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ABSTRACT

A STUDY TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT
OF IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE OUTCOMES AS MEASURED
BY TEACHER OPINION IN IGE AND NON-IGE SCHOOLS

By

Sister Evelyn Piche'

This dissertation investigated the difference in use
of Individually Guided Education (IGE) outcomes in non-IGE
and IGE elementary schools in school districts which were
committed to the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually
Guided Education and in non-IGE schools in school districts
which were not associated with IGE. In these same schools
the opinion of teachers concerning appropriateness of use
of IGE outcomes in any elementary school were investigated,
also.

Acknowledging the potential impact of education on
the lives of youth and recognizing the accelerated rate of
progress in society, school districts need to implement
programs which are educationally sound and meet the chal-
lenges of the times. One of the educational innovations
which has effected more positive findings than negative
ones, is the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually

Guided Education. A nationwide study by Belden Associates



Sister Evelyn Piche'’
in 1973 indicated that teachers and principals in IGE
schools reacted positively to the IGE approach of indi-
vidualized instruction, team teaching, and multi-aged
grouping.

Since research has been conducted and is being faci-
litated about Individually Guided Education, it seems
important to investigate if there existed a difference in
the use of IGE outcomes in non-IGE schools in IGE school
districts as compared with non-IGE schools in non-IGE

school districts.

Methodology

A structured questionnaire was designed to collect
and compare data from teachers in IGE school districts (IGE
schools and non-IGE schools) and teachers in non-IGE school
districts in twelve states. The sample consisted of
teachers from one IGE school and one non-IGE school in the
same IGE school district and teachers from a non-IGE school
in a contiguous non-IGE school district. From the selected
IGE population and contiguous non-IGE school districts,
schools were randomly selected. Questionnaires were mailed
to 1136 teachers and from 599 responses which resulted, data
were analyzed. Data analysis were accomplished using the
Chi-square Test of Homogeneity and the hypotheses were

tested by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences.
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Findings
Findings indicated that significant differences
existed in the three types of schools (IGE, non-IGE, and
non-IGE district). Concerning use of outcomes, the fol-
lowing number of outcomes were significant, namely:

1. seven of the twelve - School Decisions,

2. fourteen of the twenty-one - School Organization,

3. twelve of the twenty - Curriculum and Teaching,

4. eleven of the fourteen - Student Responsibility,

5. seventeen of the eighteen - processes of
Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving.

Differences existed concerning opinion of teachers about
appropriateness of outcome use in any elementary school.
The following number of outcomes were significant:

1. three of the twelve - School Decisions,

2. seven of the twenty-one - School Organization,

two of the twenty - Curriculum and Teaching,

&~

four of the fourteen - Student Responsibility,

5. nine of the eighteen - Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving.

Conclusions

The following information highlight summary state-
ments about conclusions.

1. In this study many of the outcomes evidenced a
higher percentage of use in the IGE school districts (IGE
and non-IGE schools) than in the non-IGE school districts

(non-IGE district schools).
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2. Outcomes concerned with School Decisions, Cur-
riculum and Teaching, and School Organization have a higher
percentage of use in all three types of schools than
outcomes related to Student Responsibility and processes
of Planning, Analyzing, and Improving.

3. Regardless of reported percentage of use of
each of the outcomes, the majority of teachers from the
three types of schools believe that the outcomes should be
used. The category, Planning, Analyzing, and Improving,
had the greatest amount of differences of teacher opinion

of outcome effectiveness among the three types of schools.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The writer is indebted to a guidance committee who
provided encouragement and support during phases of the
doctoral program. Warm and sincere gratitude is extended
to Dr. Louis Romano, chairperson, for his insightful
guidance, his understanding and sustaining optimism. To
Dr. Larry Borsage thanks is given for his continuous
encouragement and helpful suggestions. To Dr. Robert Muth
acknowledgement is noted for his supportive questions and
sincere concern. To Dr. Keith Groty appreciation is stated
for his helpful perspectives and practical advice.

Sincere thanks is extended to Dr. Billie Rader who
rendered invaluable service with problems of research, tech-
nique of design, assistance in organizing the questionnaire,
and continuous willingness to share his expertise. Thanks
is given to Dr. Fred Ignatovich for technical assistance in
computer programming adjustments.

A very special THANKS is extended to Dr. Jon Kingharn
for his encouragement and generous positive support of the
doctoral program and the dissertation. Special gratitude is
expressed to Dr. John Bahner and Dr. Jon Paden for their

continuous support of the study.

ii



Unique and warm gratitude is expressed to Linda
Bevilacqua for her encouragement and sharing of professional
expertise. To the Adrian Dominican Congregation, my sisters,
acknowledgement is noted for supporting me during my study
efforts.

Thanks is expressed to my dear friends and profes-
sional colleagues who advocated the doctoral experience and
supported me during that time.

Finally, the researcher extends warm and sincere
appreciation to her family, especially her Mother and
Father for their continual support of the study endeavor.
Her father's serious illness was a great motivation to
complete the dissertation and study program in a short

period of time.

iii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
LIST OF TABLES . . . . .+ « ¢ ¢ ¢ v v o v v o v o o vii
Chapter
I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM . . . . . . . . . . 1
Introduction . . . 1
Need for the Study e o e e o s e o s s s e 6
Purpose of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Significance of the Study . . . . . . . . . 9
Definition of Terms . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Assumptions . . . . . . v 4 0 4 e e e e . 15
Limitations . . e e 16
Research ObJectlves and Hypotheses o e e 16
Procedures for Data Collection . . . . . . 18
Type of Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
Instrument . . . . . . . . . o . 0 .. 18
Population . e o & o o 19
Sample and Sampllng Methodology e e e . 19
Mechanics of Gathering Data . . . . 20
Overview of the Organization of the Study . 21
II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE . . . . . . . . 23
Introduction . . . « 0 e e 23
The Change Process and Educat10na1
Innovations . . . 23
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE and the
Five Year Study of Educational Change . . 41
Contemporary Studies - Individually
Guided Education . . . . . . . . . . . . 53
Summary . . . . . b b e e e e e e e e e e 72
III. DESIGN OF THE STUDY . . . . + v ¢« ¢« « « o « . 74
Introduction . . . . . . . . . o o ¢ . . 74
Type of Study . . e e e e 74
Population and Samp11ng Methods e e e e e 75
Instrument . . . . . . . . . . . 0 0. . 77

iv



Chapter

Collection of the Data
Treatment of the Data .
Testable Hypotheses . .
Summary . . . . . . . . . .

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS .

Introduction . . . . . . . .« < o o . .
Implementation - School Decisions . . .
Implementation - School Organization
Implementation - Curriculum and Teaching
Implementation - Student Responsibility .
Implementation - Planning, Analyzing, and
Improving . . e
School Decisions . .
School Organization . . .
Curriculum and Teaching .
Student Responsibility
Planning, Analyzing, and Improv1ng
General Characteristics of the Three
Types of Schools . .
Profile of Grades by Type of School
Profile of Student Enrollment by
Type of School . .
Profile of Teachers Employed Full T1me
by Type of School . .
Profile of Teachers Employed Part Time
by Type of School . ..
Profile of Teacher Spec1a115ts
by Type of School . .
Profile of Location of School
by Type of School .
Profile of Socio-Economic Status
by Type of School
Summary . .

Opinion
Opinion
Opinion
Opinion
Opinion -

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS . .

Summary . . . o e e e e e e s e s
Research Procedures e e e e e e e e e
Findings . .

Implementatlon of
Implementation of
Outcomes
Implementation of
Outcomes . .
Implementation of
Outcomes . .
Implementation of

Scﬁoel.Decisioﬁ 6u£cemes
School Organization
Cu;ricﬁlﬁm.aﬁd Teaching
Stﬁdené ﬁe;pensibility

Plannlng, Ana1y21ng,

and Improving Outcomes . . . . . .

v

Page

132
132
132
135
135
136
138
139

141



Chapter Page

Teachers' Opinion about Use of School

Decision Outcomes . . . . .+ « « « « « « . 144
Teachers' Opinion about Use of School
Organization Outcomes . . . . . . . . . . 145
Teachers' Opinion about Use of Curriculum
and Teaching Outcomes . . . . . . . . . . 147
Teachers' Opinion about Use of
Student Responsibility Outcomes . . . . 147
Teachers' Opinion about Use of Plannlng,
Analyzing, and Improving Outcomes . . . . 148
Conclusions . . .« .+ « ¢ v v 4 e e e e e e e 151
School Decisions . . . . « « « ¢« « + o . . 151
School Organization . . . . . . . . . « . . 152
Curriculum and Teaching . . . . . . . . . . 155
Student Responsibility . . e e e . 156
Planning, Analyzing, and Improv1ng e e 158
Discussion of Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . 160
Implications . . e e e e e 162
Recommendations for Further Study e e e e 164
APPENDIX . . . . o v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e 166
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . « « « « o o o v v o o o . 187

vi



Table

10

11

12

13

LIST OF TABLES

Frequency and Percentage Profile Data of
School Participation in the Study by
Type of School . . . . . . . . .

Frequency and Percentage Profile Data of
Questionnaire Distribution by Type of School

Frequency and Percentage Profile Data of
School Data Forms by Type of School

Differences among Type of School and Degree
of Use of IGE School Decision Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Degree
of Use of IGE School Organization Outcomes .

Differences among Type of School and Degree
of Use of IGE Curriculum and Teaching Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Degree
of Use of IGE Student Responsibility Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Degree
of Use of IGE Planning, Ana1y21ng, and
Improving Outcomes . .

Differences among Type of School and Teacher
Opinions for School Decision Outcomes . . .

Differences among Type of School and Teacher
Opinions for School Organization Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Teacher
Opinions for Curriculum and Teaching Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Teacher
Opinions for Student Responsibility Outcomes

Differences among Type of School and Teacher

Opinions for Planning, Analyzing, and
Improving Outcomes . . . . . . . .

vii

Page

82

82

83

90

94

97

101

105

108

111

114

117

120



Table Page

14 Descriptive Profile of Grades by

Type of School . . . . . . « ¢ ¢« « ¢« « o o« . 123
15 Descriptive Profile of Student Enrollment

by Type of School . . . . . . . . ¢« « « . . . 125
16 Descriptive Profile of Teachers Full-Time

by Type of School . . . . . . . « « « ¢« « . . 126
17 Descriptive Profile of Teachers Part-Time

by Type of School . . . . . . . « ¢« « ¢« « . . 127
18 Descriptive Profile of Teacher Specialists

by Type of School . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 128
19 Profile of School Location by Type of School . 129
20 Profile of Socio-Economic Status by

Type of School . . . . . . . . « + « + « « .« . 130

viii



CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

In 1965 the Charles F. Kettering Foundation
established the Institute for Development of Educational
Activities, Inc. (/I/D/E/A/) as its educational affiliate
for the purpose of developing new ways to accelerate
improvement in education. In that era of unprecedented
change it was evident that although many innovative ideas
were introduced in schools, the schooling process basically
remained constant.

Bloom reported that the process of schooling today
is much the same in America as in other developed nations
of the world. It is carried out in formally organized
schools in which a teacher and graded instructional mate-
rials provide instruction to groups of students, typically
about twenty to seventy students in each group. Further,
students tend to be classified and grouped by age or grade.
The age-grade, single teacher organization for instruction
and the administrative arrangements in local schools have

become institutionalized.1

1Benjamin S. Bloom, Human Characteristics and
School Learning (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.
1976), pp. 7-8.
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During the sixties grants from government and other
organizations were issued to assist schools in the process
of up-dating. However, many of these programs did not
succeed or did not have a sustaining impact on the educa-
tional process. As Goodlad and Klein describe the
situation, '"many of the changes we have believed to be
taking place in schooling have not been getting into
classrooms; changes were blunted on school and classroom
door."2

Recognizing this phenomenon /I/D/E/A/ initiated a
study in 1966 to determine the conditions under which
learning could take place in the classroom most success-
fully for each individual student. Coordinated by John
Goodlad, the five year study, Study of Educational Change
and School Improvement, included a group or league of
eighteen cooperating schools in California. The philoso-
phy, process, and findings of this study formed the basic
structure for the present innovative program, The /I/D/E/A/
Change Program for Individually Guided Education (IGE).

Other factors which influenced the development of
the Change Program were insights gleaned from the Ford
Foundation sponsored Harvard Teams Project (1959-1964) and
the advancements of the Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning. Today, the development and

growth of IGE is traced to the Wisconsin Center and

2John I. Goodlad and M. Frances Klein, Behind the
Classroom Door, (Worthing, Ohio: Charles A. Jones
Publishing Company, 1970), p. 97.
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/1/D/E/A/, but each organization's philosophy and process
is markedly distinct.

Wisconsin Research and Development Center, through
the work of Herbert Klausmeier, has been identified as the
formal initiator of the IGE concept. Succinctly, the
Wisconsin model is based on seven components, and it
emphasizes curricular materials based upon behavioral
objectives, while the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program includes
thirty-five outcomes and stresses teacher and staff educa-
tion through an extensive training program. Regarding
in-service Bahner asserts that "Wisconsin's approach was
to keep training to three days if possible, and five days
at the most."3

By 1970-1971, /1/D/E/A/ had established the Change
Program for IGE and had developed materials and used select
Wisconsin's materials for implementation of the Change
Program in schools for the first time. After 1972 /I/D/E/A/
materials for in-service training and other pertinent
literature contained distinct terminology and direction
from those of the Wisconsin Program.

From these beginnings the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program
has expanded from 125 schools participating in 1970 to
"1300 elementary schools in 37 states and approximately

100 middle and high schools in about a dozen states."4

3Robert J. Krawjewski, John M. Bahner, and Samuel
G. Sava, "/I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE: A Dialogue,"
Journal of Teacher Education, 27 (Fall, 1976), p. 211.

41bid., p. 214.
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The /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided

Education is based on thirty-five outcomes or performance
objectives to be implemented by school personnel. The long
range in-service programs for teachers aim to create
learning environments appropriate to each student as well
as skills and attitudes necessary for continuous improvement
in schools serving ages five to twelve, ten to fifteen, and
fourteen to nineteen respectively. IGE is a process of in-
dividualization and continuous improvement achieved through
in-service, implementation, and evaluation.

IGE calls for teachers to make numerous profes-

sional judgments formerly made by textbooks,

curriculum guides, and administrative-supervisory

personnel. IGE is not a ''teacher proof cookbook"

that provides decisions, but it is a process for

making decisions about instruction as well as

for making choices that relate to continuous

improvement.>

The IGE model brings a number of innovative

practices typically used in isolation into a total system
designed to facilitate individualized and personalized
instruction in elementary and secondary schools. Romano
explained that, ''teaming, nongradedness, differentiated
staffing, decision-making, individualization, and a focus
on the uniqueness of each child"6 are examples of innova-

tive practices used in IGE schools. 1Its program provides

various degrees of structure and choice for students based

5LI/D/E/A/'s Guide to an Improvement Program for
Schools (Dayton, Ohio: Institute for Development of
Educational Activities, Inc., 1974), p. 12.

6Louis Romano, '"What is I.G.E.?" Michigan School
Board Journal 24 (May, 1977), p. 12.
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upon diagnostic data about the learner's needs, interests,
skills, learning style, academic ability, and learning
strengths and weaknesses. It also considers both student
and parent desires and concerns.

Since the development of the IGE Model by the
Institute for the Development of Educational Activities
and the Wisconsin Research and Development Center, contin-
uous research has been conducted by both groups and other
educators; improvement strategies have been designed and
implemented. In a recent study of IGE principals Paden
reported that although IGE schools are typically innova-
tive and humanistically oriented, they have defied
national statistics academically. During four years of
collecting data through questioning more than 400 ele-
mentary school principals, only one principal in 400
reported a significant decrease in standardized achievement
scores. In fact, more than forty percent of the principals
surveyed in 1976-1977 said their achievement scores were
either slightly or significantly higher than before while
thirty-three percent reported slightly lower scores and
twenty-five percent had not administered achievement tests
in their schools.7

The IGE concept incorporates the human values of

caring, sharing, cooperation and responsiveness as well as

7Jon S. Paden How Is IGE Doing in the Elementary
Schools? A Three-Year Survey of IGE Principals (Dayton,
Ohio: Institute for Development of Educational Activities,
1977), pp. 3-4.
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achievement and decision-making aspects. Based upon cited
research and /I/D/E/A/'s experience with IGE schools, Indi-
vidually Guided Education process has generated positive
and negative feelings during its ten years of implementa-
tion but positive findings are more numerous than the

negative. These data hold promise for the future.

Need for the Study

Bloom postulates that no institution other than the
family in society has the potential power over individuals
and their well-being than the schools. This power stems
from the fact that students attend school for a number of
years and that the ages of students are formative.8

Recognizing the potential impact of schooling, it
is professionally imperative to identify those components
of the education process that are successful. In examining
the array of educational innovations of the past two
decades one can conclude that many were ineffective.
Goodlad makes a significant point when he observes that
innovations which were thought to have failed really had
not; they really were never implemented.

Some of the highly recommended and publicized
innovations of the past decade or so were dimly
conceived and, at best, partially implemented
in the school claiming them. The novel features
seemed to be blunted in the effort to twist the

innovation into familiar conceptua& frames or
established patterns of schooling.

8Bloom, Human Characteristics and School Learning,

p. 213.

9Goodlad and Klein, Behind the Classroom Door, p.

72,



7

While many innovations plateaued and others were
not adequately implemented, Individually Guided Education
has evidenced continued and positive findings over the past
decade. Perhaps the most exciting thing about the IGE
model is that the early research data, while limited,
indicate that this process has a positive effect on
students, teachers, and parents. A nationwide study by
Belden Associates in 1973 indicated that teachers and
principals in IGE schools reacted positively to the IGE
approach to individualized instruction, team teaching and
multi-aged grouping. Teachers indicated that this model
helped them do a better job and resulted in better teaching
by all teachers on their team. They also reported that
student academic performance was better and that students
enjoyed school more under the IGE program.

