience impact
(procéss) which may in turn yield extent of innovation
(product).

An analysis of the branching diagram supports

the following statements:



1. High planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined
with high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with high extent of innovation (IP-1) in two
out of three cases.

2. Low planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined with
low overall experience impact (ISE-I) is associated with
low extent of innovation (IP-1) in 39 per cent of the
cases and with high extent of innovation (IP-1) in 61
per cent of the cases.

3. High planning in ISE (ISE 4)combined with
low overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1I) is asso-
ciated with low extent of innovation (IP-I) in 46 per
cent of the cases and with high extent of innovation
(IP-1) in 54 per cent of the cases.

4, Low planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined with
high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is asso-
ciated with high extent of innovation (IP-1) in almost
two out of three cases.

Conclusion: Planning in ISE (ISE 4) combined
with overall impact in ISE (ISE-1) is not consistently
associated with extent of innovation (IP-1). However,
overall experience impact (ISE-I) is associated with
extent of innovation (IP-1). Planning in ISE (ISE 4)
cannot be considered a primary influencing factor except

in combination with ISE-I.
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Weighted Net Percentage Difference. Exhibit

5.5.2 shows the computations relative to the association
of (1) planning in ISE (ISE 4), (2) overall experience
impact in inservice education (ISE-1), and (3) extent
of innovation (IP-1). An analysis of the WNPD supports
the following conclusion: neither high experience
impact in ISE (ISE-1) programs nor high planning (ISE 4)
programs appear to be associated with extent of innova-
tion (IP-1) although high extent of innovation programs
have a 7 per cent better chance of occuring when associ-
ated with high ISE-I programs. High planning (ISE 4)
does not appear to be associated. These conclusions are
reached without intending to infer causal effects due to
the limitations imposed by the concurrent time frame
(see Chapter 1). Associations, only, are intended.

Comparison of Results. Both techniques (WNPD

and the branching diagram analysis) rule out planning in
ISE (ISE 4) as being associated with high extent of
innovation (IP-1) programs. It is possible to interpret
the results of the branching diagram analysis as indi-
cating a higher association of ISE-1 with IP-I than the
WNPD. The WNPD technique indicates little association

of ISE-1 with IP-1.
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Exhibit 5.5.2
Experience Impact
Planning ISE Hi 1o
Hi 667 5477
28
(15) 13 (28)
Lo 637%* 617*
(34)
(16) 18 (34)
3D (€3H) (62)
Independent Variables:
Plarming ISE
Experience Impact

Dependent Variable:
Extent of Imnovation

What effect does experience impact (ISE-I) have controlling for
Plaming (ISE-4)?

(.66 - .54) X (15 +

13) = 3.36
(.63 - .61) X (16 + 18)

.68

/
62 = .07

What effect does plaming (ISE-4) have controlling for experience
impact (ISE-I)?

(.66 - .63) X 3L = .93
(.54 - .61) X (31 = -2.17
-1.24/

62 = -.02

Conclusion: Neither high experience impact in ISE (ISE-I) programs
nor high plaming (ISE-4) programs appear to be associated with

extent of imovation (IP-I) although high extent of irmovatim programs

have a 7 7 better chance of occuring when associated with high ISE-1

programs. Plaming (ISE-4) programs do not appear to be associated at

all.
*7% of schools who scored high in irmovation



Association of Resources in ISE with Overall Experience

Impact in ISE with Extent of Innovation

Branching Diagram Analysis. The wvariables

associated here are (1) resources in ISE (ISE 5), (2)
overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1), and (3) extent
of innovation (IP-I). The branching diagram in Exhibit
5.6.1 shows these three variables in relation to each
other. It is assumed that resources in inservice
(input) may influence overall experience impact in ISE
(process) which may in turn yield extent of innovation
(product).

An analysis of the branching diagram supports
the following statements:

1. High resources in ISE (ISE 5)combined
with high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with high extent of innovation (IP-1) in two
out of three cases.

2. Low resources in ISE (ISE 5) combined
with low overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with low extent of innovation (IP-1) in 48
per cent of the cases and with high extent of innovation

(IP-1) in 52 per cent of the cases.
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Exhibit 5.6.1
Input Process Product
N N N
7/ 7 /
Resources in ISE Overall Experience Extent of
(ISE 5) Impact in ISE (ISE-I) Innovatien (IP-I)
Branch
High =
1
12
high =
18 Low =
2
6
Hign =
28 Ee—— High =
3
6
low =
0 |
Low =
4
4
High = s
Hga = 6
9
Low =
6
3
Low =
32 High =
7
12
low= | |
23 Low =
8
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3. High resources in ISE (ISE 5) combined
with low overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with low extent of innovation (IP-1) in 40
per cent of the cases and with high extent in 60 per
cent of the cases.

4. Low resources in ISE (ISE 5) combined
with high overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) is
associated with high extent of innovation (IP-1) in two
out of three cases.

Conclusions: There is no consistent rela-
tionship between resources in inservice education (ISE
5) combined with overall experience impact (ISE-1) in
association to extent of innovation (IP-1). However,
overall experience impact (ISE-1) is associated with
extent of innovation (IP-1).Due to limitations imposed
by the data collection, causal effects are not inferred.

Weighted Net Percentage Difference. Exhibit

5.6.2 shows the computations relative to the association
of (1) resources in ISE (ISE 5), (2) overall experience
impact in ISE (ISE-I), and (3) extent of innovation
(IP-1). An analysis of the WNPFD technique supports the
following conclusion: neither high ISE-1 programs nor
high resources (ISE 5) programs appear to be associated

with in high extent of innovation (IP-1), but high
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Exhibit 5.6.2

Experience Impact

Resources Hi 1o
Hi 677* 607
28
(18) 10) (28)
Lo 677> 527
(32)
¢)] (23) (32)
7 (33) (60)
Independent Variables:
Resources
Experience Impact
Dependent Variable:

Extent of Inmovatim

What effect does experience impact (ISE-I) have controlling for
resources (ISE-5)?

(.67 - .60) X (18 + 10) = 1.96
(.60 - .52) X (9 +23) = 4.80
6.76/

60 = .11

What effect does resources (ISE-5) have controlling for experience
impact (ISE-I)?

(.67 - .67) X2 = 0
(.60 - .52) X (33) = 2.64
2.6/

60 = .04

Conclusion: Neither high ISE-1 programs nor high resources (ISE-7)
programs appear to be associated with high extent of irmovation.
However, high extent of irmovation (IP-I) programs have an 117% better
chance of occuring when associated with ISE-I.

*7, of schools who scored high in extent of immovation.
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extent of innovation programs (IP-1) have an 11 per cent
better chance of occuring when associated with high
experience impact (ISE-1). Resources do not appear to
be associated. Due to 1limitations imposed by data
collection causal effects are not inferred.

Comparison of Results. Examination of the
conclusions from both the branching diagram analysis and
the WNPD technique indicates general agreement related
to the lack of association of resources (ISE 5) with
extent of innovation (IP-I1). It is possible to inter-
pret the results of the branching diagram analysis as
indicating a higher association of ISE-1 with IP-1 than

does the WNPD technique.