After ten years of on-going research and continuous
improvement of IGE strategies and expansion of school par-
ticipation, is it possible that all schools labeled IGE are
not implementing the process? If innovative concepts of
the past were not fully implemented and, therefore, were
ineffectual, could this be true of Individually Guided
Education?

Acknowledging the potential impact of education on
the lives of youth, school districts need to implement
programs which are educationally sound and meet the chal-
lenges of the times. The school, being a part of a larger

social system, receives and is a part of the influence of
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other subsystems. Conceding this, it seems logical to
conclude that schools in a school district could have
influence on other schools in the system. Even when one
innovative practice is introduced into a school, such as
team teaching, other parts of the school milieu adjust.
Klein reported that '"an innovation can rarely be intro-
duced as a single entity since it will have an impact upon
the system by affecting other parts which then may need
modification."10

This being true, there is a need to investigate
the comprehensiveness of IGE implementation in a school
district. Does implementation of IGE practices in one or
more schools in a district have a relationship to IGE
implementation in non-IGE schools in the same district?
If school districts are to be responsible for improving
education, they must have suitable knowledge about innova-
tions and the scope of their impact, and appropriately
involve schools in the implementation of programs con-

sistent with present and future societal conditions.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is two-fold. First, to
determine the extent of implementation of Individually
Guided Education outcomes in school districts with both

IGE schools and non-IGE schools, and in school districts

1OM. Frances Klein, "Tyler and Goodlad Speak on
American Education: A Critique,'" Educational Leadership
33 (May, 1976), p. 568.
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with only non-IGE schools. Second, to determine the
opinion of teachers concerning Individually Guided Educa-
tion outcomes in school districts with both IGE schools
and non-IGE schools, and in school districts with only

non-IGE schools.

Significance of the Study

If education is to progress at a rate consistent
with the accelerated rate of progress in the general tech-
nology in scciety, it must find or create options that
provide flexibility to deal with needed changes in an
effective way. With the advent of Sputnik, improvement
of education became for many one of the important tasks of
survival. Many innovations during the 50's and 60's
emerged, such as, computer assisted instruction, person-
alized learning, humanized schooling, career education,
and new structural arrangements, such as, team-teaching,
non-grading, and year-round schools.

Intrinsic to these innovations are philosophical
modes which can be categorized simply as static and
dynamic. Static structures are based upon conventional
concepts of schooling, such as, the proper role of ele-
mentary education, the nature of the education process,
and the role of teachers and students. B. J. Benham
describes the static mode as '"the traditional-deterministic

world view which has been the predominant social outlook
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for most of the present century."11

Many dynamic reforms
were placed in the context of a teacher planned and
dominated environment.

Dynamic philosophical modes often termed,
contemporary-relativistic, are rooted in the belief that
change in groups is brought about through processes where-
by groups can deal effectively with its own problems and
effect its own change. In the late 1960's and early
1970's educators began to discover that innovations which
were dynamic in nature were being implemented in schools
of static philosophic beliefs, therefore, they were not
implemented as designed.

Educators began to realize that the process of
change was as important as its substance. Tye and Benham
describe strategies which were planned to assist schools
to cope effectively with its changing environment.

Networking, organizational development, linkage,
and problem solving are some of the terms used to
describe the more successful change strategies
that have been employed in recent years. All have
certain things in common: (a) the school is
assumed to be the appropriate target unit;

(b) the focus is upon developing conscious
problem-solving abilities within the staff;

(c) open communication and participatory
decision-making are employed; (d) goal clari-
fication is an initial phase in the process;

(e) conscious linkage is made with resources

outside of the school; (f) the principal is
seen as a key leadership person; and (g) there

11, j. Benhanm "Thoughts on the Failure of Curriculum
Reform," Educational Leadership 35 (December, 1977),
p. 205.
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is constant evaluation of the problem-solving
process itself.l2

One of the innovations of the 60's, Individually

Guided Education encompasses the above characteristics.
Research demonstrates that IGE implementation has effective
positive results. The Belden report, a national study
designed to evaluate the Change Program for IGE during the
1972-1973 and 1973-1974 school years, evaluated many
phases of the IGE program. Achievement, academic per-
fofmance, attitude toward school, student behavior, and
student responsibility were reported as showing increased
improvements. Parent and teacher attitude about IGE is
reflected in the report.

A majority of parents (88%) were positive in

their feelings about their children's progress

in school. Eight percent are somewhat dis-

satisfied. (One percent did not answer)

a significantly larger number of teachers

feel that students are learning and performing

better since IGE was initiated. Seventy-six

percent of the teachers in the high implementing

schools feel that student academic performance

has improved while none feel it is '"poorer."1l3

Other studies have measured the effect of IGE

outcomes in IGE schools on achievement, school climate,

finance, parent involvement and other variables in the

school community. The studies of Gresso, Babcock, Prince

1Z¢enneth A. Tye and Barbara J. Benham, '"The
Realities of Curriculum Change: Into an Era of Uncer-
tainty," Educational Leadership (October, 1978),
pp. 35-36.

13Jon S. Paden, A National Evaluation of the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE (Dayton, Ohio: The
Institute for the Development of Educational Activities,
Inc., 1975), p. 19.
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and Parsons evidenced findings that indicated a significant
increased effectiveness in school climate, student achieve-
ment, reading and math performance, and adjustment to new
situations respectively in schools implementing most of the
IGE outcomes or high implementing schools.1
Supportive data of the positive results of

schooling in IGE schools indicate that its implementation
in the environments studied has made a difference in the
quality of education and the attitude of students and
teachers toward school. This attitude of confidence is
not reflected nationwide as the "Back to the Basics Move-
ment'" of late manifested the concern for student achievement
solely. Goodlad's viewpoint is that schooling cannot be
totally measured by traditional accountability standards,
achievement scores. That achievement is only a portion
of the schooling process. Other factors in the environment
assist in mastering learning competencies and other
valuable skills and attitudes. He declared:

Too many researchers are preoccupied with re-

search on single instructional variables that

rarely account for more than 5% of the variance

in student outcomes. Too few study the complex

phenomena of schooling in their natural environ-

ment, developing the needed new methodologies
instead of seeking to adapt the old.l5

14Jon S. Paden, Reflections for the Future (Day-
ton, Ohio: The Institute for Development of Educational
Activities, Inc., 1978), p. 7.

15
John I. Goodlad, '"Can Our Schools Get Better?"
Phi Delta Kappan 60 (January, 1979), p. 347.
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Since the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE con-
tinues to exhibit effectiveness in schools, it is important
to determine if the implementation of one or more schools
in a school district makes a difference in other schools
in the district in terms of IGE implementation. If the
findings indicate that there is a difference then school
districts should seriously consider a commitment to the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program. Further, the opinion toward the
implementation of the IGE practices could provide direction
for in-service emphasis, especially toward dynamic philo-

sophic modes of behavior.

Definition of Terms

Facilitator: A person trained by /I/D/E/A/ to

coordinate communication and the cooperative implementation
efforts in a league of IGE schools.

/1/D/E/A/: An abbreviation for the Institute for
the Development of Educational Activities, Inc. It is the
educational affiliate of the Charles F. Kettering Founda-
tion.

/1/D/E/A/ Change Program: A term designated by

/1/D/E/A/ to classify a program designed to facilitate the
implementation of research findings more rapidly than by
natural evolution.

Individually Guided Education (IGE): A researched

education process encompassing the coordination of many
innovations (e.g. team teaching, continuous progress

learning, and multiage grouping) aimed at creating learning
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environments appropriate to each student as well as skills
and attitudes necessary for continuous improvement through
a program of in-service for school staff.

IGE Outcome: The term used for performance expec-

tations. The thirty-five outcomes pertain either to
individualized instruction or continuous improvement.

IGE School: The appropriate reference to a school

striving to achieve all outcomes associated with Individ-
ually Guided Education.

Individualized Instruction: An educational process

in which decisions related to the learning task and the
behavior of the teacher emerge from the diagnosis of each
learner. It should not be confused with independent study
or tutorial situations.

In-Service: A planned and continuous educative

process utilizing IGE materials and other appropriate
resources related toward the implementation of specific
outcomes.

League: A group of schools working cooperatively
with a Facilitator to implement IGE outcomes.

Learning Community (L.C.): The organizational

structure that facilitates the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program
for IGE. Each L.C. consists of a leader, teachers, aides
and 75-100 students. The L.C. contains a heterogeneous
group of staff members and students of two or more age

ranges or ''grades'.



15

Learning Community Leader: A teacher responsible

for organizing, coordinating, and leading the L.C. to carry
out its function of educating students and providing staff
development programs.

Non-IGE School: A school not associated with IGE

either through /I/D/E/A/ or Wisconsin R § D. 1In this study
they are labeled non-IGE regardless of their organizational
structure or educational practices.

Program Improvement Council (PIC): A decision-

making and advisement committee composed of the principal
and learning community leaders concerned with school-wide
policies and operational procedures. Instructional Improve-
ment Committee (IIC) or steering committee are synonymous
terms.

School District: The legal entity created for the

purpose of operating and maintaining education within

boundaries.

Assumptions

1. The IGE outcomes implemented in a system of
inter-relatedness constitute a process of effective
schooling.

2. Responses to the instrument are accurate
expressions of what is actually practiced as perceived
by teachers.

3. The instrument used to measure the implementa-

tion and opinion of the IGE outcomes is appropriate.
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Limitations

1. This study is confined to IGE school districts
that have a commitment to the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for
IGE.

2. Only IGE school districts in which IGE Facili-
tators have association with both IGE and non-IGE schools
will be included in the study.

3. School districts in agreement with the /I/D/E/A/
Change Program for Individually Guided Education (IGE)
demonstrate varying degrees of support toward IGE imple-

mentation.
4. Teachers who are staff members of the sample

schools are participants in this study.

Research Objectives and Hypotheses

The research hypotheses of the dissertation are:

1. 1Is there a difference in the degree of imple-
mentation of IGE in the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district?

a) There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Decisions in the three types
of schools, IGE school and non-IGE school

in the same school district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.

b) There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Organization in the three
types of schools, IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.




17

c) There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Curriculum and Teaching in the
three types of schools, IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school district
and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school
district.

d) There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Student Responsibility in the three
types of schools, IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same school district and
non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district.

e) There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Planning, Analyzing and Improving
in the three types of schools, IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school district
and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school
district.

2. Is there a difference in the opinion of imple-
mentation of IGE outcomes in the three types of schools,
IGE school and non-IGE school in the same school district
and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district?

a) There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Decisions in the three types
of schools, IGE school and non-IGE school
in the same school district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.

b) There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Organization in the three
types of schools, IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.

c) There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Curriculum and Teaching in the three
types of schools, IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same school district and non-
IGE school in a non-IGE school district.

d) There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
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labeled Student Responsibility in three
types of schools, IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same school district and
non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district.

e) There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Planning, Analyzing and Improving
in the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school
district and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

Procedures for Data Collection

Type of Study

This study utilized the descriptive method of
research. Sax described the goal of descriptive analysis:
The purpose of descriptive research is to show
conditions as they exist without being influenced
by the investigator. Descriptive research encom-
passes a number of different techniques, including
correlational analyses, case studies, surveysi
and interviews as well as direct observation.
A questionnaire has been devised to indicate the
extent of implementation of IGE outcomes and the opinion

or belief of implementing IGE practices in schools.

Instrument

A questionnaire was designed by the researcher for
the collection of the data. (see Appendix) A review of
the literature pertaining to Individually Guided Education
was examined. Researchers at the Kettering Foundation
(/I/D/E/A/) and experts at Michigan State University

critiqued and verified the appropriateness of the

16Gi1bert Sax, Empirical Foundations of Educa-
tional Research (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1968), p. 36.
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questionnaire. The format and design of the questionnaire
was enhanced through the assistance of a professor from the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum. The
questionnaire was devised to indicate levels of implementa-
tion of Individually Guided Education practices in schools
and to obtain the opinion status of these IGE practices.

The thirty-five IGE outcomes, the basic structure
of IGE, served as a guideline for the questionnaire. Lan-
guage is generic in nature so that terminology could be
identified by non-IGE participants. The outcomes were

clustered in five categories for ease of interpretation.

Population

The total IGE population consists of sixty-nine
school districts located in thirty-seven states throughout
the United States. By 1976 more than '"1300 elementary
schools have used the IGE support materials'" for in-service
purposes. The population for this study consisted of
teachers in school districts located in twelve states
geographically near Michigan and including Michigan which
have association with the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for
Individually Guided Education and teachers in school

districts contiguous to the /I/D/E/A/ districts.

Sample and Sampling Methodology

The sample included teachers in one IGE and one
non-IGE school in school districts committed to the

/I1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided Education
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as well as teachers in one non-IGE school located in a
non-IGE school district contiguous to the IGE school dis-
trict.
Schools within the districts were randomly selected
using a table of random numbers. A list of IGE schools was

provided by /I/D/E/A/. School Universe Data Book was used

in the random selection of the non-IGE schools in both the

IGE school districts and the non-IGE school districts.

Mechanics of Gathering Data

The principals of randomly selected schools com-

pleted the School Data Form, introduced the study to staff

members, distributed questionnaires and envelopes to
teachers, and coordinated the procedure whereby teachers
returned questionnaires in sealed envelopes to the prin-
cipal for mailing.

In order for the above transactions to be actual-
ized the following procedures were implemented, namely:

1. An appropriate letter describing the study was
sent to all IGE Facilitators in school districts associated
with the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE in twelve states.
The intent was to introduce the study, to identify facili-
tators who associated with IGE and non-IGE schools, and to
identify contiguous non-IGE school districts. An
identification form and stamped, self-addressed envelope
was enclosed in the mailing.

2. Non-respondents were mailed a reminder letter

and identification form.
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3. The superintendents of the designated contigu-
ous non-IGE school district were sent an appropriate letter
introducing the study, the name of the randomly selected
school, a copy of the principal's letter, and a copy of the
questionnaire.

4. The identified IGE facilitators of school
districts who associate with IGE and non-IGE schools were
sent an appropriate letter introducing the study, the names
of the randomly selected schools (one IGE school and one
non-IGE school), a copy of the principal's letter and a
copy of the questionnaire.

5. The superintendents of non-IGE school districts
and the IGE facilitators of the IGE school districts were
phoned to ensure participation of schools.

6. A suitable letter was mailed to principals of
randomly selected schools describing the study and ex-
plaining procedures of participation. Questionnaires and
envelopes for each teacher were included in the mailing.

7. Schools which did not return questionnaires

were mailed a post card reminder.

Overview of the Organization of the Study

Chapter I contains an outline for the entire study.
It includes the introduction which provides the background
for the study. A statement of need, the purpose, and
significance of the study are described. Definition of
terms are identified and limitations of the study are

explained. General assumptions are made as well as a
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statement of the hypotheses to be tested. Research methods
are cited and procedures for data collection are stated.

Chapter II contains a review of pertinent litera-
ture. The method of investigation was explored in Chapter
ITI, while Chapter IV contains the analyses and discussion
of the data with respect to the research questions. Chap-
ter V includes a summary of findings, conclusions,

implications, and recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

More than a decade ago /I/D/E/A/ launched its
Change Program for Individually Guided Education by
combining successfully strategies, based on a five year
Study of Educational Change, with additional change con-
cepts developed in cooperation with other research
organizations. Since IGE's eclectic process demanded
an examination of these concepts associated with the
Program, the literature was reviewed from the following
perspective: the change process and educational innova-
tions, the Study of Educational Change, and a description
of the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided
Education and contemporary studies concerning Individually

Guided Education.

The Change Process and Educational Innovations

Early studies of innovation indicated that change
in American school systems came about through a very slow
process. Mort asserted that '"between insights into a
need and the introduction of a way of meeting the need

that is destined for general acceptance there is typically

23
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a lapse of a half—century."1

Studies coordinated by Mort and Cornell in the late
1930's revealed the diffusion rate of educational inno-
vations or adaptability. Although extremely slow in
implementation, school systems with high adaptability
were those where teachers participated in in-service or
training programs and were more understanding of new
school practices.

At this time in history the typical pattern of
innovation was to decide on the manner of meeting a need
and then waiting for another fifty years for the instill-
ment or diffusion of a productive innovation. Mort's
findings verified that a positive relationship existed
between the speed of adopting innovation and the financial
support provided by the community.

Mort's studies reported in the 1930's on the rate
of diffusion did substantiate observations from P. H.
Coombs' study. Coombs repcrted a survey in which six out
of twenty-seven innovations that were investigated had

been adopted in school systems throughout the country

1Paul R. Mort, "Studies in Educational Innova-
tion," in Innovation in Education ed. Matthew Miles
(New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1964), p. 318.

Zpaul R. Mort and F. G. Cornell, American Schools
in Transition (New York: Teachers College, Columbia,
1941).

3Mort, "Studies in Educational Innovation,"
Innovation in Education, 1964.
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within about ten years.

In 1953 Mort predicted that society could soon
expect an outpouring of important new designs in education.
He postulated:

These designs will spring from the combination of
hundreds of innovations which have been stimulated
during the present half-century by new insights
into educational psychology and social change.

He stated that the major discovery in education
theory was that formal disciplines were untenable. This
fact would lead to long periods of adjustment which would
be characterized by thousands of innovations; and these in
turn would provide composites for newer inventions and
innovations.

Recognizing the slow rate of acceptance and use of
new ideas in educational systems, it has been established
that educators lag behind those of the medical, agricul-
tural and industrial systems, Miles delineates three
reasons for this situation.

1. There is an absence in education of any body

of valid scientific research findings.

2. There is a lack of change agents in order

to promote new educational ideas.

3. Very little economic incentive exists to

adopt even those ideas and innovations

4P. H. Coombs, The World Educational Crisis (New
York: Praeger, 1968), pp. 118-119.

5Mort, "Studies in Educational Innovation,"
Innovation in Education, p. 324.
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which have been explored, and which on
the face of it appear to have some logical
6
validity.

As time progresses, diffusion rates increase in
implementations. Miles describes the change process as
involving stages of exploration, namely:

The development of awareness and interest con-
cerning the innovation; evaluation (in the sense
of reaching a judgmental decision about the
potential rewards and costs of the innovation);
actual trial of the innovation in the 1local
system. This process results in a decision

to adopt, adapt, or reject the innovation.

In summarizing the studies of change, Mackenzie
concluded that many forces outside the school situation
greatly influenced the rate of change and appeared to be
the dominant initiators in the studies. These included
the following: non-educationists, foundations, academi-
cians, business and industry, educationists, and the

8 . . .
federal government. Change in education is shaped by a
number of forces, some of which facilitate and some of
which impede the process.

Motivating forces which foster acceptance of a

change program are the following: dissatisfaction with

6Matthew B. Miles, "Innovation in Education: Some
Generalizations," in Innovation in Education ed. Matthew
Miles, (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1964), pp. 631-62.

71bid., p. 650.

8Gordon N. Mackenzie, '"Curricular Change: Parti-
cipants, Power, and Process,'" in Innovation in Education
ed. Matthew Miles, (New York: Bureau of Publications,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), pp. 414-415.
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the present situation, external pressures toward compliance,
momentum toward change, and motivation by consultant or
change facilitator.

Because of its complexity, resistance to planned
change is a complex rather than simple problem. Observa-
tions and studies on the topic are numerous.

Miller reported three general inhibiting elements
in an individual's resistance to depart from the known.

The first is traditionalism, which is related to stability
and in some situations supports continuity. The second
element is laziness. Innovations involve added energies.
Related to laziness is indifference and rationalization.

Fear and insecurity is the last general element. Other
elements more essentially related to schools are: adminis-
trative reticence, educational bureaucracy, inadequate
finances, community indifference and resistance, insufficient
knowledge concerning the process of change, and inadequate
teacher education programs.9

Carlson projects three barriers to change, namely:
(1) lack of officials who perform as change agents, (2) the
weak base of professional knowledge, and (3) the domesti-

cated nature of the school organization.

gRichard I. Miller, '"An Overview of Educational
Change,'" 1in Perspectives on Educational Change ed.
Miller, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967),
pp. 8-19.

10Richard 0. Carlson et.al. Change Processes in
the Public School (Eugene, Oregon: Center for the
Advanced Study of Educational Administration, 1965).
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Bentzen and Tye also reported that many factors
impede the bringing about of desirable change in elementary
schooling. They are inadequate finance, value dilemmas,
vested interests, bureaucracy and adherence to norms, con-
fusion in decision-making, leadership vacuum and the lack
of strategies.

One reason that norms sometimes act as a source of
both individual and group resistance to change is that, as
blueprints for behavior, they often substitute for thinking.
By presenting solutions to basic social problems they help
to outline actions, but they can also impede ability to
reason when new problems and situations arise.

Resistance to change will be minimal if teachers are
allowed to participate in the decision-making process. This
is substantiated by Goodwin Watson, who concluded that:

1. Resistance will be less if participants

in the change process have worked together
to diagnose a situation and agree on a

basic problem and feel it is important.

2. Resistance will be less if the goals are
adopted by consensual group decision.

3. Resistance will be reduced if proponents
are able to empathize with opponents to
recognize valid objections and to take
steps to relieve unnecessary fears.

4., Resistance will be reduced if individuals
experience acceptance, support, trust,

11Mary M. Bentzen and Kenneth A. Tye, "Effecting
Change in Elementary Schools," The Seventy-second Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education ed.
John I. Goodlad and Harold G. Shane (Chicago, Illinois:
The University of Chicago Press, 1973), pp. 352-359.
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and confidence in their relations with
one another.

Teachers have the need to sustain a sense of per-
sonal worth. An important source of satisfaction for this
need is the response they receive from friends and col-
leagues whose approval and support they are eager to have.

Cartwright and Zander support the idea that change
will meet with little resistance in schools where the
individual is motivated to: (1) accept the goals and
decisions of the group; (2) seek to influence these groups
and decisions so they are consistent with his own goals
and experiences; (3) communicate fully to the members of
the group; and (4) behave in a way calculated to receive
support and recognition from members of the group and
particularly from individuals whom he sees as having more
power and status than himself.13

Change is a complex phenomenon. Change in any
system will create pressure on and tensions in other re-
lated systems. In view of the fact that any major change
in society will effect stress on other subsystems, school
leaders need to anticipate, identify, and deal realistic-
ally with changing situations. The change process needs

recognition in schools.

12Goodwin Watson, ed., Concepts for Social Change
(Washington, D.C.: National Training Laboratories, 1967),
p. 23.

13D. Cartwright and A. Zander, eds., Grou

Dynamics Research and Theory (Evanston, Illinois: Row
and Peterson, 1960).
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Lewin describes change as a three-step procedure of
unfreezing, moving, and refreezing the organization.14 The
unfreezing process means reducing the forces keeping the
organization at its present level. Unfreezing brings the
organization to a new level. This step involves the devel-
opment of new values, behaviors, or attitudes through
internalization, identification, or change in structure.
The third step, refreezing, involves stabilizing the change
at a new ''quasi-stationary equilibrium'" through the use of
supporting mechanisms, e.g., changes in group norms, or
modification of organization policy or reward structures.
Hollingsworth and Hass utilized Lewin's ideas.
Once efforts are exerted to disrupt equilibrium
for change, steps must be taken to maintain the
new state, thus establishing a state of equili-
brium at a different level. This process can be
divided into three distinct steps: unfreezing,
changing and refreezing. If change is to have
any probability of permanence, there must be a
"locking in" effect, that is, the structural
environment should be modified to lend permanence
to the psychological changes.l5
The psychological, technological, and structural
aspects of an organization are all involved with change;
and to neglect any segment, is to lower the probability of
successfully implementing a change program. The lack of a

systematic approach to organizational change causes a lack

l4l(urt Lewin, Field Theory in Social Science (New
York: Harper and Row, 1951).

15A. T. Hollingsworth and Jane W. Hass, '"Struc-
tural Planning in Organizational Development: An Often
Neglected Aspect," Personnel Journal 54 (December,
1975), p. 613.




31

of change permanence or the establishment of a desired

situation.

There are many strategies of planned change.

Bushnell enumerates six factors of planned change as:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

diagnosing the problem;

formulating objectives, and criteria of
effectiveness;

identifying constraints and needed resources;
selecting potential solutions;

evaluating these alternatives; and
implementing the selected alternative with

the school system.16

Today a great variety of change techniques are in

use; methods of grouping and categorizing these techniques

are also numerous. One such method which is potentially

useful is to distinguish between efforts which seek to

alter individuals' personal characteristics and others

which aim to change the conditions under which they

operate. This distinction is often a difficult one, Kat:z

and Kahn describe the situation:

The confusion between individual and organiza-
tional change is due in part to the lack of
precise terminology for distinguishing between
behavior determined largely by structural roles
within a system and behavior determined more
directly by personality needs and values. The
behavior of people in organizations is still the

16pavid S. Bushnell and Donald Rappaport, eds.,
Planned Change in Education: A Systems Approach (New

York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc., 1971), p. 10.
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behavior of individuals, but it has a different
set of determinants than behavior outside of
organizational roles.l7

In studying educational reform and renewal the
institutional characteristics of schooling need considera-
tion. Schools have underlying patterns of conduct, belief,
and values which provide meaning to the ongoing activities
of learning. These patterns and assumptions of school life
have tended to produce standardized educational experiences
to emphasize certain knowledge which is technical rather
than imaginative, and to maintain noncritical and protec-
tive professional activities.

Baldridge summarizes results from a series of
research projects on organizational change that were
sponsored at Stanford. Those results indicated that large,
complex school districts with a turbulent, changing and
heterogeneous environment will probably be much more
innovative than a small, simple district with a relatively
stable, homogeneous environment. The fundamental logic
concerns structure:

(1) Size make a series of demands about

coordination, control, and complexity
to which a district must respond.

(2) Differentiation and structural com-
plexity produce cadres of specialists
concerned about the task demand within
their specialized realms. Consequently,
these specialists search for new ways

of handling the demands within their
specialized units.

17Danie1 Katz and Robert Kahn, The Social

Psycholo of Organizations (New York: John Wiley & Sons,
19%35, PpP. 390-391.
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(3) The environment surrounding a district

makes numerous demands because of its
heterogeneity and change.l

These structural elements of school districts are
insightful explainers of innovative behavior.

Schools are in a very real sense living organiza-
tions, and, accordingly, they respond to new or modified
patterns of operation in much the same way as a living
organism would. L. Hilfiker, in his study of eight school
systems, has demonstrated that the innovativeness of a
given school system is amenable to measurement by the type
of interpersonal relationships and norms observed to exist
in that system.19

Internally, the school is a composite of goals or
expectations, personal needs, group norms, and sensitive
processes. They are in constant interaction and cannot be
treated independently by change agents. Anyone who wishes
to change the goals of a school must at the same time be
willing to invest time in changing norms and processes
which might impede goal accomplishment. Also, one must be

alert to how the new goals relate to personal needs of

18J. Victor Baldridge, '"Political and Structural
Protection of Educational Innovations,'" What Do Research
Findings Say About Getting Innovations into Schools: A
Symposium eds., Sandford Temkin and Mary V. Brown
(Pennsylvania: Research for Better Schools, Inc.,
1975), p. 37.

19, Rr. Hilfiker, "Relationship of School System
Innovativeness to Selected Dimensions of Interpersonal
Behavior in Eight School Systems,'" Technical Report
(Madison, Wisconsin: Center for Cognitive Learning,
1969), pp. 20-21.
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staff members. An open climate with its participatory
modes of decision making, most often allows for successful
integration of goals, needs, and norms. Creation of such
a climate might be the first focus of the change agent's
efforts.

Chris Argyris has suggested the characteristics
associated with an effective intervention of a change
agent: (a) the establishment of valid information, (b)
the development of independence on the part of the client,
and (c) the development of client commitment to change.20
These guidelines imply that the change agent and the client
must perceive conditions as they actually exist through
reality testing. Further, the change agent must behave in
a manner which helps the client become a fully functioning
individual, making his own choices and being responsible
for his own behavior. When the client determines his own
solution to problems, he is more likely to achieve and
maintain lasting changes.

Another insight on elements of change considera-
tions are those from Tye and Novotney. They stated that:

Schools have the characteristics of all complex
organizations to one degree or another. Research
into such organizations suggests that the areas
which offer the most potential for improving

schools are those which involve training staff,
decentralizing decision making, minimizing role

20Chris Argyris, Intervention Theory and Method:
A Behavioral Science View (Reading, Massachusetts:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1970).
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distinctions, improving staff morale, and the
like.21l

The Rand Study of Educational Change reported
numerous findings. One of the effective findings toward
educational change supports the idea of participation at
the local level.

One finding that merits attention involves
implementation strategies that promote mutual
adaptation and, we believe, lead to effective
implementation. The following strategies
operating together promoted mutual adaptation:

-Adaptive planning.

-Staff training keyed to the local setting.

Local materials development.

*The establishment of a critical mass
of project participants.Z22

Innovations using these strategies in concert were
likely to result in significant teacher change that
appeared to have been incorporated by the participating
staff.

Not only in federally supported programs but also
with educational change that stems from other sources:
innovations which are the most successful are those which
provide teachers with optimal opportunities to learn the

new programs.

2lyenneth A. Tye and Jerrold M. Novotney, Schools
in Transition: The Practitioner as Change Agent (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1975), p. 49.

22 .
Paul Berman, et.al., Federal Programs Supporting
Educational Change: Vol. V: Executive Summary (Santa
Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1975), p. 15.
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Whereas initial faculty reaction to the proposed

change is not critical in determining its success,

the amount of help provided is critical.

An innovation which falters iIs more likely to be

suffering from simple staff inability than from

conscious or unconscious sabotage.Z23

There is ample documentation to support the view

that teacher participation in decision-making has desirable
consequences. Studies researched in industry, dating from
the famous Western Electric Studies at Hawthorne,

Illinois,24 to later studies, such as Coch and French,25

Vroom,26 Maier,27 and Wickert28 reveal the value of staff
involvement.

In education, Chase's study involving 1800 teachers
in 216 systems in 43 states, indicated that '"teachers who

report opportunity to participate regularly and actively

in making policies are more likely to be enthusiastic

23Henry Brickell, 'State Organization for Educa-
tional Change: A Case Study and a Proposal," Innovation
in Education ed. Miles (New York: Bureau of Publications,
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1964), p. 318.

24Fritz J. Roethlisberger and William J. Dickson,
Management and the Worker (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1939).

25L. Coch and J. R. P. French, Jr., '"Overcoming Re-
sistance to Change,'" Human Relations I 1948, pp. 512-32.

26Victor H. Vroom, Some Personality Determinants
of the Effects of Participation (Englewood CIliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960).

27N. R. F. Maier and R. A. Maier, '"An Experimental
Test of the Effects of Developmental vs. Free Discussions
on the Quality of Group Decisions,'" Journal of Applied

Psychology 41 1957, pp. 320-323.

28R. F. Wickert, '"Turnover and Employees Feelings

of Ego-Involvement in the Day-to-Day Operations of a
Company," Personnel Psychology 4 1951, pp. 185-197.
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about their school systems than those who report limited
opportunity to participate."29

Involvement of staff in the change process is

basically a management and leadership problem. Change
agents are literally both managers and leaders. Although
schools are not factories, schools are composed of people
operating in a variety of organizational relationships.
The findings of management research offers a source of
guidance in staff development.

Likert explains that managers who are highly pro-

ductive tend to exhibit certain common characteristics:

1. They are guided by the fact that any new
practice must give promise for improving
both attitudes and productivity.

2. They rapidly sense any unfavorable shift
in attitude among their subordinates and
promptly change or stop the activity
responsible for the undesirable shift.

3. They avoid putting greater hierarchical
pressures on workers to increase produc-
tion.

4. They tend to use principles and practices
of management which yield better communi-
cation and better decisions.

In essence, the effective leaders are acutely

concerned about staff. Bellows has shown that when an

accountant, engineer, or teacher enters the field of work,

eighty percent of his job revolves around technical skills

29Francis S. Chase, ''The Teacher and Policy
Making," Administrator's Notebook 1 (May, 1952),

pPp. 1-4.

30Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Management (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1961), p. 78.
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and twenty percent on ability to get along with people. As
a person moves in the hierarchy, the technical component
decreases while the human component increases.31

The principal of a school is in the position of
public relations and is challenged especially in the change
process.

In Brickell's New York report it is found that
instructional programs and rearrangements of organizational
structures depends "almost exclusively' upon administrative
initiative.

The administrator is a key element in the change
process. Brickell postulates that:

The administrator may promote or prevent innova-
tion. . . . He is powerful . . . simply because
he has the authority to precipitate a decision.
Authority is a critical element in innovation,
because proposed changes generate mixed reactions
which can prevent concensus among peers and re-
sult in stagnation.32

Lieberman conducted a study of more than 700
teachers in thirty-one elementary schools about the
characteristics of principals. Lieberman discovered that
the principal can be the key agent for change in the school
when performing the role of the leader. She found that

when the principal shares decision making with staff and

involves both the principal and the teachers in organizing

31Roger Bellows, Thomas Q. Gilson, and George S.
Odiorne, Executive Skills for Dynamics and Development
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962),
p. 229.

32Henry Brickell, '"State Organization for Educa-
tional Change," Innovations in Education, ed. Miles,
p. 503.
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the school to deal with its problems, the teachers respond
with higher morale and greater professionalism. Under such
leadership, teachers become more willing to engage in the
processes of bringing about change in the school.33

Problem-solving on a school-wide basis is essential
to change. However, change is usually implemented by
selecting a new alternative and installing it.

Concerning the lack of appropriate strategies for
elementary schools, Janowitz, in his studies about change
in slum schools, revealed that prior to 1969 most change
efforts were segmental in nature. Efforts were generally
directed toward the development of model demonstration
projects rather than the planning of fundamental insti-
tution building.34

Other traditional strategies or efforts toward the
institutionalization of change in schools which lack per-
manence are those strategies proposed by Havelock such as,
research, development, and diffusion; social interaction;
and problem-solving. One concept that provides the
necessary ingredients of improvement is that of self-
renewal systems or strategy for planned change described

by Miles and Lake. They describe such a process as:

33Ann Lieberman, "The Power of the Principal: Re-
search Findings," in The Power to Change: Issues for the

Innovative Educator eds., Carmen M. Culver and Gary J.
Hoban (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973).

34Morris Janowitz, '"Alternative Models of Institu-
tional Change in the Slum School," Phi Delta Kappan 52
(February, 1971), pp. 334-37.
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A self-renewing school system would have the
ability to continuously sense and adapt to its
changing external and internal environment in
such a manner as to strengthen itself and opti-
mally fulfill its goal of providing quality
education for children.35

The emergence of new planning tools and change
strategies in education offers the hope of more rapid
adaptation of public schools to the demands of modern
society.

From the contemporary change literature used by
John Goodlad in his five year study and others cited in
this review, it is clear that a change program is embraced
when a commitment to the change program is made by the
professionals in the school setting. Willis summarizes
this phenomenon:

Among the many lessons learned about educational
improvement one thing stands out above all the
rest: If teachers are expected to change their
methods of behaving to ones considered desirable
for better instruction, they must be given the
freedom to elect that change; attempts to impose
change upon them may yield some short-term,

superficial success, but will fail in the long
run.

35M. B. Miles and D. G. Lake, '"Self-Renewal in
School Systems: A Strategy for Planned Change,'" in
Concept for Social Change ed., Goodwin Watson (Washing-
ton, D.C.: National Training Laboratory, 1967), p. 82.

36Charles L. Willis, Report on What We Have
Learned about the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individ-
ually Guided Education (Dayton, Ohio: Institute ior
Development of Educational Activities, Inc., 1974),
p. 25.
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/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE and the
Five Year Study of Educational Change

In the United States the years from 1957 to 1967
could be described as the Schooling or Educational Decade.
It was initiated by Sputnik and terminated with the reali-
zation that education is a long term response to society's
problems and should not be confused with social engineering.
Curriculum revision, reforms, innovations, and the ushering
in of the federal government into schools as never before
through the Elementary and Secondary Act of 1965, charac-
terized education during this decade.