Other Findings

The following is a summary of other findings
discovered in the statistical analysis that are not
necessarily associated with the hypotheses or research
questions. A summary of the procedures was reported in
Chapter III.

1. Systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-I11) and
overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) are signi-

ficantly related to each other. The Pearson product
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moment correlation was used to compute the correlation
coefficient between mean scores on systematic leadership
in ISE (ISE-II) and overall experience impact in 1ISE
(ISE-1). The correlation coefficient obtained was .72.
The table of significance of correlation coefficients
(Glass and Stanley, 1970) indicate the obtained co-
efficient was significant at less than the .01 level.

2. Extent of innovativeness (IP-I) and
complexity of innovation (IP-I1) are significantly
related to each other. The Pearson product moment
correlation was used to compute the correlation co-
efficient between mean scores on extent of innovation
(IP-1) and complexity of innovation (IP-11). The
correlation coefficient obtained was .64. The table of
significance of correlation coefficients (Glass and
Stanley, 1970) indicated the obtained coefficient was
significant at less than the .01 level of confidence.

3. There is a significant difference (.03
level of confidence) in the overall experience impact in
ISE (ISE-1) in schools that have innovated in only one
to three grades as compared to those which have inno-
vated in four or more grades. These significant differ-

ences are not found, however, between schools that have
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innovated in one to three subjects as compared to
schools that have innovated in all subjects.

4. There is a significant difference at less
than the .01 level of confidence in the extent of inno-
vativeness (IP-1) in schools that have innovated in only
one to three grades as compared to those who have inno-
vated in four or more grades. This is also true at the
.02 1¢ve1 of confidence for schools that have innovated
in one to three subjects as compared to schools that
have innovated in all subjects.

5. There is a significant difference at less
than the .01 level of confidence in the complexity of
innovation in programming (IP-II) in schools that have
innovated in only one to three grades as compared to
those who have innovated in four or more grades. This
is not true, however in schools that have innovated in
one to three subjects as compared to schools that have
innovated in all subjects.

6. Exhibit 5.7.1 displays information on
schools' scores for each variable used in ﬁhe study of
relationships. An examination of the distribution of
those scores according to each relationship tested
reveals patterns in at least three instances that are of

interest to report.
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The distribution of scores relating overall
experience impact in ISE and complexity of innovation
(Exhibit 5.7.2) shows two schools that had highly
complex innovations but reported data that indicated
very low scores in overall experience impact in in-
service education. These low scores were more than one
standard deviation below the mean. This is an unusual
circumstance in regard to the other scores as displayed
by the scatter plot (Exhibit 5.7.2). Information on
both schools indicates programs that differed in scope
and emphasis but not in the complexity of the existing
innovation. One school had individualized in all sub-
jects K-6 with 100 per cent of the teachers (N=14) and
100 per cent of the students (N=349) participating. The
other school had individualized in all subjects but only
two grades (K-1) were involved with only 19 per cent of
teachers (3 out of 16) and 27 per cent of the students
(111 out of 409) participating. Obviously there was a
difference in the scope ahd emphasis of the innovation.
The high scores on complexity of innovation were

received due to solid evidence that the elements of
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varying teaching strategies, staffing patterns and
facilities were present in both programs. Their scores
on these elements were almost identical. Both scored
low in overall experience impact in inservice education.
Their scores on the elements that make up overall
experience impact in inservice education were not
identical. The data reported on inservice indicated
different kinds of practices although each scored low
cumulatively in overall experience impact. The first
school that individualized in all subjects K-6 with 100
per cent of teachers and students reported a large
variety of ISE experiences but they were not provided
very often. The other school had very little variety
but the few experiences that were provided were provided
frequently. The first school reported almost no use of
consultants at all. The second school reported some use
of consultants and those that were used were used fairly
often. The first school reported a wider range of the
level of content of the experiences than did the second
school.

Few likenesses could be found in these schools
with the exception of their innovative practices.

Examination of available information on the schools does
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not suggest why these two schools scored so differently
from the other schools. These atypical schools
illustrate the severe limitations of utilizing simple
survey data with scaling techniques.

The distribution of scores relating to
systematic leadership in ISE and extent of innovation
(Exhibit 5.7.3) shows three schools that had very high
scores on extent of innovation but reported data that
indicated relatively low scores in systematic leadership
in ISE. This is an unusual circumstance in regard to
the majority of the other scores as displayed by the
scatter plot (Exhibit 5.7.3). The programs differed in
the scope of their existing innovation but not on the
extent. Two of the three schools (School #48 and #27)
were both innovating in reading only but the likenesses
end there. One of the schools (#48) included grades 1-5
with 35 per cent (N=7) of the faculty and 100 per cent
(N=500) of the students participating while the other
school (#27) included only 1 grade, 1 teacher and only
17 per cent (N=10) of the students participating. The
third school (school #24) had installed the innovation
in all subjects, grades K-6 with 100 per cent (N=28) of
the teachers and 100 per cent (N=475) of the students

participating.

2
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Obviously differences existed in the scope and
emphasis of all three innovations. However, the high
scores on extent of the innovation in each school were
almost identical, and solid evidence existed that the
elements of learner involvement, learner autonomy and
differentiation of assignment were present in each of
their program.

The data reported on inservice indicate
similar practices in systematic leadership in ISE. Two
of the three schools (#48 and #24) did some amount of
planning on both the district and campus level that
often included principals and central office staff as
well as sometimes including teachers from the district
and campus. These scores were almost identical. The
other school (#27) planned only on the district level.
All three schools provided some variety of content in
ISE with the participation being voluntary only some-
times with minimal resources allocated to support the
ISE activities.

Examination of available information on the
schools does not suggest why these three schools scored
so differently from the other schools. Once again, the
survey data or scaling criteria may simply have been

inadequate.

242



243

3SI ur dyysaspear OTlewolsLg

x®__ ad o oy os on

.e
.

uorjeaouu yo A3jyxa1duwo)y pue JSI ug
drysaapeo] OT1eWAISAS BulieIay 3014 19338IS

%°L°% 31qTUxy

3
x3a1dmoy

T ”
2 o
- '3

R
leaouul jo £31

4
*
uot




The distribution of scores relating systematic
leadership in ISE and complexity of innovation (Exhibit
5.7.4) shows one school that had a highly complex
innovation but reported data that indicated a very low
score in systematic leadership in ISE. The low score
was more than 1 standard deviation from the mean and in
fact was almost 2 standard deviations from the mean.
This is an wunusual circumstaﬁce in regard to the other
scores as displayed by the scatter plot (Exhibit 5.7.4).
This is the same school (3# 48) that was described
previously in which reading was the subject matter that
had been individualized in grades 1-5 with 35 per cent
of the faculty (7 out of 20) and 100 per cent (N=500) of
the students participating. The high score on com-
plexity of innovation was received due to solid evidence
that the elements of varying teaching strategies,
staffing patterns and facilities were present in the
program. The data reported on inservice indicate the
major emphasis in systematic leadership in ISE was in
the area of planning wherein some amount of overall
planning existed in the school. Other indicators of
systematic leadership were almost non-existent although

some evidence was present.
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Examination of available information does not
suggest why the school scored so differently from the
other schools. It is certainly possible that the survey

data and/or scaling criteria may have been inadequate.

Summary of Findings

Hypothesis Testing

All four hypotheses were rejected. There does
not appear to be a significant relationship between (1)
overall experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) and extent of
innovation (IP-1); (2) systematic leadership in 1ISE
(ISE-I1) and extent of innovation (IP-1); (3) overall
experience impact in ISE (ISE-1) and complexity of
innovation (IP-I1); (4) systematic leadership in 1ISE

(ISE-1I) and complexity of innovation (IP-11).

Branching Diagram Analysis and WNPD

Interpretation of the branching diagram
analysis indicates the consistent association of high
systematic leadership in ISE (ISE-II) with complexity of
innovation (IP-11), and high planning in ISE (ISE 4)

with complexity of innovation (IP-11) when each is
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combined with overall experience impact (ISE-I). The
overall experience impact (ISE-1) appears to be the
critical variable in each analysis. The WNPD does not
contradict the  association but eliminates high sys-
tematic leadership (ISE-II) and high planning in 1ISE
(ISE 4) as making any difference in either association.
The téchnique affirms the importance of overall ex-
perience impact (ISE-1). The analysis of the asso-
ciation of planning in ISE (ISE 4) with extent of inno-
vation (IP-I1) and resources (ISE 4) with extent of
innovation (ISE-1) reveals through the use of both
techniques (the Branching Diagram Analysis and the WNPD)
that although there is no consistent relationship in
either, both 1indicate an association with overall
experience impact (ISE-I). Overall experience impact in
ISE (ISE-1) appears to be a critical variable. (Exhibit
5.8). 1t must be kept in mind throughout the interpre-
tation of data that causal effects are not inferred.
The limitations imposed by the data collection proce-
dures prevents such inference. Association, or the lack
of assoication, only, is intended as a possible interpre-

tation.



247

“u0}3291102 ¥IWp 3yl £q pasoduy suojIvijuyy
943 03 onp papualur 3Jou 318 5359332 (Esne) 'Papuajut 81 L{uo uoj3eyc0ssw Jo yoey 9yl io SUCTIRYIO8SY,

aouejaodug jueaaoduy se
311s 1-3SI PauTWI23dp 1-381 Ing
uof3lEIOO0ESE OU uojjeyo0sse ou 1-d1 I-3s1 € 3s1
adur3aoduy jueyzroduy se
ydy1s 1-a3st paujw1alop 1-3sI anqg
Uo0IIBIO08SE ou UOTIRIDOESR ou/ywam 1-d1 1-3s1 % 3s1
uoI3leId0SSE OU uoTIVID088R ou 1-d41 1-351 11-3151

22U219331p ou
Sajqew  JSI ‘'1-3ISI
Y11m uoyjeyoosse uy

8uranado jo adueys 189F3Fa0 sn
32330q 92y 1I-dI pouywialop 1-3s5]
uorleyd0ssw 3uoxls uogiejdosse Juoxys 11-41 1-3s1 % ds1t

20uUd213331p ou
sajyew I1-3ST ‘I-ASI
YiiM uolIeRIdOSSE U

3utandd0 jo asueyd 19927313 se
123399 %y¢ II-dI no patduys 1-3sI
uojleyd0osse Suoazs uoyjeyoosse Juoajs 11-d1 1-381 11-381
1onpoayg [LERLER] Indug
sysA1euy sysd1euy
adNm ‘va'q

1483 [Ns0Y sysdyeuy wealeq
8uryouvag pue qany jo Aaewung

8°S 1q3yxy



In this chapter data associated with the
inservice education practices of the innovative schools
were obtained and presented as characteristic variables
(overall experience impact in ISE and systematic leader-
ship in ISE). These variables were tested for relation-
ships with the schools' innovative program charac-
teristics identified in Chapter 1IV. These analyses
included the testing of hypotheses and the utilization
of two techniques in multivariate analyses (branching
diagram analysis and the weighted net percentage dif-
ference). These analyses were made in order to identify
inservice education practices that might have impli-
cations for innovative program practices. A summary of
the findings and the implications as well as recommenda-

tions for further research are presented in Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter contains a review of the study, a
summary of the findings, suggested implications, and

suggestions for further research.

Review of the Study

Two primary objectives provided direction to
this study. The first objective was to provide a des-
criptive analysis of data related to inservice practices
and innovative programming practices in schools in which
specified innovations in individualizing instruction
could be décumented as to their actual existence. The
second objective was to determine any relationships
which might possibly exist Dbetween the inservice
practices and the innovative programming practices.

In order to meet these objectives a research
plan was developed whereby essential data were obtained
from the innovative schools and from the Texas Education
Agency. Data from the schools were obtained through the

use of a questionnaire. Data from the Texas Education
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Agency were obtained through examination of carefully
documented observation reports on the installed vali-
dated innovations.

The variables utilized in designing the survey
instrument were drawn from the current literature re-
garding inservice education about what information is
needed to be able to sufficiently describe training.
These variables were: experience, voluntarism, con-
sultants, planning, resources, content, level of expe-
rience, and incentive. The variables utilized in the
analysis of innovative programming practices were de-
rived from the criteria for acceptance set by the net-
work to which the schools belong. The variables were:
objectives, learner involvement, learner outcomes,
pacing, differentiation of assignment, varying staffing
patterns, varying teaching strategies, flexibility in
classroom arrangement, materials and equipment, and
facilities.

The second objective of the study was to
determine any potential relationships which existed
between the inservice practices and the innovative
programming practices. The variables were derived from

combinations of those utilized in the descriptive study
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and based upon the current literature in inservice
education and innovation. These variables were:
overall experience impact in inservice education, sys-
tematic leadership in inservice education, extent of
innovation, and complexity of the innovation.

Four research questions and four hypotheses
were formulated in order to meet the objectives of the
study. The majority of questions were answered by
simple tabulation and presentation of related data. The
hypotheses were tested using traditional statistical
procedures. The examination of other relationships
between inservice education practices and innovative
programming practices were accomplished by wusing the
branching diagram analysis and the weighted net per-
centage difference techniques. These are techinques
which allow for a multivariate analysis on simple data

without elaborate statistical procedures.

Limitations
The major limitation of the study is the fact
that current practices of both kinds, inservice educa-

tion and innovations, were studied during the same
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current time frame. The assumption is made that con-
ditions existing at the time of the innovative programs
existed previous to innovation. The simultaneous nature
of the events under study prevent inferring casuality in
any of the relationships studied.

Other limitations include the elimination of
secondary schools. Only elementary schools were used in
the study. All of the schools were located in the State
of Texas. The previously gathered validating data on
innovation was utilized with no testing for validity.
Even though the findings were affected by the 1limi-
tations, these limitations were not SO0 major as to

prevent the use of the gathered data.

General Conclusions

The following conclusions were reached from
the collected data and its subsequent analysis:

Inservice Practices. The schools reported

using a wide variety of experiences in inservice educa-
tion with a trend to use less traditional experiences
more often than traditional types. They used the state
designated days (five) as well as many other days for
inservice. The innovative schools spent time well above

and beyond the minimum requirement.
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Very few of the schools reported inservice
education at any time other than on school days during
school hours. Heavy use was made of released time to
facilitate the 1inservice experiences. There was a
marked degree of freedom reported in the choice of
participation in inservice although participation was
rarely perceived as being completely voluntary.