Goodlad and associates observed that innovations
were used in schools with the same common expectations of
schooling.37 A major expectation is coverage of a predeter-
mined body of material by all students within a specified
period of time, ordinarily a year and a grade.

Recently Goodlad described the function of
schooling:

The functions of schooling must be twofold: to
enable the student to possess and shape the culture
and to live effectively and satisfyingly within
culture. Efforts to fulfill such fgncg%on through
coverage of content are anachronistic.

Although innovations which gave promise of change

such as nongradedness and team teaching were used, these

3750hn I. Goodlad, M. Frances Klein, and Associates,
Looking Behind the Classroom Door (Charles A. Jones:
Worthington, Ohio, 1974).

38 30hn 1. Goodlad, Facing the Future (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976), p. 106.
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were essentially operating in a conventional system.

The /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE was in its
embryonic stage when the /I/D/E/A/ Research Division under
the direction of John I. Goodlad embarked upon a five year
study.

The Study of Educational Change was an attempt both
to introduce change into schools and to study the process
by which change takes place. The strategy selected to
provide opportunities for actual change in the school came
from the belief situation of the persons involved in the
study. One major belief guiding the study is succinctly
described by Shiman and associates:

The faculties of individual schools know best
what needs to be done in their own situation.
Therefore, they should decide where, when, and
how innovations should be introduced. A major
corollary of this belief is that within any
group of schools there exists a number of
individuals who have faced the problems of
schooling and have come up with innovative

and workable solutions. These teachers and
administrators can provide help and advice to
others who are facing the same problems.39

A dominant strategy of the Study of Educational
Change was the establishment of the League of Cooperating
Schools. The League consisted of eighteen schools in
distinct school districts committed to be involved in a

study which initially focused on implementing the concept

of individualization and change in schools. The linking

39David A. Shiman, Carmen M. Culver, and Ann
Lieberman eds., Teachers on Individualization: The Way
We Do It (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974),
pP. 2.
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elements consisted of three components: each school, a
network or potentially new social system embracing the
schools, and the /I/D/E/A/ research office with relation-
ship with UCLA. The schools represented a cross-section
of American public elementary education.

Other major beliefs which were recognized, agreed
upon, and became guideposts for intervention strategies
were the following:

1. The individual school is a strategic unit of
educational change, that is, each school, with its students,
principal, teachers, parents, and residents of the sur-
rounding community, is a strategic and significant vehicle
for effecting educational improvement.40

/1/D/E/A/ reports that the study showed that the
individual teacher who wants to try new patterns of instruc-
tion rarely succeeds unless the school supports these
efforts.

2. The culture of the school is central both to
understanding and to effecting educational improvement.
Bahner and Willis postulate that the belief system held by
a critical mass of the individuals who compose the staff
greatly influences the performance of the school.

Change efforts must be directed toward obtaining agreement

from a critical mass of the school staff that they can do

40LI/D/E]A/'S Guide to an Improvement Program for
Schools (Dayton, Ohio: TInstitute for Development of
Educational Activities, Inc., 1975), insert.
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a better job, and toward stimulating them to reach out for
help.41

3. Each school needs a process by which it can
deal effectively with its own problems and effect its own
change. Willis explained that /I/D/E/A/ planned that,
partly through participation in the League, each school
would develop an improvement process: a systematic pro-
cedure for discussing and diagnosing its own problems,
formulating solutions, taking action on recommended
solutions, and trying to obtain evidence about the effects
of such action. The process, refined after many experi-
ments was termed DDAE - Dialogue, Decision-making, Action,
Evaluation.42

4. Some screening, legitimizing, and communicating
of ideas beyond what individual schools might do informally
must be built into the new social system.

The League itself became an increasingly powerful
resource for staff development with each passing year.43

5. Individuals asked to take risks are more

willing to do so when some elements of success are already

built into the structure.

41John M. Bahner and Charles L. Willis, 'Selected
Concepts for Individually Guided Education,'" Theory into
Practice 13 (April, 1974), p. 100.

42Willis, Report on What We Have Learned about the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided Education,
P. 2.

3Bahner and Willis, Theory into Practice,

p. 43.
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When careers or familiar patterns of behavior are
at stake, most people prefer to be associated with a win-
ner. For this reason, the League's relationship with

/1/D/E/A/ and UCLA loomed large at the beginning of the

study.44

From these cooperative belief statements and lived
experiences processes for institutionalizing change were
learned. Bahner and Willis reported learnings about the
study.

In summary, change takes place most effectively
when expectations for change become the new social
standard through association with others of
similar intentions. Interaction among small
groups, first within the school and subsequently
within a consortium of schools, must be a part

of the change process. And finally, the '"way

of life'" for these small group members must be

to take action based on their discussions, assess
that action, and interact once again to decide on
modifications to their plans. When this occurs
in an atmosphere of mutual support, creative
solutions to existing problems emerge. Staff
members provide learning environments appropriate
for individual students. They also engage in
process which lead to continuous improvement

of those learning environments and their own
professional competency.

The conceptualization guiding the League is a
rationale, not a theory. 1In its initial formulation,
Goodlad was influenced in part by Parsons, Getzels,
Griffiths, Clark, Guba, and Brickell, to name only a few.

None of them is so closely identified with the formulation,

44Willis, Report on What We Have Learned about the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided Education,

g~

5
Bahner and Willis, Theory into Practice,
pp. 101-102.
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however, as to be identified with the formulation. Some of
them may disagree with part or even all of it. The ra-
tionale guiding the League, the dominant strategy of the
five year study is:

1. The key unit for educational change is the
individual school.

2. The principal is the designated responsible
leader of this unit.

3. The "systems'" of which the school is a part
exercise enormous constraints which serve to discourage
change and innovation.

4. If change is to occur at a reasonable rate,
the existence of a counter-cyclical or redirecting
system of considerable importance will be critical.

5. The new changes posed by the countervailing
system will demand new behaviors for those involved.

6. Threat and insecurity for those traditionally
oriented will surface.

7. If threat and insecurity are strong, then the
countercyclical system must persist in determined be-
haviors.

8. The countercyclical system must employ
self-renewing facilities.

9. Any signigicant change needs access to both

conceptual and operating models of the change condition
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and to opportunities to learn new behaviors.

The dominant concept underlying IGE is individuali-
zation. This resulted from a philosophy which not only
recognized individual differences but also insisted that
differences were to be considered in planning and instruc-
tion. The need to incorporate the philosophy of individual
differences in schools with teachers, administrators,
students, and parents; and at the same time not substan-
tially increase expenditures of money was one basic
consideration in the development of IGE. It was believed
that changes in organization, method, and materials could
more effectively meet individual differences given the
same dollar support.

Specifically, /I/D/E/A/'s philosophy is summarized
in a description of the ideal school which should meet
students' differences in at least these basic ways:

by helping each student to progress through
his learning program at his own pace;

by varying the medium of instruction
(textbooks, audiovisual materials,
demonstrations);

by varying the instructional mode (large
group, small group, tutorial, independent
study);

by varying time, space, and place for
learning;

46John I. Goodlad, '"Educational Change: A
Strategy for Study and Action,'" The National Elementary
Principal 48 (January, 1969), pp. 6-13.
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by matching each student with the person

best suited to4§hat student for a specific

learning task.

Because of this philosophy a plan for Individually
Guided Education began to develop. The challenge was to
include the importance of the individual and the need for
communication among persons in the school community in a
systematic, comprehensive program. The program based on
sound principles, proven strategies, and accepted processes
of education would enable schools to implement positive and
continuous improvement while meeting individual needs. The
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE can be traced to the study
which began in 1966 for the specific mission of accelerating
the pace of change in education. This study examined the
total context in which change took place rather than advo-
cating a collection of innovations based on the best insight
available. Literature of change and innovation, the Ford
Foundation sponsored Harvard Teaching Teams Project, and
the work accomplished by Wisconsin Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning made valuable contributions

toward the development of /I/D/E/A/'s Change Program.

In 1968 a study called the Enhancing Difference

Project sponsored by /I/D/E/A/ was initiated to integrate
emerging findings from the Study of Change with specific
strategies to individualize learning programs for students

in the context of continuous improvement of staff and

47Willis, Report on What We Have Learned about the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided Education,
P. 5.
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school. Rather than a set of packaged course outlines, the
focus of the project was on developing processes that could
be applied to any goals that a school might choose to imple-
ment. This study of more than two years included twenty
schools in Ohio, Florida, New York, and Michigan. Results
of the Enhancing Difference Projects were combined with
research and development from several cooperating educa-
tional institutions into the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program of
Individually Guided Education.

Chase defines IGE as a system of many interrelated
components, but it is also a strategy incorporating many
tactics for attaining educational objectives; and when
fully implemented, it takes on an institutional character
as a new kind of school. It offers distinctive patterns
for the organization and management of instruction and
learning environments; it fosters new sets of relationships
to other education agencies and to supporting community;
it incorporates coordinated strategies for continuing
evaluation, refinement, and renewal; and it stimulates
staff development and curricular innovation.48

The /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually
Guided Education is aimed at two basic goals: (1) indi-
vidualizing learning programs for students, and (2)
continuous improvement of the staff and school. The

IGE Change Program coordinates and integrates a number

48Francis S. Chase, "IGE as a Focus for Education-
al Reform and Renewal," Journal of Teacher Education 27
(Fall, 1976), p. 196.
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of innovative practices, typically used in isolation, into
a dynamic total system designed to facilitate personalized
instruction in elementary and secondary schools. It is a
program which provides various degrees of structure and
choice for students based upon diagnostic data about the
learner's needs, interests, skills, learning style, aca-
demic ability, and learning strengths and weaknesses. It
also takes into account both parent and student desires
and concerns.
Coakley's description of IGE is:
IGE is not a status or condition that a school
attains once and for all, as one attains citizen-
ship or the age of 21. It is, rather, a way of
life for a school, a process rising out of the
constant evaluation of current practices and the
dgvelopmgnt of a school staff of a §rowing capa-
city to improve their own efforts.4
The Change Program for Individually Guided Educa-
tion is based on thirty-five outcomes (see appendix) to be
achieved by school personnel. In their entirety the
outcomes are the specific definition of IGE and guide a
staff engaged in the change process. They encompass the
approach, the philosophy and the activities that can change
a school and bring the IGE way of life into classrooms.
Of the thirty-five outcomes the first two outcomes
deal with commitment process and other conditions necessary

for beginning the IGE program in schools. The remaining

thirty-three describe the conditions in the ideal but

49Jean A. Coakley, The School (Dayton, Ohio:
Institute for Development of Educational Activities, Inc.,
1975), p. 4.
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realistic IGE school. The Implementation Guide provided

. . . 5
numerous suggestions for implementing each outcome.

One of the salient attributes of the IGE program is
that through the intervention of a facilitator and with the
IGE in-service materials, school faculties learn the many
techniques and processes through an initial two week clin-
ical or experienced based workshop, learning by doing.
Through a process of diagnosing, planning, implementing,
evaluating, and critiquing which leads to a rediagnosis,
teachers become familiar with the thirty-five outcomes.
Later, through short and long range planning, local schools
decide which outcomes they will implement first, and
through a long range plan eventually implement all thirty-
five outcomes in an interactive dynamic fashion.

The /1/D/E/A/ IGE Program is not a research,
development, and diffusion model for change. Goodlad
states the following regarding this concept:

The League approach represents an alternative to
R.D. and D. as a strategy for school change and
improvement. It does not rule out the usefulness
of R.D. and D. and its products, but these become
meaningful after, not before, the people in a
school begin to examine themselves and their
settings through the process of D.D.A.E. (dia-
logue, decision-making, action, evaluation.)

This approach does not rule out, either, the
presence of interested, outside parties; in

fact, they are essential. When those with the
school begin to stir, they need to establish a
relationship with sympathetic, constructive,

critical elements on the outside. Forces on
the inside and forces on the outside establish

50Kenneth M. Schultz, Implementation Guide
(Dayton, Ohio: Institute for Development of Educational
Activities, 1974).
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a productive tension conducive to change. Perhaps
the entire process is best left unnamed; but, if
we must, '"S.S. and S." will suffice - symbiosis,
synergy, and serendipity.sl
The concept of IGE is associated with /I/D/E/A/ and
with the Wisconsin Research and Development Center. Al-
though implementation strategies of both organizations are
compatible, the focus or philosophy of each are distinct.
/1/D/E/A/ concentrates on the processes of commitment for
implementation and staff development, while a major invest-
ment of energies of Wisconsin Center lies in the development
of curricular meterials according to single subjects.
/1/D/E/A/ encourages the interdisciplinary approach. Bahner
explains /I/D/E/A/'s position, '"We don't think materials
make the difference; it's what you do with the materials
that makes the real difference."52
Wisconsin's IGE concept is composed of seven compo-
nents. Klaismeier names the following:
(1) multi-unit organizational-administrative
arrangements;
(2) instructional programming for the individual
student;

(3) evaluation for educational decision making;

(4) compatible curriculum materials;

51John I. Goodlad, 'Schools Can Make a Difference,"
Educational Leadership 33 (November, 1975), p. 116.

2Robert J. Krajewski, John M. Bahner, and Samuel
G. Sava, "The /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE: A
Dialogue," Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Fall, 1976),
pP. 212.
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(5) home-school-community relations;
(6) facilitative environments; and

(7) continuing research and development.53

Contemporary Studies - Individually Guided Education

The Study of Educational Change and School Improve-
ment concentrated on the process of educational change with
the purpose of developing new ways to accelerate improve-
ments in education. The guidelines for action were verified
during the five years of the project. Briefly stated, the
findings were:

1. The individual school, made up of students,
principal, teachers, parents, and residents,
is a strategic unit of educational change and
an individual teacher rarely succeeds in
innovation either working in opposition to
or without the support of other members of
the school family.

2. The culture (beliefs and practices) of a school
is central both to understanding and to affecting
educational improvement and rarely will a school
change its pattern if the staff feels present
practices work well.

3. Given existing social and educational restraints,
most individual schools are not strong enough
to overcome the inertia against change built
into the typical school district and thus need
the emotional and professional backing of other
change-minded schools.

4., Each school needs a process by which it can
deal effectively with its own problems. A
process which meets this need is DDAE (dialogue,
decision making, action, evaluation).

53Herbert Klausmeier, Individually Guided Educa-
tion in Elementary and Middle Schools: A Handbook for
Implementors and College Instructors. (Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
1977), p. 17.
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5. Some screening, legitimizing, and communicating
of ideas beyond what individual schools might
do informally must be built into the new
social system, and committees with representa-
tives from the cooperating schools can perform
this function.

6. Individuals asked to take risks are more willing
to do so when some elements of success are
already built into the structure, and affiliation
with a program and/or other schools with recog-
nized success offers this security.>
These findings were instrumental in the development
of a '"Change Program for Individually Guided Education'".

During the early years of the Change Program,
/1/D/E/A/ staff members conducted a study with twenty-one
IGE schools. Observations were made by /I/D/E/A/ staff
members in pairs so that observer reliability could be
evaluated. Questionnaires were distributed to principals,
teachers, facilitators, and learning community leaders. A
follow-up was conducted the following year. The findings
were:

1. Teachers in first-year IGE schools feel that
their principals use instructional and self-
improvement processes to a greater degree
than teachers before they participate in
Individually Guided Education.

2. Teachers in first-year IGE schools feel that
learning Community Leaders initiate instruc-
tional and self-improvement processes to a
greater degree than teachers before they
participate in Individually Guided Education.

3. Teachers in first-year IGE schools feel that

they use instructional and self-improvement
processes to a greater degree than teachers

S4Willis, Report on What We Have Learned about the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided Education,

pp. 1-3.
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before they participate in Individually
Guided Education.

Though teachers in first-year IGE schools feel
that the instructional and self-improvement
processes are used to a greater degree than
teachers who have not yet participated in the
program, the IGE outcomes are only gartially
implemented during the first year.>

In another /I/D/E/A/ study, Paden found that teacher

perceptions on implementation were very similar whether they

had been involved with IGE for three months or fifteen

months.

1.

Paden offered the following explanations:

The implementation strategies used during the
fall of 1972 were sufficiently improved over
those used prior to that time to allow the
1972 teachers to move into the program more
quickly than was possible using the strategies
employed with the 1971 teachers.

As IGE teachers are involved with the Change
Program and become more knowledgeable of the
thirty-five outcomes, they may have a tendency
to judge themselves more critically. This
phenomenon would reveal an apparent lack of
progress.

The questionnaire may not be sensitive to the
kinds of changes that occur in IGE schools
between the third and fifteenth months of
implementation.

The implementation strategies utilized with
schools after the third month of implementation
may not be effective in terms of bringing

about sustained continuous change, i.e. there
is a large initial change but very small long-
range change.>

These beginning /I/D/E/A/ studies were complemented

by studies involving the multi-unit orientation.

>S1bid., p. 17.

>01pid., p. 18.
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The United States Office of Education commissioned
the Educational Testing Service to conduct a nationwide
study on the effectiveness of the installation of the
multiunit organizational component in first-year IGE
schools. Ironside's main conclusion was:

The multiunit organizational and instructional
changes have taken hold in the majority of schools.
Apparently attrition has been slight if existent

at all, and many schools have come closer to insti-
tutionalizing the two areas of innovation, namely
organizational arrangement and instructional
programming model. It can also be concluded that
"'success'" in one arena does not imply success in
the other. The expressed needs for assistance with
appropriate instructional programming are so numer-
ous as to suggest that this is a difficult practice
for schools to adopt and put into use, even in the
second year. The organizational and facilitating
aspects of MUSE, on the other hand, appear_to have
been generally implemented in all groups.>

Another early national study of IGE was conducted
by Belden Associates for /I/D/E/A/ to evaluate the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE during the 1972-1973
and 1973-1974 school years. The conclusions were state-
ments about schools in the process of changing. Study
conclusions are as follows:

1. General attitudes of administrators, teachers,
parents, and students are positive toward IGE.

They support the in-service training, the edu-

cational concepts, the organization, and the

overall effects of the program.
2. Implementation strategies for initiating IGE

are improving. Attitudes of administrators,
teachers, and students toward methods of

57Roderick A. Ironside, The 1971-72 Nationwide
Installation of the Multi-unit/IGE Model for Elementary
Schools: A Process Evaluation (Princeton, New Jersey:
Educational Testing Service, 1973), pp. 5-6.
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orienting and training are more positive in
schools that use the more recent strategies
than in those who used earlier procedures.

3. Administrators and students in schools that
have participated in IGE for three or more
years feel more positive about the educational
concepts of IGE than those in the program only
one or two years.

4. Administrators, teachers, parents, and students
are more positive about the program in schools
that have implemented most of the IGE outcomes.
The degree of implementation is consistently re-
lated to positive feelings, effects on students,
acceptance, and commitment to the program.

5. In general, the attitudes of administrators,
teachers, parents, and students in urban and
non-urban schools are equally positive.

6. The majority of teachers believe IGE processes
work equally well for slow and fast learners
and for culturally advantaged and culturally
different learners.

7. Attitudes of parents and students toward the
program and its effects are more positive where
students have attended an IGE school for more
than one year.

8. In general, reactions to the program are equally
positive in schools that have primarily white
students and those that are primarily non-white.

9. Implementing IGE can result in perceived ad-
ministrator and teacher overloads especially
when the rate of change, the level of support,
or the sequence of adoption are not appropriate
to the capabilities and resources of partici-
pating schools.

A three-year survey of IGE principals was coordi-
nated by /I/D/E/A/. The general trends reported are
consistently favorable. The responses are very positive;

with few exeptions, the attitudes expressed evidence a

58 j0n S. Paden, A National Evaluation of the
/1/D/E/A/ Change Prosram for IGE (Dayton, Ohio: Institute
for Development of Educational Activities, 1975), p. 21.
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greater degree of positiveness each year. Ten generaliza-
tions are supported by the principals’ responses reported
in the study:

1. Most IGE principals report that their school
budgets are no larger than the budgets for
non-IGE schools in their districts.

2. Approximately three out of every ten principals
report "slightly higher" or "significantly
higher'" scores in reading and/or verbal achieve-
ment during the 1975-1976 school year.

3. Approximately one out of every four principals
reports '"'slightly higher" or "significantly
higher" mathematics achievement scores.

4., Principals responses about achievement scores
are more positive for 1975-1976 than they
were for 1973-1974 and 1974-1975. However,
no year did more than two principals out of
three hundred report a '"significant decrease"
in achievement scores.

5. About one of every three principals reports
less frequent student vandalism. They at least
partially attribute this change to their in-
volvement with IGE.

6. About one of every four principals reports
lower student absence rates. They attribute
this improvement at least partially to their
involvement with IGE.

7. About one of every five principals reports
fewer teacher absences which they attribute,
at least partially, to their involvement in
IGE.

8. Most principals report increased involvement of
students in planning for their own learning and
their greater acceptance of the responsibilities
that accompany this involvement.

9. Most principals report greater involvement
of the teachers in issues that affect their
roles.

10. Most principals report increased use of the
League concept to provide support and
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stability to implementation.59

Studies concerning implementation were researched
on a smaller scale also.

Based on the investigation of the relationship
between selected personal attributes of school personnel
and the nature and extent of problems educators perceived
when considering the implementation of IGE, Heffernan
revealed the following implication for the coordination
of staff development.

First, IGE facilitators/implementors must be
trained as highly sophisticated strategists with skills
in problem identification, problem analysis and resolution,
human relations, and program planning. These facilitators
must move out of the role of salesperson and into a con-
sultative position, assisting school staffs to develop the
necessary skills for renewal. Second, schools cannot fol-
low pre-established sequence of activities, time lines,
pre-determined objectives, and training programs. Each
school is unique in its strengths and weaknesses, knowledge,
human and financial resources, skills, needs, and problems.
The in-service program must be designed specifically for

each local school.60

59Jon S. Paden, How is IGE Doing in the Elementary

Schools? A Three-Year Survey of IGE Principals (Dayton,
Ohio: Institute for the Development of Educational
Activities, 1977), pp. 10-11.

60J. Heffernan, '"Personal Variables and Perceived
Problems Encountered in Implementing IGE,'" Unpublished
Ph.D. Dissertation (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research
and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1976).
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Recognizing the uniqueness of each school, Goodridge

conducted a study designed to identify those who were res-

ponsible for the final decision to implement IGE and the

factors that influence the decision to adopt. He used

field methodology to conduct the study in eight geograph-

ically distributed schools which adopted IGE in the

preceding twelve-month period. Following are major

conclusions:

1.

Principals were the major decision makers
concerning the decision to implement IGE.
In a majority of the schools this decision
was shared with staff teachers.

Board members, office personnel, and parents
were minimally involved in the adoption
decision process.

Individualization of instruction related to
the IGE program was the major reason for the
adoption of IGE.

There was a lack of awareness on the part of
some teachers regarding the seven components
of IGE.

The most influential and successful external
change agents were teachers from other IGE
schools who were viewed as credible.

In none of the cases was decision making shared
among board members, superintendents, princi-
pal, staff and parents. When decision making
was shared, it was between not more than two
levels in the organization.

When the research data were collected, many
decision makers considered that the amount of
information available to them had been inade-
quate, although at the time of adoption they
had considered themselves well informed con-
cerning IGE.
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8. Where visits to IGE schools were arranged

they had a positive effect on the decision

to adopt IGE.61

Paden conducted a study designed to investigate how
students from IGE elementary schools adjust when they enter
non-IGE junior high schools in a specific school district.
The researcher asked junior high teachers to rate their
students in the following areas:

‘Decision Making-Makes wise use of time; asks
relevant questions; uses good judgment; selects
wisely from alternatives
*Responsibility-Completes assignments; works well
independently; follows directions; is prepared;
is punctual

*Self-Concept-Accepts criticism; can be trusted;
appears happy in school; shows individuality;
openly expresses beliefs; adjusts well to new
situations

Interpersonal Relations-Respects authority; helps
others; works well in a group; takes part in
school activities; respects peers; enjoys being
with others.

IGE students scored higher than non-IGE students in
every area, with significantly higher ratings in decision
making, responsibility and self-concept.

In response to those concerned about the conse-
quences of IGE in schools, studies were conducted which

compared specific variables in IGE and non-IGE schools.

6lc. G. Goodridge, 'Factors that Influence the De-
cision to Adopt an Educational Innovation: IGE technical
Report'" (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and Devel-
opment Center for Cognitive Learning, 1974).

62Jon S. Paden and /I/D/E/A/ Staff, Reflections
for the Future (Dayton, Ohio: Institute for Development
of Educational Activities, Inc., 1978), p. 9.
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Lipham summarized these studies.
IGE schools, as compared with non-IGE schools, are
significantly higher in open communication networks
and essential interdependence relationships
(Pellegrin, 1969); organizational adaptiveness
and flexibility (Walter, 1976); teacher motivation
and morale (Herrick, 1974); and school learning
climate (Nelson, 1972). In IGE schools, teachers
feel that they are involved in making potent
instructional decisions (Feldman, 1976; Holmquist,
1976; Wright, 1976) that their values and viewpoints
are represented appropriately (Nerlinger, 1975);
that they experience job satisfaction (Mendenhall,
1976) ; and that their principals provide both
instrumental and supportive leadership (Gramenz,
1974) .63
Academic achievement is one measurement among others which
collectively can be used as indicators of effective
schooling. Traditionally and presently the majority of
population believe that the criteria of an effective
school can be measured by pupil achievement. Numerous
studies have been conducted concerning the many factors
of achievement.

A number of studies concerning cognitive achieve-
ment indicated that there is essentially no difference in
the achievement of students from a traditional or
individualized school. /I/D/E/A/'s evaluation based
on comparisons of student achievement scores on standard-
ized tests after two years in IGE, indicated no significant
differences. These findings were consistent with /I/D/E/A/
expectations in light of the relatively short time of

program development and operation.

63James M. Lipham, 'The Leadership Role of the IGE
Principal: Implications for Professional Programs for Pre-
paring Principals,”" Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Fall,
1976), p. 227.
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Two doctoral studies conducted in IGE schools in
Michigan were related to pupil achievement. In 1972
Bradford compared an IGE elementary school with a tradi-
tional self-contained elementary school in the Westwood
Community. Mean scores in mathematics showed significantly
higher gains in the IGE school than in the traditional
self-contained school while in reading the mean scores were
higher in the IGE school, but not significantly.

Specifically, Bradford's study indicated that
students in the IGE school achieved a mean gain level of
1.69 in reading and a mean gain level of .8 in mathematics,
while the students in the self-contained school demonstrated
a mean gain level of .4 in reading and a .2 in mathematics.

The conclusions of Bradford's research are:

1. Children in the IGE program may not show signi-
ficant gains in reading as compared with children
in a traditional self-contained classroom.

2. Children in the IGE program show significant
gains in mathematics as compared with children
in a traditional self-contained classroom.

3. Children in the IGE program show significant
gains in growth in self-concept as compared
with children in traditional self-contained
classrooms.

4. There are mixed feelings among teachers on
various aspects of an IGE program. Written
comments by participating teachers show that
they are very positive about the IGE program.

5. There are mixed feelings among parents on
various aspects of an IGE program. Written

and oral comments by parents show that they
are very positive about the IGE program.
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6. There are mixed feelings of children on
various aspects of an IGE program.64

Two years later, Burtley replicated the Bradford
study. He compared an IGE school with a conventional
self-contained school in the Grand Rapids Schools. His
study reflected the reading and mathematics achievement of
students of second and third grade over a two year period.
Both groups of students in the IGE school achieved signi-
ficantly higher mean gain scores in reading and mathematics
when compared to the students in the self-contained
school.65

Babcock's investigation of schools in his school
district revealed that schools with more individualized
programs and greater implementation of IGE showed more
significant gains in student achievement than schools with
less individualization.66

Joyal examined changes in student learning patterns

as schools implemented IGE. His findings showed that

learning patterns in the IGE schools were characterized by

64Equilla Bradford, "A Comparison of Two Methods of

Teaching in the Elementary School as Related to Achievement
in Reading, Mathematics and Self-Concept of Children: Un-
published Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State University,
1972, pp. 122-123.

65Nathel Burtley, "A Comparison of Teacher Charac-
teristics and Student Achievement in Individually Guided
Education and Traditional Inner City Elementary Schools,
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Michigan State University,
1974.

66Emery J. Babcock, "IGE and the Stevens Point
Elementary Schools," Board of Education Report, Stevens
Point, Wisconsin, December, 1976.
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(1) inc;eased use of different instructional and audio-
visual materials, (2) instructional groups of varying
sizes, and (3) students showing greater self-direction in
terms of learning activities.6

Another study attempted to discover if instructional
personnel in IGE schools spend their time in ways different
from instructional personnel in non-IGE schools. Data for
the study were obtained from a sample consisting of fifteen
pairs of matched IGE and non-IGE schools drawn from nine
states. A total of ninety-six teachers and twenty-six
principals participated in the study. According to the
data, the IGE teachers devoted two hours more per week to
direct instruction of pupils than did the non-IGE teachers.

In addition, the two groups of teachers differed in
the amount of time they spent in different modes of instruc-
tion. Teachers in IGE schools spent an average of 6.34
hours a week in one-to-one instruction, whereas teachers in
non-IGE schools spent 2.55 hours in that mode. On the other
hand, the reported times for instruction in the large group
mode were .26 hours a week in IGE schools and 1.27 hours in
non-IGE schools. With regard to specific curricular areas,
the allocated times by teachers for reading on a one-to-one
basis were 1.66 hours in IGE schools and .73 hours in non-

IGE schools; for math on a one-to-one basis, 1.70 and .67

67Lloyd H. Joyal, Jr., "A Comparison of the Types

of Learning Patterns of Students in a Self-Contained and
Multiunit Elementary School," Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta-
tion, University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1973.
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hours; and for math on a large-group basis, .00 and .55
hours respectively. During a typical school week IGE
teachers allocated significantly more time to one-to-one
instruction, especially in reading and math, and signifi-
cantly less time to large-group instruction.

If one assumes that a relationship exists between
pupil achievement and the amount of time a teacher spends
in instructional activities, or between pupil achievement
and the amount of time a student is actually exposed to
instruction, one can assume that IGE schools are creating
a more favorable learning environment than non-IGE schools.

One of the difficulties in studying the effective-
ness of IGE is to determine to what degree the concepts of
IGE are being implemented in the school. There are high
implementing IGE schools which indicate a higher degree of
implementation of IGE principles than in low implementing
IGE schools. Sava offers this explanation:

Our problem is that many schools will identify
themselves as IGE schools, when, in fact, within
these schools the process does not exist or if it
does, only in a very small way. We hope that re-
searchers in the future avoid the label on the door.
There are schools in this country not in the
program which are probably very high on the IGE
principles. Conversely, we know that there are
some schools in our program not yet exhibiting
those principles in the classroom. We think the
former should be in the experimental group, even

though not labeled as IGE schools; and the latter
should be in the control group, even if they do

8Terry Geske and Richard Rossmiller, ''Teachers in
IGE Schools Spend More Time Teaching," IGE News 8
(Spring, 1977), p. 21.
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happeﬁ to bear the IGE label. 1It's what they are

doing that's important, not what the label is on

the school.69

David Price reported that schools identified as high
implementers of IGE processes compared to schools identified
as low implementers are associated with high achievement
scores in reading, mathematics, and more positive attitudes
toward schooling. Results that supported high implementa-
tion of IGE processes were most significant for students
with low aptitude scores, students with high composite
achievement scores, and for girls.70
High and low implementing IGE schools were studied

to determine school climate. Donn Gresso contrasted those
schools most comprehensively using the concepts of IGE
(high) with schools using the concepts least (low). He
found that high implementing schools were more open, more
autonomous; the teachers had higher morale; and the prin-
cipals demonstrated strong leadership and greater
consideration toward teachers. Low implementing schools
had a more paternal, closed climate in which teachers
felt organizational constraints or control for the sake

of control; teachers experienced more hindrance in

Krajewski, Journal of Teacher Education, p. 212.

70David Aldwyn Price, '"The Effects of Individually
Guided Education (IGE) Processes on Achievement and Atti-
tudes of Elementary School Students.'" Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, University of Missouri-Columbia, 1977.



68
accomplishing their tasks; and principals were more
aloof.

Pellegrin found a higher degree of decision making
by teachers in IGE schools and also greater job satisfaction
and higher morale.71

Kelley, Wood, and Joekel investigated teacher per-
ceptions of climate in five hundred and forty-five schools
using the Organizational Climate Index. The investigators
categorized schools by degree and length of implementation.
Information on the degree of implementation was received
from /I/D/E/A/ based on results obtained from their moni-
toring with the IGE Implementation Questionnaire. The
investigators concluded that there were no differences in
teacher perception of school climate between IGE schools
and the national norms for all schools or between IGE
schools of high rank and IGE schools of lower rank.72

When new or innovative programs are considered by
school districts, decision makers and taxpayers are seri-
ously concerned about the cost element. Paden in a recent

study with IGE principals found that the overall budgets

of seven out of ten IGE schools are identical with the

71Roland Pellegrin, Professional Satisfaction and
Decision Making in the Multiunit School (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare: Educa-
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC) ED049552, 1969.

72Edgar A. Kelley, Fred H. Wood, and Roland Joekel,
Teacher Perceptions of School Climate and the Implementation
of Individually Guided Education (IGE) (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare: Educa-
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC), ED083229, 1973.
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budgets of the non-IGE schools in their districts. Only one
out of fifty schools had a budget larger by as much as eight
percent. About one-sixth of the IGE principals had instruc-

tional materials budgets that were one to ten percent larger

than those of non-IGE schools.73

An /I/D/E/A/ publication reveals that although IGE
can make a substantial difference in the quality of
education a school offers, its financial allocations
need not increase. We also looked for possible
effects of special budget allocation on the quality
and degree of IGE implementation. We found that
schools with high implementation scores have not
had larger budgets to participate in IGE. Instead
principals of schools with high implementation more
frequently reported their budgets were '"no larger"
than did principals from schools with low levels of
implementation. While this finding does not prove
that IGE is a way for schools to save money, it
certainly supports the point of view that imple-
menting IGE, and implementing it well, does not
necessarily cost more.

Another consideration of any educational change is
the possibility of becoming a part of common expectations
of the system.

Investigating the change elements related to the
institutionalization of an IGE school, Howes reported that
there were six factors affecting institutionalization: open
and supportive environments, user liking for the multiunit
school; user cost-benefit; use of open communication chan-
nels; supportive services and resources; and flexibility of

the change process. She discovered that the successful

73Paden, How is IGE Doing in the Elementary

Schools: A Three-Year Survey of IGE Principals.

74Paden, Reflections for the Future, p. 14.
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adoption and institutionalization of IGE was directly and
systematically related to the clearly perceived advantages
of IGE, the degree to which individuals were informed and
able to communicate with others engaged in making the
change, and the extent to which individuals were involved
in and supported the change process.

In 1977 Howes reported that to insure successful
institutionalization, '"managers of change should organize
their activities around (1) the preparation of the organi-
zation to accept the proposed change, and (2) assistance to
the organization for the implementation of the change."76
Well designed plans for both of these activities should be
appropriately organized before the change is initiated.

She further stated that individuals who will be using the
innovative project must be involved with the innovation
for the change effort to take place.

A suggested process of learning about the /I/D/E/A/
Change Program and using shared decision-making with staff
to determine its implementation is the IGE Clinical Work-

shop.

5Nancy Howes, '"Change Factors Related to the
Institutionalization of the Multiunit Elementary School,"
Technical Report No. 319, (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin
Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,
1974.

6Nancy Howes, '"A Contingency Model for Predicting
Institutionalization of Innovations across Divergent
Organizations,'" Paper presented at AERA Annual Meeting,
(New York, New York, April, 1977), p. 8.
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Wood's study of 116 facilitators who had partici-
pated in the /I/D/E/A/ IGE training sessions, Clinical
Workshop, revealed that (1) participants, whether university
personnel, school administrator, or classroom teacher,
demonstrated an increased understanding of IGE outcomes,
as well as increased commitment to their use, and (2)
participants regardless of the amount of knowledge about
IGE concepts prior to workshop, evidenced significant
increases in commitment to the IGE outcomes.