A variety of consultants was used equally from
both inside and outside the district. Consultants from
outside the district were usually from the Education
Service Center while usage of consultants from inside
the district was evenly distributed among teachers and
central office staff.

Planning for inservice was reported as exten-
sive on both the campus and district level. Central
office staff involvement was high with a tendency for
more district level planning to be present than campus
level. A variety of personnel was involved.

Funds were reported as being available on the
building level for the majority of the Schools with
released time available to almost all of the respon-
dents. A variety of content was reported in the pro-

gramming with curriculum subject matter most extensively
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used. Objectives of the inservice were reported as
frequently being on the "awareness" level. It would
appear that they were highly task oriented. The train-
ing appears to have been restricted by task and need.
It does not appear to have been divergent, exploratory,
or evaluative in orientation.

The teachers were reported as being motivated
equally by extrensic and intrensic factors.

The data also indicate that the respondents
generally believed that the innovation was the result of
inservice activities and that inservice was necessary
for continued implementation of their innovation. They
did not, however, generally report an increase in inser-
vice activities when their program was initiated.

Innovative Practices. The survey of inno-

vative programming practices reveals that although the
schools must meet certain specific criteria in order to
be in the network and admittedly they are all at one end
of the continium in innovative programming practices,
there still is quite an amount of diversity in their
practices.

One theme that runs through the data for the

majority of schools (however, not all) is not allowing
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students to freely participate in the selection of
activities, objectives or assignments. This was found
to be the case for the majority of programs in several
different variables (objectives, learner autonomy and
differentiation of assignment). Student selection of
materials and freedom of movement were overwhelmingly
used by all of the programs} Student selection of what
might be considered curricula matters was not a general
characteristic of the program.

There was an extremely high amount of learner
involvement in all of the programs, and every program
reported use of pacing and differentiation of assignment
(with the exception of student selection). A great
variety of staffing patterns was evidenced as well as
teaching strategies. 1

Multi-grade space and/or open area was by far
in the majority of use, however, labs and shops do not
appear to be available in every program. Materials use
appeared to be an integral part of every program.

Testing of the Hypotheses. There was no
significant (.05 level) relationship between overall
experience impact in inservice education and extent of

innovation.
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There was no significant (.05 level) relation-
ship between systematic leadership in inservice educa-
tion and extent of innovation.

There was no significant (.05) level) rela-
tionship between overall eXperience impact in inservice
education and complexity of innovation.

There was no significant (.05 level) relation-
ship between systematic leadership in inservice educa-
tion and complexity of innovation.

Analyses of Relationships. The association of

high systematic leadership in inservice education with
complexity of innovation, and high planning in inservice
education with complexity of innovation appears to be
consistent when each are combined with overall experi-
ence impact in ISE. When those associations are exam-
ined for the specific effects of each variable, it
appears that overall experience impact is the critical
variable. Although the association is not contradicted,
high systematic leadership and high planning are elimi-
nated as making little difference in either association
while overall experience impact emerges as the important
association. There is also no consistent relationship

in the association of planning in inservice with extent
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of innovation or in resources in inservice with extent
of innovation. However, overall experience impact

appears to be a critical variable in both associations.

Interpretation of Findings

The findings from this study are interesting
particularly when they are compared with current "common
practices" in Texas schools as determined by Killough in
1977 and Creekmur in 1977. Creekmur's study was of a
sample of 165 districts representing a cross section of
the state. Killough studied each of the twenty regional
education service centers. The findings from these two
studies are abstracted and compared with the inservice
education practices of the innovative programs (Exhibit
6.1). The comparison indicates important differences in
almost every area.

Sweeping generalizations obviously cannot be
made from this one study. It must be kept in mind that
this is a single study of a small number of schools.
Relationships were, however, established even though
they were not statistically significant (.05 1level).

The findings are consistent with what we might

have expected. It may, therefore, not be unreasonable
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to suggest that successful efforts at implementing new
instructional programs may require inservice education
that is of a higher quality than that which we normally
practice.

If the findings of this study are wvalid,
inservice education may be an important ingredient in
the operation of successfully implemented innovative
programs. The characteristics of the inservice educa-
tion associated with these innovative programs is such
that an accidental relationship hardly seems possible.

How can the findings be explained? It might
be that extensive inservice education existed in these
districts as a tradition and therefore provided an
encouraging atmosphere in which innovation could grow.
Another explanation might be that the innovators uti-
lized inservice experiences to facilitate their efforts.
If either one of these explanations are accepted, then
there exists a case for a casual link between inservice
education and educational improvement.

There are other explanations. It is possible
that the inservice education program and the innovative
program happened to co-exist in the same buildings at

the same time. This explanation may be more doubtful
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than others, however, due to the scarcity of resources
for both inservice education and program implementation.
Another explanation might be that teachers engaged in an
innovative program might be motivated by it and seek
inservice education to satisfy their need for further
professional growth. 1If this were true, it would still
be difficult to deny some cause and effect.

It is a curious matter of interest that the
report from the schools indicates that the schools do
not perceive a change (increase or decrease) in in-
service activities when they initiated the innovations.
It is interesting to speculate on this particularly in
view of the additional information reported that the
innovation could not continue without maintaining the
present level of inservice education activity. It could
be that their perception of past (over two years) in-
service education acitvity is faulty and that an in-
crease or decrease of activity actually took place. Or
it could be that a high quality inservice education
program was already firmly in place before beginning the
change effort. This may imply that a tradition of
professional growth activities needs to be present

before innovative efforts begin. It also probably
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implies that these schools view inservice efforts in a
context which does not confuse the activity with the

actual innovation.

Implications

The findings that have been described and
interpreted above suggest several implications for
school districts that are contemplating the implementa-
tion of aﬁ innovation. These may be summarized as
follows:

1. It is probable that an extensive in-
service education program needs to be in place or at
least ready to be put in place for an innovation to
work.

2. The more complex the innovation that is
to be adopted the more overall experience impact in
inservice 1is necessary. This means a wide variety of
experiences that includes such things as workshops,
individual or small group consultation, visitation to
other schools, grade 1level meetings, directed self-
study, demonstration, and attendance at national con-
ferences; a wide variety of consultants who come from

inside the district as well as outside; and content that
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allows presentation of information on various levels
other than just the "awareness" level.

3. District-wide, central office staff
support of inservice education is needed to make an
innovation work. This includes allocation of resources
in the form of funds and released time; extensive
planning efforts that include a high level of involve-
ment of principals, teachers and central office staff;
and the provision of consultants from a variety of
sources both inside and outside the district.

4. When plans are made to install or adopt
an innovation in a school it is important to make sure
that the plans for extensive inservice education are not
limited in the provision of time to the small number of
state provided days, but provides additional times in
which the personnel are released from their regular
duties.

5. School bersonnel need to be able to
choose from a wide variety of content in ISE that can be
tailored to individual needs.

6. The practice of releasing every teacher
in the district at the same time will not facilitate the

kind of inservice education that is necessary for the
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effective implementation of an innovation. The practice
does not allow for the ‘tailoring of inservice to
individual needs or the differentiation of activities
for all participants. The practice probably should be
eliminated except fror urgent circumstances when the
entire faculty needs to be together.

7. Extensive, high quality inservice educa-
tion appears necessary for continued implementation of
an innovation.

The problem of making innovations "work" s a
matter of great concern in the field of education. Most
new programs are not implemented successfully. They
tend to be discontinued long before they are fully
installed or else corrupted in process. Sometimes the
innovation can be shown to be unsuccessful in operation
because of poor performance by teachers and other
responsible personnel. Regardless, it seems logical to
expect inservice education to be a critical factor in
making for a new program success. The primary impli-
cation of this study is that continuing inservice educa-
tion is an important factor in the effort to improve

educational pactices.
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If this level and quality of inservice educa-
tion was an important factor in schools where they were
highly motivated to maintain good practices, how much
more important it is to provide training as a stimulus
to better practice for those who are not motivated. The
majority of teachers are more than likely to continue
with the same old practices. They are not as highly
skilled and/or motivated as the teachers in these
innovative schools. Surely it is reasonable to suggest
that if skilled and motivated teachers require this
level and quality of inservice that others require it
even more so.

This study found two types of unusual prac-
tices (highly innovative programs and highly quality
inservice education) coexisting side by side. 1Inservice
education was perceived to be important even after the
programs had reached the point of dissemination, and
indeed the ISE was considered to be necessary for con-
tinued implementation. If this quality of inservice
education was perceived as important just for main-
tenance of the program, how much more important that

quality becomes for beginning such an innovation.
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Suggestions for Further Research

There are suggestions for additional research
that emerge from this study. Because of the limitations
on this study imposed by the fact that current practices
of both kinds, inservice education and innovations, were
studied during the same time frame, it is suggested that
these practices be studied again only in a longitudinal
framework. The innovation could be studied as it
emerges from already existing longitudinally documented
inservice education practices.

Another possibility for further research is
the study of systematic leadership in inservice educa-
tion in a more direct manner. This could be accom-
plished through on-site observation and analysis of
practice. Certainly the possibility exists that the
variable of systematic leadership as defined in this
study needs to be studied using more pervasive measures
that would allow a finer discrimination. Analyzing
organizational climate variables as well as leadership
style variables with existing instruments might generate
findings that the estimates in this study were not

likely to produce.

266



An investigation in which a comparison could
be made of inservice education practices and relation-
ships with programming practices in schools were inno-
vations have been installed and schools that are less
innovative is another suggestion. The design would,
again, need to include provision for establishing
evidence of inservice education conditions previous to
the innovation. The tendency to find positive relation-
ships in this study rather than statistically signifi-
cant ones probably stems from the homogeneity of the
groups. It might be possible to recheck the variables
in a more prowerful design where hetereogeneity is
available.

Other information that might be of value could
be obtained from secondary schools in which we might
hypothesize that not only would the practices be differ-
ent but so might the relationships.

Another area suggested is that of further
examination of incentives for participation in inservice
education. It is possible  that comparison with a
control group of less innovative schools might yield
important information particularly if it were possible
to introduce other variables such as geographic loca-

tion, elementary/secondary level, union/non-union
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membership. The power of teacher involvement as
presenter, planner and evaluator as an incentive should
be investigated.

The final suggestion is related to planning.
Previous research has indicated the importance of local
campus planning related to inservice but does not stress
overall district and campus planning. This study
indicated not only campus and district level planning
but extensive central office staff involvement with a
tendency for more district level planning to be present
than campus level. This difference in findings should
be further investigated to determine if this is just
associated with this particular study or if total school
district involvement is necessary for an installed

innovation.

268



References

Creekmur, Jimmie L. "A Descriptive Analysis of Inser-
vice Education Programs of Selected Texas School
Systems Utilizing Operational Criteria." Unpublished

doctoral dissertation, The University of Texas at
Austin, 1977.

Killough, Don. "A Descriptive Analysis of the Roles of
Education Service Centers in Providing Inservice
Training Programs for the Public School Staffs of
Texas During the 1975-76 School Year." Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, The University of Texas at
Austin, 1977.

269



APPENDICES

270



Appendix A

"Inservice Programming Practices"

271



272

El a Fo) ] v 91do3 933703ds ® uo pIsnd0j $INIFISUI 10 POUSIASUCH [CUOFIFN 6

uogivaado ug sinpedoad 10 ad}3dead
3 a o} q v asgnagiaed s38 03 L3junizoddo pouusyd Jujatoaup WojIeiISUCWIG ']

1 a 2 ] v 38119309ds £q uojIviussazd Teuwroj v Bujatonuy SIINISA] g

JuawaBueaaw 2o0fad -~ 37%FA 03 sIonpd

1 a 2 q v Jo U0F3III[Ps Tnjared Jujaroauf FTOOUIS 13110 O3 SIFFFA  °9

1 a L) q 4 83udAa 3o 3duanbas pauus(d w Jusatoaus ApniIs-3(as paIdBAT( s
. swa[qoad uo 10sjA1adns 10 ISF[REIAIE © yYITA

a a 2 q v 883U313jU0d dno1d [Twms 20 TENPIATPUF SUFATOAUF UGTITI(NIUOT  °y

a a b} ¢ \J ®dA3 £103910qwT 20 wWNOF3Iowad-asan0d BIB[({0H  °f
sjuruudjese

k| a bo} q v ‘e3ujprax ‘suorssas ssw(d 1vIn8aa BUTATOAUR F$RINOS SIS((0) 7
Surunisy Ienf

k| a o} q v Jou pus Buyaviisuowap ‘Suyssnosip ‘Sujop Bujajoaup Toysjion °f

sSowEy sowmfy LEL &) s3wyy
Ol aano 01-¢ 9-% €1 suon -

“(9L61-SL61) avak ased syl Jurinp edjarssuy pruucqd
Jo 1aed se L31noey ano Jo siaquow 03 PIpTA0ad som BOUDTIAdXD WYY YIFYA SOwEI JO aaqunu DY) 8IIWITPuL YITym uojivuljsap
Y3 321§ ‘uwnyod puey 3y3rx 2y3 ul -3ujuweaSoad 80JAISBUT YITA PIIVEIOSER SIWEIIWOR $IOUIFAVXS Jo I3yt v s} Bumopog

ONIRIVEOO0dd NO11YONA3 FDTAYISNI 40 LVIWIOL IVHANID

aajeuvorisanb Bupzatduwod uosiad jo uojifsog 13A07)
xaqumy uofday 123ua) IFAlLE snduie jooydg
Kaunon 1932181 foO\OS

jnok yueyp cpapnyour aae wiep dyydeaSowng caajeunopIsond BIYI UT POpRIOUT SWAIT BYI JO ydes o3 Bupk[del Aq ivek foonos 9¢-SL61
2431 203 sndwed Inok Yijm PaIvFI0sse s1am vyl JujuuraFord uOFITONPa AITAISSUT JO 93INIWEJ By SUTUTWIIIP UF EN INYNNY eREA[g