In this study Wood reported that:

The /1/D/E/A/ Clinical Workshop has a dramatic
effect on those who participate in it. He also
observed that the Clinical presents school ad-
ministrators with evidence concerning the value

of involving their staff . . . even when they are
not certain they want to adopt the /I/D/E/A/ Change
Program of IGE. The study suggested also that the
clinical approach used by /I/D/E/A/ provides a
model that could be effectively applied in other
workshops designed around different in-service
goals and objectives.

In addition, clinical workshop participants recorded
substantial gains in their ability to solve problems in
small groups, plan instruction in teams, develop and manage
individualized instruction, counsel and advise students,
and improve their instructional skills and plans.

Significant increases also were found in partici-
pants' ability to plan and manage individualized programs.
At the end of the workshop participants were better equipped

to provide and manage a wide range of learning options and

to manage students during both scheduled and unscheduled

77Paden, Reflections for the Future, p. 35.
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time. Their ability to facilitate goal setting and small
group learning experiences with students also evidenced
substantial growth.

Those involved in this experientially based in-
service training became substantially more committed to
implementing the following educational concepts, all of
which facilitate individualization in elementary and
secondary schools:

Team teaching

Role specialization and division of labor
Multi-aged grouping and non-gradedness

Teachers as counselors/advisors

Goal and objective oriented instruction

Use of a variety of instructional media and modes
Diagnostic teaching strategies

Use of community resources in the curriculum
Increased communication with parents

Student involvement in planning and assessing learning
Teacher involvement in school-wide decisions

Continuous assessment and improvement of professional
performance.’8

Summary

Schools have patterns of conduct, beliefs, and
values which give meaning to the teaching/learning process.
However these same patterns also standardize and routinize
educational experiences and outcomes. Thus, the introduc-
tion and implementation of new and innovative educational
ideas, principles, and practices have been a slow process.
This is particularly true for innovations based on indi-

vidual differences of students and professionals. Given

78Fred H. Wood, and John F. Neill, "Experiential
Learning: An Alternative Approach to Staff Development,"
Texas Tech Journal of Education 2 (Spring, 1978),
pp. 118-119.




73

the conventional organization and established norms of
schools, often such dynamic changes are viewed as suspect
and when implemented are a pseudo representation of inno-
vation.

Many factors shape the change process, some of which
facilitate while others impede. Resistance to change, even
to planned change, is a complex phenomenon. Researchers
claim, and have substantiated the fact, that resistance can
be minimized if teachers or those at the local school level
participate in the decision-making process of the school.

The five year Study of Educational Change, coordi-
nated by Goodlad and supported by /I/D/E/A/, for the purpose
of accelerating the pace of change in education, looked at
the total context involved in introducing a change. The
positive experiences and findings of the Study, as well as
other outside influences, shaped the /I/D/E/A/ Change Pro-
gram for Individually Guided Education. Basically, the IGE
Change Program coordinates and integrates a number of inno-
vative practices typically used in isolation into a dynamic
system designed to facilitate personalized instruction in
elementary, middle, and secondary schools.

Pertinent literature and many research studies indi-
cated that IGE has positive effects on such school factors
as school climate, academic achievement, teacher morale,
organizational adaptiveness and flexibility, teacher job
satisfaction, and attitudes of parents, students, and

teachers.



CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction

This chapter provides a description of the survey
procedures and research methods used in conducting the
study. The following specific areas will be described:

1. Type of study

2. Population and sampling method
Instrumentation
Collection of the data

Treatment of the data

[ NN 72 B R 7]

Testable hypotheses

Type of Study

The study utilized the descriptive method of re-
search. Sax defines the goal of descriptive analysis:

The purpose of descriptive research is to show
conditions as they exist without being influenced
by the investigator. Descriptive research encom-
passes a number of different techniques, including
correlational analyses, case studies, surveys

and interviews as well as direct observation.1

1Gilbert Sax, Empirical Foundations of Educational

Research (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1968), p. 36.
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The main purpose of the study was two-fold: first,
to determine the extent of implementation of Individually
Guided Education outcomes in school districts with both IGE
schools and non-IGE schools, and in school districts with
only non-IGE schools; second, to investigate the opinion of
teachers concerning Individually Guided Education outcomes
in school districts with both IGE schools and non-IGE
schools, and in school districts with only non-IGE schools.

Comparisons were made among teachers in IGE and
non-IGE schools in the same district and teachers in a non-
IGE school in a non-IGE school district. Each participant
responded to the same questionnaire devised to determine
levels of use of IGE outcomes and the opinion of teachers

about the use of each IGE outcome in any elementary school.

Population and Sampling Methods

The total /I/D/E/A/ IGE population consisted of
teachers in sixty-nine school districts located in thirty-
seven states throughout the United States. "IGE" states
which were geographically proximate to Michigan and had
school districts which were associated with the /I/D/E/A/
Change Program for Individually Guided Education were the
selected population for the study. The following met this
criteria: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia,
and Wisconsin. The primary determinants influencing the
selected population of states proximate to Michigan were:

time of distribution of questionnaire, use of telephone
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communication, and cost. The brochure, '""Where to Write for
Information about the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individ-
ually Guided Education"2 and a list provided by /I/D/E/A/
were used as the resources to locate participating IGE
school districts.

IGE facilitators who worked with IGE and non-IGE
schools within the same school district, as well as the name
of a contiguous '"non-IGE" school district, were identified.
This information was procured through a letter and form sent
to IGE facilitators in the selected population.

From a list of IGE schools provided by /I/D/E/A/,
schools within the IGE districts were randomly selected
using a table of random numbers. Likewise, the non-IGE
schools from both the IGE and non-IGE school districts were
randomly selected using a table of random numbers.

The School Universe Data Books supplied information

concerning the listing of these schools. If IGE facilita-
tors did not identify a contiguous school district initially

the information was found in the School Universe Data Book.

Forty-two IGE school districts were located in
twelve states. From the forty-two IGE facilitators who

responded to the identification form, the following

2Where to Write for Information about the /I/D/E/A/
Change Program for Individually Guided Education, (Dayton,
Ohio: Institute for the Development of Educational Acti-
vities, March, 1979).

3School Universe Data Book: School Year 1977-78
(Denver, Colorado: Curriculum Information Center, Inc.,
1977).
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information was ascertained: there were twenty-seven IGE
facilitators who worked with IGE and non-IGE schools in
their school districts; five facilitators served only IGE
schools; and three IGE districts did not have IGE schools.
Seven districts did not respond to the inquiry.

The sample for this study consisted of teachers
from one IGE school and one non-IGE school in an IGE school
district and teachers from one non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district. There were eighty-one schools in total;
fifty-four from the twenty-seven IGE districts (one IGE and
one non-IGE school), and twenty-seven from twenty-seven

non-IGE school districts (one school per district).

Instrument

The specific instrument used to gather the data
necessary to fulfill the purposes of the study was a struc-
tured questionnaire designed by the researcher. The
advantages of the questionnaire survey pertinent to this
study have been summarized by Sax:

1. The major advantage of questionnaires is one
of economics: the time and expense involved
in questionnaires sent through the mail has
practical ramifications over other types of
survey, such as the interview.

2. Each respondent receives the same set of
questions phrased in exactly the same way;
the job of summarizing and comparing responses
is reduced.

3. The use of the mails in sending out the question-
naires means that a larger variety of persons
can be contacted.

4Sax, Empirical Foundations of Educational Research,
Pp. 214-15.
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The design and format of the questionnaire was of
considerable importance. Claire Selltiz cites five ingre-
dients of an answerable questionnaire:
1. The questionnaire length
2. The attractiveness of the questionnaire

3. The ease with which the questionnaire can
be completed and returned

4. Coding and quality printing

5. Offering the sample population an abstract
of the study.

These factors were considered in the development of the
instrument.

A review of the literature pertaining to Individ-
ually Guided Education was examined prior to designing the
questionnaire. Researchers at the Kettering Foundation
(/I/D/E/A/) and experts at Michigan State University
critiqued and verified the appropriateness of the question-
naire. Generic language was used so that the IGE and
non-IGE schools could have recourse to common terminology.
Two elementary schools field tested the instrument, and
their comments and editing were reviewed and analyzed. As
a consequence, minor revisions were made. The final copy
of the questionnaire may be found in the Appendix. Because
the revisions were of a minor nature, the questionnaire did

not require another approval. This decision was made in

5Claire Selltiz, et.al., Research Methods in Social
Relations (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967),

PpP. 237-41.
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consultation with the writer's advisor, a professor of
research in the College of Education, and the Michigan
State University Office of Research Consultation.

An appropriate letter of explanation was written
to accompany the questionnaire. The letter was addressed
to the principal of each sample school and adequate instruc-
tions for completion of the questionnaires were described.
Each school in the sample was mailed questionnaires for the
teachers during the week of May 13 to 19, 1979. A number
coding on the last page of each questionnaire was used to
ensure the identification of the school so that the ques-
tionnaires could be categorized appropriately: IGE school,
non-IGE school in an IGE district, or non-IGE school in a

non-IGE district. A School Data Form consisting of five

items was sent to the principal for information pertinent
to each participating school.

The questionnaire was designed so that each variable
would receive two responses: degree of implementation and
teacher's opinion about the appropriateness of each outcome
or practice in any elementary school. Outcomes were or-
ganized in five clusters: school decisions, school
organization, curriculum and teaching, student responsi-
bility, and processes of planning, analyzing, and improving.

A Likert scale was used for the response codes.

Six categories identified the degree of implementing IGE

outcomes in the local school:
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5 -- Always

4 -- Frequently

3 -- Sometimes

2 -- Seldom

1 -- Never

0 -- I don't know

Three categories identified teacher's opinion about the
appropriateness of implementing the IGE outcomes in any
elementary school:

Y -- Yes

N -- No

O -- No Opinion

Collection of the Data

Data collection was accomplished through the
following organized plan:

1. On April 4, 1979 an appropriate letter intro-
ducing the study, an identification form, and a stamped
self-addressed envelope were mailed to forty-two IGE
facilitators of school districts in twelve states proximate
to Michigan. The intent of the mailing was to introduce the
study, identify facilitators who worked with IGE and non-IGE
schools, and to obtain the name of a contiguous non-IGE
school district.

2. On April 23, 1979 non-respondents were mailed a
reminder letter, an identification form, and a stamped self-

addressed envelope.
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3. On May 10, 1979 twenty-seven superintendents of
the designated contiguous non-IGE school districts were
mailed an appropriate letter which introduced the study and
named the randomly selected school. A copy of the princi-
pal's letter and a copy of the questionnaire were included
in the mailing.

4. On May 10, 1979 the identified twenty-seven IGE
facilitators of school districts who associated with IGE
and non-IGE schools were mailed an appropriate letter which
introduced the study and named the randomly selected schools
(one IGE school and one non-IGE school). A copy of the
principal's letter and a copy of the questionnaire were
included in the mailing.

5. On May 10, 11, and 14, 1979 superintendents of
non-IGE school districts and the IGE facilitators of the
IGE school districts of the sample were telephoned to
ensure participation of schools.

6. A suitable letter was mailed on May 16, 1979 to
principals of randomly selected schools introducing the
study and explaining procedures for participation. Ques-
tionnaires and envelopes for each teacher were included in
the mailing. A large stamped self-addressed envelope was
included for return mailing.

7. Principals who did not return teacher question-
naires by May 25, 1979 were mailed a post card reminder.

All written communication concerning the collection

of data is contained in the Appendix. A table listing the
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responses of each of the teacher groups surveyed and the

final total for the collectivity of the sample follows.

TABLE ONE
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE PROFILE DATA OF SCHOOL
PARTICIPATION IN THE STUDY BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
(N=81)

SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

TYPE OF SCHOOL INVITED RESPONDED PERCENT SCHOOL
PARTICIPATION
IGE 27 17 63
NON-IGE 27 17 63
NON-IGE DISTRICT 27 25 93
TOTAL 81 59 73
TABLE TWO

FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE PROFILE DATA OF QUESTIONNAIRE
DISTRIBUTION BY TYPE OF SCHOOL
(N=599)

QUESTIONNAIRE DISTRIBUTION

TYPE OF SCHOOL MAILED RETURNED PERCENT
RETURNED
IGE 361 159 44
NON-IGE 369 174 47
NON-IGE DISTRICT 406 266 66

TOTAL 1136 599 53
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To obtain descriptive information about each school,
a form was included with the questionnaires for the princi-
pal to complete. The returns for these data are illustrated

in Table Three.

TABLE THREE
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE PROFILE DATA OF

SCHOOL DATA FORMS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=59)

TYPE OF SCHOOL SCHOOLS NUMBER PERCENT

PARTICIPATING RETURNED RETURNED
IGE 17 14 82
NON-IGE 17 14 82
NON-IGE 25 23 92
(NON-IGE DISTRICT)
TOTAL 59 51 86

Treatment of the Data

The responses to the questionnaire were coded, key
punched, and verified by the Michigan State University
Computer Center. The hypotheses in the study were tested
by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences on the
University's Control Data Corporation 3600 computer. Data
analysis was accomplished using the nonparametic Chi-square
Test of Homogeneity yielding a chi-square statistic with a

.05 significance level with various degrees of freedom.
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Testable Hypotheses

To ascertain whether significance existed among
responses from teachers in IGE schools, in non-IGE schools
in IGE school districts, and in non-IGE schools in non-IGE
districts, it was necessary to test the null hypothesis
based on the degree of use of IGE practices in these
schools and teachers' opinions about the appropriateness
of these practices. The research hypotheses of the study
are:

1. Is there a difference in the degree of imple-
mentation of IGE outcomes in the three types of schools,
IGE school and non-IGE school in the same school district
and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district?

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in
the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled School Decisions in the
three types of schools, IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school dis-

trict and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in
the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled School Organizations in
the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school
district and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in

the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Curriculum and Teaching
in the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school
district and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.




Hypothesis 4:

Hypothesis 5:
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There is no significant difference in

the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Student Responsibility
in the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school
district and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

There is no significant difference in

the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Planning, Analyzing,

and Improving in the three types of
schools, IGE school and non-IGE school in
the same school district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.

2. Is there a difference in the opinion of imple-

mentation of IGE outcomes in the three types of schools,

IGE school and non-IGE school in the same school district

and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district?

Hypothesis 6:

Hypothesis 7:

Hypothesis 8:

Hypothesis 9:

There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled School Decisions in the
three types of schools, IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school dis-
trict and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled School Organization in
the three types of schools, IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school
district and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Curriculum and Teaching
in the three types of schools, IGE
school and non-IGE school in the same
school district and non-IGE school in a
non-IGE school district.

There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Student Responsibility
in the three types of schools, IGE
school and non-IGE school in the same
school district and non-IGE school in a
non-IGE school district.
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Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving in the three types of
schools, IGE school and non-IGE school
in the same school district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.

Summary

This study utilized the descriptive survey method
of research and the chapter contained an explanation of the
planning and implementation of the study. Fifty-nine
schools from twelve states participated in this study to
determine a two-fold purpose. First, to investigate the
extent of implementation of Individually Guided Education
outcomes in school districts with both IGE schools and non-
IGE schools, and in school districts with only non-IGE
schools. Second, to investigate teachers' opinions about
the appropriateness of use of Individually Guided Education
outcomes in any elementary school.

There were 599 teachers represented who responded
to the identical questionnaire, that is, 159 teachers from
IGE schools, 173 teachers from non-IGE schools in IGE
school districts, and 267 teachers from non-IGE schools in
non-IGE school districts. Each principal was requested to

complete a School Data Form concerning descriptive school

information.
The hypotheses in the study were tested by using
the Statistical Package for Social Sciences on Michigan

State's Control Data Corporation 3600 computer.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Introduction

The main purpose of this study was two-fold: first,
to determine the extent of implementation of Individually
Guided Education outcomes in school districts with both
IGE and non-IGE schools, and in school districts with only
non-IGE schools; second, to determine the opinion of
teachers concerning Individually Guided Education outcomes
in school districts with both IGE schools and non-IGE
schools, and in school districts with only non-IGE schools.

Each participant responded to the same questionnaire
devised to determine levels of use of IGE outcomes and
opinions of teachers about the use of each IGE outcome in
any elementary school.

The analysis of data is presented in the following
manner:

1. Restatement of each of the original hypotheses
of the study with appropriate data and explanation are
provided. The eighty-six outcomes are clustered in five
categories. Five hypotheses are concerned with teacher use
of the outcomes in the local school; five hypotheses are
directed toward teacher opinion about the appropriateness
of outcome use in any elementary school.

87
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2. Tables are provided of specific data for the
following significant outcomes: those with a chi-square
of 25.000 and above which are concerned with the degree of
implementation, since these outcomes have distinguishable
differences; and those outcomes with a significance level
of .05 that are concerned with teachers' opinions. The
degree of implementation and teachers' opinions are re-
ported according to row percentages of the cross tabs
computer program.

3. Statement of each of the five questions on

School Data Form are provided with appropriate data and

explanation.

4. For ease of understanding IGE schools are
identified as IGE schools, non-IGE schools in an IGE school
district are identified as non-IGE schools, and non-IGE
schools in a non-IGE district are identified as non-IGE
district schools.

The chapter concludes with a summary of findings.

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in
the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled School Decisions in
the three types of schools: IGE school
and non-IGE school in the same school

district, and a non-IGE school in a
non-IGE school district.

Outcomes one to twelve were included in the category
of school decisions. The obtained chi-square was signifi-
cant for outcomes 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10; therefore, the null
hypothesis for these statements was rejected. As shown in

Table Four, there is no significant difference on the
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proportion of the degree of implementation for outcomes 3,

7, 8, 11, and 12 among the three types of schools.

Specific data on five significant School Decision

outcomes revealed differences in the degree of implementa-

tion for teachers in the three types of schools.

Figure 1:

Pattern of Degree of Implementation by type of

school for significant School Decision outcomes
with a chi-square of 25.000 and above.

TYPE OF SCHOOL

DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

” m owmo 0 4
= O O
o Pt —
O ' '
= m Z Zwn
o (O O O+
o — Z ZzA
1 X 6.3 6.5 14.2 21.9 24.5 26.5
1 X 5.5 12.1 11.5 21.2 21.2 28.5
1 X 4.2 22.5 24.8 27.5 15.3 6.7
4 X 10.8 .6 8.3 23.6 23.6 33.1
4 X 19.1 1.2 2.3 16.8 24.9 35.8
4 X 13.4 .8 3.1 8.8 30.7 43.3
6 X 0. .6 3.8 10.3 28.2 57.1
6 X .6 5.8 7.0 15.1 31.4 40.1
6 X 1.9 8.0 5.3 16.0 38.5 30.2
9 X 5.8 16.8 16.1 37.4 16.1 7.7
9 X 12.0 31.3 18.7 15.1 12.7 10.2
9 X 5.8 42.8 20.2 16.7 10.5 3.9
10 X .6 1.9 2.5 15.3 39.5 40.1
10 X 2.3 4.7 5.2 19.2 40.7 27.9
10 X .4 5.7 8.4 18.4 49.0 18.0
Legend: 0 -- I don't know
1 -- Never
2 -- Seldom
3 -- Sometimes
4 -- Frequently
5 -- Always
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The significance of implementation of School

Decision outcomes is found in Table Four.

TABLE FOUR

DIFFERENCE AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOLS AND DEGREE

OF USE OF IGE SCHOOL DECISION OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square

Significance

Staff members develop written
statements of agreement con-
cerning their educational
beliefs.

Staff members examine the
goals of a new program before
using the new program.

When a new program is being
considered, staff examine their
own goals and the new program's
goals for consistency.

Central Office administration
reviews new programs and gives
approval of programs through
financial and Central Office
support for its use.

Central Office administration
approves a staff's decision
to adopt a new program before
it is implemented.

Teachers make decisions that
affect the scheduled blocks of
time for teaching and learning.

Teachers make decisions that
affect flexible use of space
assigned to them.

*Significant at .05 level

76.

21.

32.

24,

38.

206

056

.561

894

576

838

.394

.000*

.020%

112

.000*

.006*

.000%

.495
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Outcome Chi-Square Significance

8. Teachers make decisions that 10.726 .379
affect the selection of
materials they use.

9. As a result of interview, 59.724 .000*
teachers affect recommended
replacements and additions
to professional staff.

10. Teachers make most decisions 34,849 .000%
that affect the students
assigned to them.

11. Students are involved in 6.917 .733
decision-making regarding
many school-wide activities.

12. Students are involved in 13.158 .215
decision-making regarding
school-wide policies that
affect them.

*Significant at .05 level

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in the
degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Organizations in the three
types of schools: IGE school and non-
IGE school in the same school district,
and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school
district.

To test this hypothesis outcomes thirteen through
thirty-four of the questionnaire were included in the

category, School Organization. The obtained chi-square

was significant for outcomes 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 20,
25, 26, 28, 29, 32, 33, and 34; therefore, the null hypo-
thesis for these outcomes was rejected. However, outcomes
17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, and 31 were found not to be

significant at the .05 level of significance. As shown
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in Table Five, the null hypothesis was accepted for these

outcomes.

In regard to data for School Organization outcomes,

the questionnaire directed the participant to skip out-
comes fourteen through twenty-six inclusive if the school
was not organized in teams.
For outcomes fourteen to twenty-six the following
cases were missing from each type of school:
1) fourteen cases of the 159 teachers in
IGE schools,
2) eighty-seven cases of the 174 teachers
in non-IGE schools, and
3) one hundred and seventy-six cases of the
266 teachers of the non-IGE district schools.

Specific data on the nine significant School Organi-

zation outcomes with a chi-square of 25.000 and above,

revealed differences in the proportion of implementation

for teachers in the three types of schools.

Figure 2: Pattern of Degree of Implementation by type
of school for significant School Organization

outcomes with a chi-square of 25.000 and
above.
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TYPE OF SCHOOL

DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

5 0

43 L RO

= O O

o - — Y
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=~ m Z Zwun
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o — z ]

13 X 0. .6 .6 5.2 16.2 77.3

13 X 1.3 19.5 10.4 17.5 16.9 34.4

13 X .9 25.9 23.3 18.4 14.3 16.1
%15 X 2.1 27.0 9.9 9.9 7.8 43.3

15 X 1.2 27.1 12.9 15.3 15.3 28.2

15 X 2.2 30.0 13.3 28.9 2.2 23.3
*16 X 0. 0. .7 5.6 11.1 82.6

16 X 3.4 9.2 3.4 12.6 9.2 62.1

16 X 5.7 11.5 12.6 14.9 20.7 34.5
*18 X 0. 0 .7 24.1 29.7 45.5

18 X 1.1 0 3.4 21.8 35.6 37.9

18 X 2.2 0 2.2 16.9 57.3 21.3
*20 X .7 4.8 2.8 13.1 20.0 58.6

20 X 1.2 10.8 8.4 21.7 19.3 38.6

20 X 5.6 18.9 11.1 11.1 23.3 30.0
*25 X 2.1 2.8 3.4 8.3 31.0 52.4

25 X 0. 2.4 1.2 20.0 38.8 37.6

25 X 5.5 6.5 7.7 19.8 31.9 29.7

28 X 0. 0. 7.7 28.8 44 .2 19.2

28 X .6 1.2 7.7 30.2 42.6 17.8

28 X 0. .4 3.4 42.2 44.9 9.1

32 X 4.5 5.2 10.3 15.5 23.9 40.6

32 X 7.6 8.8 22.8 17.5 19.9 23.4

32 X 8.0 15.3 9.9 21.4 25.2 20.2
34 X 9.1 9.7 11.0 17.5 26.0 26.6
34 X 16.3 18.1 16.9 17.5 18.1 13.3

34 X 13.5 23.1 17.7 21.9 16.2 7.7

*Significant number of cases
non-IGE district schools.

missing from non-IGE

and

The significance of implementation of School

Organization outcomes is found in Table Five.



94

TABLE FIVE

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND DEGREE
OF USE OF IGE SCHOOL ORGANIZATION OUTCOMES

Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Your school is organized
in teams.

A team includes teachers
and students.

A team includes teachers,
students and aides.

One teacher of a team acts
as the coordinator and re-
presentative of the group.

Teachers who team together

possess collectively a diver-
sity of strengths, backgrounds,

and ideas.

Team members are
professionally compatible.

Team members are
personally compatible.

Teachers who team together
serve students whose ages
span at least two years.

Teachers who team together
each share in planning of
student's learning program
according to teacher's
talents.

Teachers who team together
agree on what content areas

each will teach and an evalu-

ation of this teaching
arrangement is conducted.

Teachers who team together
share in the planning of
content.

177.

22.

29.

70.

26

15

38.

546

009

767

191

.057

.684

.620

877

.414

. 884

.493

.000%

.015%

.000%

.000%

.337

.000*

.048%

.000*

.493

.824

.486
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Outcome Chi-Square

Significance

24. Teachers who team together 13.708
share in the teaching and
assessing of the learning
program.

25. Ordinarily students are 27.757
taught by a small group of
teachers except when unique
learning needs of student can
only be met by others within
the school building.

26. Ordinarily students are 24.050
taught by a small group of
teachers except when unique
learning needs of student can
only be met by out-of-school
learning opportunities.

27. Teacher-to-student relation- 15.180
ships evidence trust, respect
for one another, and open
communication.

28. Student-to-student relation- 25.228
ships evidence trust, respect
for one another, and open
communication.

29, Teachers cultivate open 13.447
communication with parents.

30. Teachers cultivate open 16.276
communication with community.

31. Student evaluation conferences 8.538
are held with parent, student,
and teacher participating.

32. A steering committee make 45,724
school building policies.

33. A steering committee formulates 28.921
school-wide operational procedures.

34. The steering committee resolves 46.478
school building problems re-
ferred to it.

*Significant at .05 level

.089

.002%*

.007%*

.125

.004%

.036*

.092

.576

.000*

.001%

.000*
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Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference in
the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Curriculum and Teaching
in the three types of schools: IGE
school and non-IGE school in the same
district, and a non-IGE school in a non-
IGE school district.

To test this hypothesis outcomes thirty-five through
fifty-four of the questionnaire were included in the cate-

gory, Curriculum and Teaching. The obtained chi-square was

significant for outcomes 35, 37, 40, 41, 43, 44, 45, 48, 49,
50, 53, and 54; therefore, the null hypothesis for these
outcomes was rejected. However, outcomes 36, 38, 39, 42,
46, 47, 51, and 52 were found not to be significant at the
.05 level of significance. As indicated in Table Six, the
null hypothesis was accepted for these outcomes.

Specific data on the five significant Curriculum and

Teaching outcomes revealed differences in the proportion of
implementation for teachers in the three types of schools.
Figure 3: Pattern of Degree of Implementation by type of

school for significant Curriculum and Teaching
outcomes with a chi-square of 25.000 and above.

TYPE OF SCHOOL DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

=
88 [88] mno
3 S 92 0 1 2 3 4 5
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| 48] = zZ W
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40 X 1.3 0. 2.5  32.1 37.7 26.4
40 X 2.3 1.2 7.0 18.7 37.4 33.3
40 X 3.9 2.7 6.6 22.3 43.4 21.1
43 X .6 0. 3.2 28.0 40.1 28.0
43 X 5.7 1.7 5.7 26.4 33.3  27.0
43 X 3.1 1.5 4.6 25.8 49.2 15.8
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TYPE OF SCHOOL DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION
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48 X .6 1.9 4.4 33.3 40.3 19.5
48 X .6 6 11.0 32.6 34.9 20.3
48 X .4 2.7 11.0 43.3 33.5 9.1
53 X 3.2 2.5 5.7 19.1 33.1 36.3
53 X 11.4 9.0 9.6 10.2 22.8 37.1
53 X 10.0 14.3 11.6 15.8 30.1 18.1
54 X 6.4 2.5 7.0 11.5 37.6 35.0
54 X 12.7 8.4 8.4 12.0 22.3 36.1
54 X 9.8 14.1 10.6 16.1 27.5 22.0

The significance of implementation of Curriculum and

Teaching outcomes is found in Table Six.

TABLE SIX

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND DEGREE
OF USE OF IGE CURRICULUM AND TEACHING OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance

35. Each student identifies with 22.544 .012%*
a specific teacher who is
viewed as a warm, supportive
person concerned with the
student's self-concept.

36. Each student identifies with 17.806 .058
a specific person who shares
accountability for the stu-
dent's learning program.

*Significant at .05 level
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Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

317.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43,

44,

45.

46.

47.

The staff participates in
in-service programs concerned
with supportive role.

Teachers select or establish
broad educational goals to
emphasize with students.

Student's learning program is
based on specified behavioral
objectives.

For each behavioral objective
there is a variety of alter-
native learning activities.

Learning programs include
alternative learning acti-

vities that use diverse media.

Students have opportunities
to learn in various sizes of
groups.

Teachers and/or students
consider peer relationships
when selecting a student's
learning activities.

Teachers and/or students
consider achievement when
selecting a student's
learning activities.

Teachers and/or students
consider learning styles when

selecting a student's learning

activities.

Teachers and/or students
consider interest in subject
areas when selecting learning
activities.

Teachers and/or students
consider self-concept when

selecting a student's learning

activities.

*Significant at .05 level

19.

17.

17.

25.

19.

26.

22.

19

14.

464

166

061

182

478

.113

126

705

.905

604

.291

.034%

.070

.073

.005*%

.034%

.348

.003%*

.011%

.030%

.147

.504
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Outcome Chi-Square

Significance

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

People in the local community 25.035
are used as resources.

Places in the local community 20.809
are used as learning resources.

Useful information about each 19.242
student's interests, abilities
and achievement 1is recorded.

There exists a systematic 16.614
method of gathering useful
information about students.

Useful student information is 17.742
used when personalized learning
programs are planned.

The steering committee ensures 50.367
that educational goals of the

school are consistent with

those of the school system.

The steering committee ensures 36.672
that the learning objectives

of school are consistent with

goals of school system.

*Significant at .05 level

Hypothesis 4:

.005*

.022%*

.037%

.083

.059

.000*

.000%

There is no significant difference in

the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Student Responsibility

in the three types of schools: IGE
school and non-IGE school in the same
school district, and a non-IGE school in

a non-IGE school district.

To test this hypothesis outcomes fifty-five through

sixty-eight of the questionnaire were included in the cate-

gory, Student Responsibility.

The obtained chi-square was

significant for outcomes 55, 56, 58, 59, 61, 62, 63, 64,

65, 67, and 68; therefore, the null hypothesis for these
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outcomes was rejected. However, outcomes 57, 60, and 66
were found to be not significant at the .05 level of signi-
ficance. As indicated in Table Seven, the null hypothesis
is supported for these outcomes where no significance is
shown between type of school and the various responses.

Specific data on the six significant Student Respon-

sibility outcomes revealed differences in the proportion of
implementation for teachers in the three types of schools.
Figure 4: Pattern of Degree of Implementation by type of

school for significant Student Responsibility
outcomes with a chi-square of 25.000 and above.

TYPE OF SCHOOL DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

[$3] m NS

= v UH 0 1 2 3 4 5
o — i Y

(&) ! V=

= m z 4%

foun) &) (@] o

(@) — 2z za

58 X 3.8 10.3 30.8 37.2 9.6 8.3
58 X 4.1 8.2 27.6 38.8 15.9 5.3
58 X 2.0 19.8 35.6 31.6 8.7 2.4
61 X 3.8 7.0 15.2 44.9 22.2 7.0
61 X 5.8 5.8 22.2 32.2 25.7 8.2
61 X 4.7 14.7 22.5 46.5 10.5 1.2
62 X 4.5 17.3 39.1 28.2 5.1 5.8
62 X 8.8 16.4 33.9 25.7 12.3 2.9
62 X 4.3 29.6 40.1 22.2 3.5 .4
64 X 4.5 12.1 36.9 31.2 9.6 5.7
64 X 5.3 14.0 33.9 28.7 13.5 4.7
64 X 3.8 18.4 42.5 30.7 3.8 .8
65 X 5.1 10.9 30.1 35.9 10.3 7.7
65 X 8.8 9.4 27.1 31.2 18.2 6.3
65 X 6.9 13.1 38.6 32.8 7.3 1.2
67 X 4.5 4.5 16.0 32.7 30.1 12.2
67 X 4.0 6.9 10.4 30.6 29.5 18.5
67 X 3.4 5.4 22.6 39.8 23.8 5.0
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The significance of implementation of Student

TABLE SEVEN

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND DEGREE
OF USE OF IGE STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance
55. When evaluating what a 23.149 .010%
student has learned, a
variety of sources are used.
56. Students increasingly demon- 22.804 .011%*
strate greater ability for
self-assessment of their
learning.
57. Learning is assessed by 16.146 .095
teachers and students.
58. Students evaluate and plan 29.778 .000%*
their programs toward
educational goals.
59. Students and teachers are 27.584 .002%
included in the process of
evaluating and planning toward
each student's learning goals.
60. Students, teachers and 14.026 171
parents evaluate and plan
progress toward each
student's learning goals.
61. Students can state the 47.399 .000%
learning objective for the
activity in which they are
engaged.
62. Students elect their 41.072 .000%*

learning/behavioral
objectives.

*Significant at .05 level
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Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Students increasingly accept
more responsibility for
selecting their learning
objectives.

Students select their
learning activities.

Students increasingly accept
more responsibility for
selecting or developing
learning activities.

There are a number of learning
activities available for each
objective.

Students know the parts of
a learning program.

The degree of student
decision-making increases
according to demonstrated
ability.

*Significant at .05 level

Hypothesis 5:

26.

26

30.

17.

33.

18.

136

.955

091

415

094

707

.003%

.002%

.000%

.065

.000*

.044%

There is no significant difference in

the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes labeled Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving in the three types ot
schools: IGE school and non-IGE school
in the same school district, and non-
IGE school in a non-IGE district.

To test this hypothesis, outcomes sixty-nine

through eighty-six of the questionnaire were included in

the category, Planning, Analyzing, and Improving. The

obtained chi-square was significant for outcomes 69, 70,

71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 78, 79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85,

and 86; therefore, the null hypothesis for these outcomes

was rejected.

However, outcome 77 was found to be not
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significant at the .05 level of significance. As indicated
in Table Eight, the null hypothesis is supported for this
outcome where no significance is shown between type of
school and the various responses.
Specific data on the thirteen significant Planning,

Analyzing, and Improving outcomes revealed differences in

the proportion of implementation for teachers in the three
types of schools.