283X 10043S 9L6T-SL6T

SIOTLIVEL ONINNYYOOUd ADTAMASNI



273

skeq
ERIES EETT
poicudisag

Juamalduerie sopsd - 3ye7a 03 weorerd

< 12 € z 1 JO u0FIdITS INJa1wd BuTATOAL} F{O0OYSE 3Yio 57 ¥ ISTA
fIusAN
< [} € z 1 Jo ®duandas pauustd » Butatoaus XpRis-jiss PAIIAYG
suayqo1d uo 10sjaradne 10 I9TIvEdAde ® yIga an
3 » 'y z 1 ~u03 dnoid trwws 10 {enpjajpuj Bujagoaus BoTivijnauey
< 14 € 4 1 9dA3 A103v10qe1 30 Wno33IdRad - FRIFGS X AT ]
: flusnudsaae ‘sfujpres
[ v € z 1 ‘SuUOTsEAs ssw(d> 1enBe1 BujalOAu} FEINGS AT A
Suguaasytr 10 r0u
< k4 € k4 T Pue Jupawzisuowsp ‘Sujesndeyp ‘Sutop Bugagoaus dovewion
auyl
LELEY 63 sufy  Awpyroy
LRR 1Y "ABVITO 10/pun
[.3 LT S1INOH Ou sanol 23unung
100138 1ooyas 1ooyag - suj)
sAepanjvg 33y Juyang Suying Kanp 330

(9£~9£61) avak 1sed 3yl Supanp proy sum a>7Alesuf Y1 UIYA $03937pul YITya 30qunu eyy (2212 ‘uvan(od pusy IyIa ey) uy

k|

3

LLIN S
01 a9a0

< Y < 14 1
Lxwjunyop A303untop Kawyunjop Aimyungop K1ejungoy
sfeagy shengy 3voupy ualjo saagjauog asaayn

*Buyuwuvagoad exyazssuy 343 ug uoriedyoyland jo edhy syy e

®IPUT YIJUA J2GENU By BIIT)

(®q1admap) amjo

a o] 1 v Bojsess JUITiR @ngadjaany
(] bo] L} v Y4yia5a Janay spvis
sauyy sauyy sougy

0t~¢ 9-v -1 auoN

6T



274

3

samy)

01 13a0

a J q
a o] 1
a 2 q
a 2 q
a 2 4
aq bo] q
a o} 1
somy3 EEME] sowrl
01-¢ 9-% £-1

< < <

<

auoN

(2qy12%9p) 110

3Jjeas #3330 (viIv)

3ugpring umo 1nok woaj 10u Ing ‘ampoeng
BugprIng umoc 1nok woxj iodeny

Aouale syearay

9321103 20 Ayyeavajupn

193u3) PIFAIIS UOFIRINPT

*posn seA JUNITNSUOD © SIWFI JO 13quAu A sajeoypuy

YoM uoyeudysap oyl aroaf) tawak ised oyi Supanp pasn sjuelInsuod jo sadA3 Bugmo110J 943 jJo yowa dxam sawyy Aurw Moy

shvq
3dyArdsuUy
paivulysag

S v €
< k4 €
< v €
S v €
13 7 €
< 14 t

ouy)

asea[al

i

sanoj s1no||

100135  CLIES

sfupanjeg 1933V Suyang

suyy
asea[ax
ou 8anoy
100Yd¢g
Surang

Kepyioy
20/pue
asumung
- euyy

Lanp 330

SLNVLIASNOD

(°a32289p) 1m0

FITAN wRNOFIAIN)

Jujisom {sAs{ dpray

opdoa

SUPIIuo) [PUOTICN

OFJ¥o0ds ® uo pasndoy BINIFasuy 10

uofpiwrado uy 8inpadoid 20 3d71dead swndyised

%98 03 £3junizoddo pauueyd BujaoAuy UGCFIvIIRUSUA(]

1811v109ds £q uojIvIuaeaad [ouwio) ® JuJATOAUY Bainido|

K4s
‘e
"0t
62
14
&4

‘9T

YA

14

K14

‘w

‘0z



275

<

skenpy

%001-16

v

sdemfy 350u[y u23j)Q

v

X06-9¢

€

€
15L-92

z

8soufiowos

4
x5e-11

(# 21ejadoadde aroay))

1

a9aaN

1
201-0

19273741100 adFA10RuL Juandasqns Suguuerd ug prapipIn
#ITNES1 JUAWESINSP FPOIU 10 UOTIWN[PAD P1¥ JUAIXS VYA O)

Aibﬁhnv“”w a0

)asypowsd fenpragpuy
snduPd #Y3 UIYITA WO1j s1ayIEny Jo (n)dnoag
39F2I8TP Y3 woij e19yded) jo (s)dnoan

J}9IS #3731j0 [vrIus)

ted3ougad Sugpiyng

(1) panzcw aq pPInOA puw PaA[OAUT useq Pawy J0u

Awry swos Sujuurafosd sdtazasuy syy jo Buguuerd vy paajoauy
udaq ndnoa® 10 syenpiarpuy Jugmo(io; ey BAFY JUDIAD JBYA Of

{1aang sndued
*y1 uo wae(d aywy Jupsealosd adjazanuy 103 Sujuueid saog

LT2A3T 1dInNegp
oyl uo woerd ajey Jujuueadoad sajarssuy 10} Bujuuerd ssoq

STENPTATPUT YITA RAoy

Jued)oyaawd O ueyl s9a[) yioa dnoad (reug

(s3uvdydpiaed sz0m 10 O1) Rioa dnoid eFivq

1UT pasn swva 23Pw(INS NOA PINOA WY JUPIINSUOD T®IOY 243 jo uojlaodoad RLANY

e

‘9



276

S

<

sdeaty

v

Y

sfem(y 3IsOW[Y UIIJO

€
€

z

EEM S LTI

T

FETET

8anIng o)
103 Airvuogesajoad veld 03 13pi0 U Spudll Jo 1swaiqe daay of

PpaImpdn s111nn doay of

padpagmouyde
STII8 TruojRedjoad uno 8 19yd¥al ayl sasy 03 K1punisoddo

#3uUapnIs WO1) Avaw 9wyl vawy 03 padu WWFIFAIT ¢ [{IJIng oL
SITOPET 12130 YIFA UOFIEFIOSSY

813430 03 Tnjd{ay aq 01 1syd¥I3 Y1 JO BifNOp
teuosiad oyl TTIFIN3 dray Yojym #Ipatmoun pue e(iIye ujed ot

3uawazndaz 329foad w [1¥)In} oL

w1d enduwed w £q pmagndoy

3232281p Tooyds a3 Aq paagnboy

$(9L6T~GL61) 1824 31swd 8yl Bujpanp S273ITAFIOR U uorledfoFlacd ,9234dU33 INOA PIJUINTJUL SUCSTSL IWIYT PATY JUNIXP® ITYA 0)
*s373§AT10e QujuwvzSoad adyazasuy up 23edyoyiawd Iy m sasyove3 Aym suoseaa jJo ISFT ¥ ¥F BurnoT([0) eyj

‘uojuydo anok uy

<

[-74:2.34"

sAuAaly 1soWlY U330

v

€

T

LEIN SETLIY

1

asasN

1AITnow) syl Jo wpasu 01 pRiv(Da
913n 89737A719% weaBoad VIJAISEUT JUTYI NoL Op IUSIXS ITiA OF

paidopw pry sa soBusyd Jo #3353J0 P 10/pue mud|
~qoad 3o JUTMITADL BYI PIEACY PIIIBITP 8134 $IFITATION 8DFARIRUY

sanbjuyoas) pue s{yins (esgrorad
Jo JusudoTPASp Yl pIw¥mO) PIIDIIJP 219A $ITITAJIOW BIJAzasu]

sadueyd d3j1oads jo uojyidopw syy jo uvoy)
®13p}su0d 031 en JuFpwsY PaPMOI P2IVIAXIP B13A SIFITAFION BDJANIEU]

saluryd jo A3IT11q1sva) pue salwiueape sajie(ea my3 jo
UOJIPNTPA3 DJITHMIIBAR PIPAOY PIIDBIJP B1pA $21IFATIOE B8OJAIASU]

UOFIPWIOJUT pue BEAPY JO ANOU
~DleA® pilEn0) PaIDIITP BIdA SIFITAJIOE puv S2A[IDB[q0 BIJAlATuU]

1(9L6T-6261) avak 3sed oyl Bupanp Sujumesdord sdjAIssuf YIFA POIDII0SE® S8OUITIAAXI IYI JO JUIIUOD Y)Y weA [IAB] WA UQ

‘99

<9
‘%9
‘€9

‘19

‘19

‘09

‘6%

‘8¢

A

‘9¢



277

< v € 4 T

< k4 € 4 T

S Y € (4 1

< 44 |5 4 1

1 v € k4 1

S v € 4 T

< v € 4 1
sAempy
RELT 8V ua1jo sauplomog  Ayoavy FELE

"1e3k 3sed ay3 103 Sujumwadoxd *21A108u}

rdep ¢
ueyy a0y
<

*810392{0a1d *s1sprod91 adwy *8°9) £Sotouyoay {ruoravonpes jo

A0FATYIQ JuapnIs Jo jumanlrucy
IRIAIIYIT JO JuMENIOSSY
UOTIINIISUT up miejaazen jo e

(®ougyocw Sugyosen)
At

#213319138 [ruojanzyuedsg
uegIdNIISUE jo ARotopoyiay

as33ve 3O03{qne wn{ndfaan)

P43 JO JuaN0I AYY SOITITPUT IEAQ YIJYA Jsqunu ey LI E2T5Y

INALR0T DNtV

10w 30 ¢ ony a3y 30 ¢
94wp Twisaag 30 Lep vy sanoy nsj y avany
v € 14 t

ra1eaf Yooyds 9/-g/6T a4 Buyinp srquiivac woa $100Y TOOYIN BUTanp ae1dea) 10; swj) BPA[El YIJuA 03 JusIxe "3 rvuyyegy

shvaly skemy 3vomyy ualjo sy 1m0y daaay
< Y 4 4 1
FUICTIT a0y Jooudw Jupanp s1aydwsy 10) sujy swes|es -_
PAOQE puR [0gZ8  00SZ$-100($ 0001$-10¢$ 00s8-1018 0013 1epuny
< Y C 4 1
i%pung jo Junour ajrwgxoadde sy sy wan
Aenty skeaty 1sougy u23jo sauyIsmoyg Jaaan
< Y 4 4 1

112737 BuIpEng [rao] ay) 1w pasn sae 3eyy Jujwusadoad $>JAlasuy 103 parwudpeap spunj Auw 319y eay

CERTRLINT

‘s
*te
‘0s

‘6

‘3

3

‘s



278

100X ANVIIL

4100198 Inok uj werBoad yiomiau 115q 243 U paagoauy aw uapTIYd> Aurm Aoy

1190498 anof ut meafoad NiomIsu 115G 943 UF pantoauj sae s13yowsy Luvam Aoy

{N10n33U 115Q 943 Uf VOISNTIUF 303 PaFIFIUAPE weiloxd syy sy RLINY

(2q12d580p aseard) aayig 8129853 jo swwa) 10 8dnolI aang apean

(5)1957330 uojIdNIISUT JyeIS TEAIUI) 12YdW33 [enpFATPUE OTF

(§)1201330 uoyILAISTUTWPE JJeIS [RAIUDY fedyourag

i3ugprsng .

anok uryiym afueys jeuoyiezjuvdio 10/pue ‘TEUOTIBNIISUT ‘Ie[nafiand Bup3usuopduy 103 £3117q78uodsax Livujad a3 sy ouy

BapIVY

sa0ydeal tejdadsg

wooxsser) aenday {sndued ay3 jo L3(ndvy ay3 uo aav s1aoeay Aurw Aoy

{3udup{oaus sndued inok s§ alacy mop

NOTLVIRIOANT “IVHANAYD

SPTITATIOL UOTILINPA BDFAIISUL jo
< Y € 4 T IINsax 943 weaBoxd Ha0mINU 115Q 9L6T N0 9F JuaIxa YA o

(ueadord 115q anek jo uopaejuswafdug
S L4 € z 1 PONUTIUOD 03 A1USEIIIU UOTILONPI DITAIASUT BF IUIIXG IeyA OF

4A10MIDU 11SA 9L61 MY J0J uasond meaload ayy paicragur nol
< 4 € z 1 UdYn BITITATIOV UOFITINPD IDJAAIRUY Uy I5E8IdUT ue 2a3y) STy

iweadoxd 115a 9£6(
S ] € 4 1 anof o3 PAIVT33 uadQ UOFILINPD IDFAIDFUT SLY JUDIXD Teya o

1eaq v
Jeaan v I € 23Ind 307 V. 3vynauos v 0N

50¥d T15d 0L GILVIAY SITLIATLOV

‘08

6L

‘8L

"9t

‘St



Appendix B
Documentation for
Selection into DSII Network

Nomination Form
Program Self-Evaluation Report Form
Team Observation Report Form
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76 DSII

NOMINATION FORM
1976 DEMONSTRATION SCHCOLS IN INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION

Yominations are now being accepted until September 19 for schools for the 1976 DSII network.
Selection of the schools for the network will be made during the fall by groups of educa-
tors from school districts, service centers, teacher education fnstitutions, regional
laboratories, and the Texas Education Agency under the leadership of a statewide, Tepresen~-
tative, steering committee.

PLEASE READ THE STATEMENT ON THE BACK OF THIS FORM BEFORE MAKING NOMINATIONS.

In making the final selection of 1976 schools, the steering committee will use the
following criteria:

The school has a successful program in which instruction is individualized.
Planned evaluation procedures indicate effectiveness of the program in this
school.

The school has had an individualized program for at least one year.
Teachers, administrators, and community are supportive of the progranm.
Facilities are such that visitors can be accommodated. Rooms are large
enough s0 a limited number of visitors can move about to observe the
program. There is space for orientation also.

The school is interested in telling others about its program.

The school plans to continue the progran.

Region Number

Name of campus

Name of school districe

Name of superintendent

Address of school district: Street

Cigy, Zip Phone

Is there a specific program being nominated? If so, describe it briefly:

Person making nomination Title

Address

Street Ciey Zip

If you would like to nominate a schcol, fill out this form and return it to Vaughn Aldredge
Division of Dissemination, Texas Education Azency, 201 East llth, Austin, Texas, 78701, by
Septecter 19.
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THE DEMONSTRATION SCHOOLS IN INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION netwark began operation in
January 1972 with 35 schools participating. This year, the fourth for the project, there
are 87 schools involved. The number of visitors has more than doubled, and the reaction
ameng school people has been enthusiastic.

THE PURPOSE OF THE NETWORK {s to move good ideas from school to school. The partici-
pants have been selected because they have effective programs in individualized instruction
and have validated this effectiveness through ongoing evaluation.

NDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION has many reanings for many people. Yet, in its simplest
form, it is a system of organizing learning experiences around the individual needs of
students, whether working alone or in groups. It is an approach for providing experiences
which are compatible with each student's particular sytle of learning, and for incorporat-
ing the student's skills and abilities in terms of knowledge acquired and knowledge desired.

REGARDLESS OF THE APPROACH, however, individualized instruction never asks the teacher
to abdicate responsibilicy for teaching. The word "individualized" modifies "instruction,”
implying that the teacher's role at all tizes is a vital one. That role includes analyz-
ing, prescribing, instructing, guiding, leading, motivacing, counseling, stimulating, al-
ways working to discover every possible means for realizing che potentlal of the individual
learner.

TO REFER TO INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION as a singla, uniform procedure is, of course,
totally unwarranted and incorrect. It is not necessarily a new facility, a specific
cethodology, a mew curriculuam, special tutorial arr ts, prog d learning, one-to-
one instruction, or independent study. Neither is it to be equated with teaching each stu-
dent individually. Most likely it contaizs degrees of all of these elements, but to iso-
late one element and call that “individualized instruction” is inadequate and misleading.

THIS FORM OF INSTRUCTICN requires that three principal conditions are met. First, it
is necessary %o have a diverse array of goals and objectives. Secondly, a monitoring pro-
cedure to provide inforzation about current status is necessary to permit decision making
with a high degree of confidence. Thirdly, for any given learner, there must be many
alternative methods to reach each objective.

IF THESE CONDITICNS ARE MET, these features will be evident: (1) a flexible, work-
able system of intra-class grouping will be used; (2) teachers and students will be uti-
l4zing a variety of =aterials, selected and assigned after careful diagnosis of the
frdividual student's needs; (3) there will be differentiation of assignment, based on
careful planning and containing an efficient systen of record keeping; (%) each student
will be experiencing a feeling of autonszy, having played a part in setting objectives and
establishing the activities to be undertaken to reach those objectives; (5) tutoring, both
teacher-student and student-studeat will be used to help the individual student learn.

A PROCRAM OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION can be as “individual® and unique as the
differences encountered among children in a group. If 1t {s a workable program, it {s
providing an education for children whick will help them become self-actualizing, self-
evaluating, self-directing individuals vho are coacerned, capable, and cozpetent as they
leave the public schools of Texas.
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Appendix C

Location of Regional
Education Service Centers in Texas
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Appendix D

Letters Requesting Completion
of Instrument
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EDUCATION SERVICE CENTER, REGION XHI

University of Texas at Austin
September 11, 1976

Dear Principal:

Congratulations on your selection for inclusion in the 1976 DSII network.
Being included in the network is, of course, recognition of your effective
program in individualized instruction which has been validated. As such
you are among a select few in the state who are recognized as having an
outstanding program that is recozmended for replication.

I vant to seek your assistance as one of the network schools. Enclosed
is a copy of "Inservice Programming Practices” which is the data portion
of my doctoral dissertation. I am trying to determine the features of
inservice education prograzming for the 1975-76 school year in DSII
network schools. Because your program represents a desirable model i

is extremely important zo know what type of inservice is associated w. .
your total school campus. .

Please know that I am aware that {t cozes to you at a very busy time,

but most tizes are busy for school adzinistrators! Therefore, would you
please take the 15 minutes to f111 it out, use the enclosed stamped
envelope, and return it to me before September 30. I am expecting a

100Z return vhich some tell me is doubtful aad would be extremely unusual.
But the DSII metwork schools represent a very ususual population, and

80 I continue to have that expectation!

Best wishes for a meaningful school year.

%ﬁ- a-avh‘ s
Helen P. Almanza

UT Austin
Education Service Center, Region XIII

If you would like a summary of the findirgs of this study, please check
below and izdicate where it should be sent:

Yes 80 XAME AND ATDRESS

6503 TRACOR LANE AUSTIN, TEXAS 78721 TELEPHONE: 512  926-3080
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October 25, 1976

Dear Principal:

I have not yet received your Cqmpleted questionnaire on
"Inservice Programming Practices" for the 1975-76 school year.
I am, of course, anxious that the inservice which took place
with your faculty be included in the study. In the secondary
bracket almost 95% have responded, but in the elementary
bracket there has only been a 50% response. If you want your
campus to be included,please return the questionnaire to:

Helen Alman:a
2206 Meadowbrook
Austin, Texas 78703

Thank you!
-/ :_ &,é,u.}% e

P.S. I am enclosing a copy of the original mailout in case the
questionnaire has been misplaced.



VITA

Helen Katherine Plummer Almanza was born in Stonewall,
Oklahoma, on August 4, 1939, the daughter of Ethel Black
Plummer and Frank Slater Plummer. She attended public
elementary school in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, and
American Dependent Schools in Bamburg, Germany, and
Balboa, Panama. After completing her work at McCallum
High School, Austin, Texas, in 1956, she entered The
University of Texas at Austin. She received the degree
of Bachelor of Arts with a major in Speech Pathology
from The University of Texas at Austin in May, 1960.
During the following two years she was employed as a
speech pathologist in the Austin Public Schools, Austin,
Texas. 1In 1963, she initiated a program for pre-school
deaf children at the Cerebral Palsy Center in El Paso,
Texas, and directed that program until 1965. At that
time she entered the Graduate School of The University
of Texas at Austin and attended the two Summer sessions.
In March, 1966, she initiated a speech and hearing
program in the Jourdanton Independent School District,
Jourdanton, Texas. She worked as a speech pathologist
in that program until 1968. 1In September, 1968, she
entered Graduate School of The University of Texas at

Austin as a full time student. She was a teaching



assistant in the Department of Speech during the 1968-69
school year. She was awarded the Rehabilitation Ser-
vices Administration (RSA) Fellowship during the 1969-70
school year. She earned the degree of Master of Arts
with a major in Audiology in August, 1970. In
September, 1970, she was awarded an Educational Pro-
fession Development Act (EPDA) Fellowship for the
Education Administration Program at The University of
Texas at Austin. In January, 1971, she joined Education
Service Center, Region XIII, Austin, Texas, as an
educational consultant as part of an internship. Since
that time she has continued to be employed with the
Education Service Center. In 1961, she married
Albert Almanza of Chihuahua, Mexico. Albert Boone was

born in 1962 and Katherine Elizabeth was born in 1966.

Permanent Address: 2206 Meadowbrook
Austin, Texas 78703

This dissertation was typed by Sandy Lawrence.