Figure 5: Pattern of Degree of Implementation by type of
school for significant Planning, Analyzing, and

Improving outcomes with a chi-square of 25.000
g above

TYPE OF SCHOOL DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

m m UJS

= v O 0 1 2 3 4 5
O — e

(&) ) t =

= m Z Zwn

jon} (&) (@] o

() — zZ Z/

70 X 3.8 13.4 22.9 34.4 15.3 10.2
70 X 2.9 12.6 30.5 18.4 17.8 17.8
70 X 5.1 24.9 34,2 23.3 8.9 3.5
72 X .6 7.7 7.1 21.2 26.3 37.2
72 X 4.1 8.8 14.7 24.7 19.4 28.2
72 X 4.3 17.6 25.0 24 .2 15.6 13.3
73 X .6 15.5 12.9 32.9 21.9 16.1
73 X 4.2 16.2 18.6 24,6 13.2 23.4
73 X 6.6 20.5 31.0 22.1 14.0 5.8
74 X 8.4 9.1 13.0 30.5 20.8 18.2
74 X 14.0 14.6 17.1 23.8 18.3 12.2
74 X 12.9 21.6 14.5 24.3 20.4 6.3
75 X 4.5 10.2 16.6 29.3 26.1 13.4
75 X 15.8 14.0 15.8 22.8 14.0 17.5
75 X 13.4 21.7 17.4 26.5 13.0 7.9
76 X 2.6 6.1 22.4 27.6 29.5 12.8
76 X 6.6 4,2 11.4 27.5 25.7 24.6
76 X 12.5 7.8 15.2 28.4 24.9 11.3
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TYPE OF SCHOOL

DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION

m m M

z 82 o 1 :

O ' =

= m =z Zwn

=) O O O

o - Z ZA

78 X .6 1.9 12.8 37.2 27.6 19.9
78 X 1.2 1.7 10.4 31.8 34.1 20.8
78 X 1.9 2.7 25.4 36.2 24.2 9.6
79 X 3.2 2.5 10.1 44.9 24.1 15.2
79 X 1.2 5.2 27.7 31.2 20.2 14.5
79 X 4.7 11.4 25.5 36.9 18.0 3.5
80 X 3.2 .6 10.8 38.9 26.8 19.7
80 X 8.9 4.1 18.9 29.0 22.5 16.6
80 X 14.5 8.0 18.5 35.7 18.5 4.8
82 X 11.0 4.5 18.8 33.8 21.4 10.4
82 X 20.0 17.5 16.9 19.4 12.5 13.7
82 X 23.9 20.7 21.9 20.7 9.2 3.6
83 X 3.2 13.3 34.8 27.8 10.1 10.8
83 X 4.6 26.0 24.3 24.3 15.0 5.8
83 X 3.5 48.4 32.9 11.2 3.1 .8
84 X 3.2 29.5 28.8 25.6 7.1 5.8
84 X 6.9 37.6 25.4 19.1 7.5 3.5
84 X 4.3 59.7 27.5 6.6 1.6 .4
85 X 2.5 15.9 36.3 28.7 14.6 1.9
85 X 1.7 13.3 30.1 32.4 17.3 5.2
85 X 3.1 34.5 35.6 19.9 4.6 2.3

The significance of implementation

Analyzing, and Improving outcomes is found

of Planning,
in Table Eight.
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TABLE EIGHT

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND DEGREE OF
USE OF IGE PLANNING, ANALYZING, AND IMPROVING OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance

69. Teachers develop and implement 22.926 .011%
a plan for in-service experience.

70. Each staff member plans and 54.855 .000%
implements a plan for in-
service based on professional
needs.

71. Staff members plan and imple- 21.023 .020%*
ment in-service programs based
upon school goals or goals of
a new program.

72. Teachers who work together have 64.543 .000%*
common time to plan and
work together.

73. Teachers who work together have 58.820 .000%
sufficient time to plan and
work together.

74. The steering committee coor- 27.375 .002%
dinates school-wide in-service
programs for total staff.

75. The school has a formal pro- 39.281 .000*
cedure to exchange ideas and
resolve problems with other
schools in the district.

76. Consultants from Central 34,521 .000%
Office assist the school.

77. Schools in the district that 15.804 .105
are working on the same project
meet to exchange ideas or
resolve problems.

*Significant at .05 level
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Outcome Chi-Square Significance

78. Teachers in the district have 33.008 .000%*
opportunities for exchange of
ideas and/or participation in
workshops.

79. Teachers constructively cri- 54.567 .000%
tique/evaluate the way they
function and make decisions
as a group.

80. Teachers who work together 54.393 .000*
constructively critique the
group's learning program plans.

81. Teachers constructively cri- 24,794 .005%
tique learning program plans
for individual students.

82. Steering Committee periodically 59.190 .000%*
analyzes and improves the way
its members work together.

83. Teachers observe each other 99.516 .000%
informally during instruction
time and provide feedback to
each other.

84. Teachers observe one another 71.886 .000%
using formal procedures and
constructively critique per-
formance.

85. Teachers from other schools 55.605 .000*
observe at the school during
instruction time.

86. Students provide feedback/ 22.732 .011*
evaluation of the learning
program.

*Significance at .05 level

Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Decisions in the three
types of schools: IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same district and non-IGE
school in a non-IGE school district.




107

To test this hypothesis, outcomes one to twelve of
the questionnaire were included in the category, School
Decisions. The obtained chi-square with four degrees of
freedom was significant for outcomes 1, 9, and 10; there-
fore, the null hypothesis for these outcomes was rejected.
As recorded in Table Nine, the other nine outcomes supported
the null hypothesis and were found to be not significant at
the .05 level of significance.

Specific data on the three significant School
Decision outcomes revealed differences in the proportion
of teachers' opinions for the three types of schools.

Figure 6: Pattern of teachers' opinions by type of
school for significant School Decision outcomes.

OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO

DISTRICT OPINION
1 X 82.8 7.9 9.3
1 X 70.3 21.2 8.5
1 X 59.9 22.9 17.2
9 X 74.0 12.7 13.3
9 X 55.6 23.1 21.2
9 X 61.2 19.6 19.2
10 X 94.7 3.3 2.0
10 X 90.9 3.7 5.5
10 X 89.5 8.2 2.3

Teachers' opinions of outcomes one through twelve

regarding the category School Decisions are reflected in

Table Nine.
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TABLE NINE

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND

TEACHER OPINIONS FOR SCHOOL DECISION OUTCOMES

Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

1. Staff members develop written
statements of agreement con-
cerning their educational
beliefs.

2. Staff members examine the goals
of a new program before using
the new program.

3. When a new program is being
considered, staff examine their
own goals and the new program's
goals for consistency.

4. Central Office administration
review new programs and give
approval of programs through
financial and Central Office
support for its use.

5. Central Office administration
approves a staff's decision to
adopt a new program before it
is implemented.

6. Teachers make decisions that
affect the scheduled blocks of
time for teaching and learning.

7. Teachers make decisions that
affect flexible use of space.

8. Teachers make decisions that
affect the selection of
materials they use.

9. As a result of interview,
teachers affect recommended
replacements and additions to
professional staff.

*Significant at .05 level

27.

11.

698

.655

.367

.719

. 309

.530

.581

.792

996

.000%

.617

.668

.151

.080

.110

.630

.309

.017%*
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Outcome

Chi-Square Significance

10. Teachers make most decisions 9,842 .043*
that affect the students
assigned to them.

11. Students are involved in 4.294 .367
decision-making regarding
many school-wide activities.

12. Students are involved in 6.160 .187
decision-making regarding
school-wide policies that

affect them.

*Significant at .05 level

Hypothesis 7:

There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled School Organization in the three
types of schools: IGE school and non-IGE
school in the same school district, and
non-IGE school in a non-IGE school
district.

To test this hypothesis, outcomes thirteen through

thirty-four of the questionnaire were included in the cate-

gory of School Organization. The obtained chi-square with

four degrees of freedom was significant for outcomes 13,

16, 20, 21, 25, 32, and 34; therefore, the null hypothesis

for these outcomes was rejected. As recorded in Table Ten,

the remaining fifteen outcomes supported the null hypo-

thesis and were found to be not significant at the .05

level of significance.

Specific data on the seven significant School

Organization outcomes indicated differences in the pro-

portion of teachers' opinions for the three types of

schools.
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Figure 7: Pattern of teachers' opinions by type of school
for significant School Organization outcomes.

OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION

13 X 92.7 2.0 5.3
13 X 71.7 16.6 11.7
13 X 74.2 12.9 12.9
16 X 93.0 2.8 4.2
16 X 85.9 9.4 4.7
16 X 79.5 9.1 11.4
20 X 82.6 6.3 11.1
20 X 81.7 11.0 7.3
20 X 65.6 14.4 20.0
21 X 90.2 5.6 4.2
21 X 85.7 6.0 8.3
21 X 73.6 9.9 16.5
25 X 90.3 2.8 6.9
25 X 100.0 0. 0.
25 X 81.3 5.5 13.2
32 X 88.1 4.6 7.3
32 X 84.2 10.3 5.5
32 X 82.6 5.8 11.6
34 X 85.9 4.7 9.4
34 X 75.3 6.3 18.4
34 X 69.4 12.2 18.4

Teachers' opinions of outcomes thirteen through

thirty-four regarding the category School Organization are

reflected in Table Ten.



111

TABLE TEN

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND
TEACHER OPINIONS FOR SCHOOL ORGANIZATION OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance
13. Your school is organized 26.607 .000%
in teams.
14. A team includes teachers 1.818 .769

and students.

15. A team includes teachers, 1.525 .822

students and aides.

16. One teacher of a team acts 11.089 .025

as the coordinator and

representative of the group.

17. Teachers who team together 3.272 .513
possess collectively a diver-
sity of strengths, backgrounds

and ideas.

18. Team members are professionally 1.023 .906

compatible.

19. Team members a personally 4.537 .338

compatible.

20. Teachers who team together 12.230 .015%*
serve students whose ages
span at least two years.

21. Teachers who team together 13.044 .011%
each share in planning of
student's learning program
according to teacher's talents.

22. Teachers who team together 3.308 .507
agree on what content areas

each will teach and an

evaluation of this teaching
arrangement is conducted.

23. Teachers who team together 4.641 .326
share in the planning of content.

*Significant at .05 level



112

Outcome Chi-Square

Significance

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Teachers who team together 2.

share in the teaching and
assessing of the learning program.

Ordinarily, students are taught 17.

by a small group of teachers
except when unique learning needs
of students can only be met by
others within the school building.

Ordinarily, students are taught 3
by a small group of teachers

except when unique learning needs
of student can only be met by out-
of-school learning opportunities.

Teacher-to-student relationships 3.

evidence trust, respect for one
another, and open communication.

Student-to-student relationships
evidence trust, respect for one
another, and open communication.

Teachers cultivate open com- 5.

munication with parents.

Teachers cultivate open com- 7.

munication with community.

Student evaluation conferences 5
are held with parent, student,
and teacher participating.

A steering committee make 9.

school building policies.

A steering committee formu- 4.

lates school-wide operational
procedures.

The steering committee 16.

resolves school building
problems referred to it.

*Significant at .05 level

016

222

.050

795

.483

334

284

.405

576

449

323

.732

.001%

. 549

.434

.975

.254

.121

.248

.048%

.348

.002*
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Curriculum and Teaching in the
three types of schools: IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school dis-
trict, and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

To test this hypothesis, outcomes thirty-five
through fifty-four of the questionnaire were included in

the category of Curriculum and Teaching. The obtained chi-

square with four degrees of freedom was significant for
outcomes 42 and 48; therefore, the null hypothesis for these
outcomes was rejected. As recorded in Table Eleven, the
remaining eighteen outcomes supported the null hypothesis
and were found to be not significant at the .05 level of
significance.

Specific data on the two significant Curriculum and

Teaching outcomes evidenced differences in the proportion of

teachers' opinions for the three types of schools.

Figure 8: Pattern of teachers' opinions by type of school
for significant Curriculum and Teaching outcomes.

OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION

42 X 97.4 0. 2.6
42 X 95.2 2.4 2.4
42 X 98.8 .9 ¢S
48 X 96.8 0. 3.2
48 X 94.6 3. 2.4
48 X 96.9 0. 3.1
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Teachers' opinions of outcomes thirty-five through

fifty-four regarding the category Curriculum and Teaching

are reflected in Table Eleven.

TABLE ELEVEN

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND TEACHER
OPINIONS FOR CURRICULUM AND TEACHING OUTCOMES

Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

Each student identifies with
a specific teacher who is
viewed as a warm, supportive
person concerned with the
student's self-concept.

Each student identifies with
a specific person who shares
accountability for the
student's learning program.

The staff participates in
in-service programs concerned
with supportive role.

Teachers select or establish
broad educational goals to
emphasize with students.

Student's learning program is
based on specified behavioral
objectives.

For each behavioral objective
there is a variety of alter-
native learning activities.

Learning programs include al-
ternative learning activities.

Students have opportunities to

8.596

7.548

6.393

5.769

8.653

7.175

4.591

11.401

learn in various sizes of groups.

*Significant at .05 level

.072

.109

.171

.217

.070

.126

.331

.022%
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Outcome Chi-Square

Significance

43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

48,

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Teachers and/or students con- 6.

sider peer relationships when
selecting a student's learning
activities.

Teachers and/or students con- 1
sider achievement when selecting
a student's learning activities.

Teachers and/or students con- 6
sider learning styles when
selecting a student's learning
activities.

Teachers and/or students con- 1.

sider interest in subject areas
when selecting learning activities.

Teachers and/or students con- 7.

sider self-concept when selecting
a student's learning activities.

People in the local community 12,

are used as resources.

Places in the local community 2
are used as learning resources.

Useful information about each 6
student's interests, abilities,
and achievement is recorded.

There exists a systematic
method of gathering useful
information about students.

Useful student information is 6.

used when personalized learning
programs are planned.

The steering committee ensures 7.

that educational goals of the
school are consistent with those
of the school system.

The steering committee ensures 6.

that learning objectives of school
are consistent with goals of
school system.

*Significant at .05 level

103

.004

.662

692

922

772

.617

.469

.914

888

948

768

.191

.909

.154

.792

.094

.012%

.623

.166

.922

.141

.093

.148



116

Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference in the
opinion of implementation of IGE outcomes
labeled Student Responsibility in the
three types of schools: IGE school and
non-IGE school in the same school dis-
trict, and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district.

To test this hypothesis, outcomes fifty-five through
sixty-eight of the questionnaire were included in the cate-

gory of Student Responsibility. The obtained chi-square

with four degrees of freedom was significant for outcomes
61, 62, 64, and 65; therefore, the null hypothesis for these
outcomes was rejected. As recorded in Table Twelve, the re-
maining ten outcomes supported the null hypothesis and were
found to be not significant at the .05 level of significance.
Specific data on the four significant Student

Responsibility outcomes revealed differences in the propor-

tion of teachers' opinions for the three types of schools.

Figure 9: Pattern of teachers' opinions by type of school
for significant Student Responsibility outcomes.

OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION
61 X 83.6 7.9 8.6
61 X 79.3 7.9 12.8
61 X 69.1 16.8 14.1
62 X 56.6 26.3 17.1
62 X 60.1 24.5 15.3
62 X 44.5 30.3 25.2
64 X 63.6 25.8 10.6
64 X 50.7 22.1 17.2
64 X 50.0 27.9 22.1
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OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION
65 X 70.0 18.7 11.3
65 X 71.7 12.6 15.7
65 X 61.0 16.2 22.4

Teachers' opinions of outcomes fifty-five through

sixty-eight regarding the category Student Responsibility

are reflected in Table Twelve.

TABLE TWELVE

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND TEACHER
OPINIONS FOR STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance
55. When evaluating what a student 7.837 .097
has learned, a variety of
sources are used.
56. Students increasingly demon- .192 .995
strate greater ability for self-
assessment of their learning.
57. Learning is assessed by 1.675 .795
teachers and students.
58. Students evaluate and plan 3.344 .501
their programs toward educa-
tional goals.
59. Students and teachers are 7.705 .103

included in the process of
evaluating and planning toward
each student's learning goals.



118

Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Students, teachers, and parents

evaluate and plan progress
toward each student's learning
goals.

Students can state learning
objective for the activity in
which they are engaged.

Students elect their learning/
behavioral objectives.

Students increasingly accept

more responsibility for selecting

their learning objectives.

Students select their
learning activities.

Students increasingly accept
more responsibility for
selecting or developing
learning activities.

There are a number of learning
activities available for each
objective.

Students know the parts of
a learning program.

The degree of student decision-

making increases according to
demonstrated ability.

*Significant at .05 level

Hypothesis 10:

3.277

14.

12.

4.

12.

11.

6.

778

500

980

252

000

.484

.124

702

.512

.005%

.014%*

.289

.015%

.026*

.165

.190

.152

There is no significant difference in
the opinion of implementation of IGE

outcomes labeled Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving in the three types of
schools: IGE school and non-IGE school
in the same school district, and non-
IGE school in a non-IGE school district.
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To test this hypothesis, outcomes sixty-nine through
eighty-six of the questionnaire were included in the cate-

gory of Planning, Analyzing, and Improving. The obtained

chi-square with four degrees of freedom was significant for
outcomes 70, 74, 78, 79, 80, 82, 83, 84, and 85; therefore,
the null hypothesis for these outcomes was rejected. As
recorded in Table Thirteen, the remaining nine outcomes
supported the null hypothesis and were found to be not sig-
nificant at the .05 level of significance.

Specific data on the nine significant Planning,

Analyzing, and Improving outcomes indicated differences in

the proportion of teachers' opinions for the three types of
schools.
Figure 10: Pattern of teachers' opinions by type of school

for significant Planning, Analyzing, and Im-
proving outcomes.

OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION
70 X 82.4 9.2 8.5
70 X 72.1 17.0 10.9
70 X 65.9 18.0 16.1
74 X 84.7 6.0 9.3
74 X 70.4 11.3 18.2
74 X 70.0 10.0 20.0
78 X 96.7 . 2.6
78 X 95.8 2.4 1.8
78 X 90.4 3. 6.5
79 X 90.9 1.3 7.8
79 X 87.4 6.0 6.6
79 X 82.2 5.0 12.8
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OUTCOME TYPE OF SCHOOL TEACHER OPINIONS
IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE YES NO NO
DISTRICT OPINION
80 X 92.2 1.3 6.5
80 X 84.2 4.2 11.5
80 X 77.9 5.9 16.2
82 X 82.8 4.6 12.6
82 X 68.8 5.7 25.5
82 X 62.0 6.4 31.6
83 X 77.1 7.2 15.7
83 X 69.1 12.1 18.8
83 X 53.5 26.2 20.4
84 X 67.8 13.8 18.4
84 X 59.6 22.3 18.1
84 X 39.5 37.2 23.3
85 X 80.0 5.3 14.7
85 X 74.5 12.1 13.3
85 X 59.7 20.9 19.4

Teachers' opinions of outcomes sixty-seven through

eighty-six regarding the category Planning, Analyzing, and

Improving are reflected in Table Thirteen.

TABLE THIRTEEN

DIFFERENCES AMONG TYPE OF SCHOOL AND TEACHER OPINIONS
FOR PLANNING, ANALYZING, AND IMPROVING OUTCOMES

Outcome Chi-Square Significance

69. Teachers develop and imple- 2.256 .688
ment a plan for in-service
experiences.
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Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

Each staff member plans and
implements a plan for in-
service based on professional
needs.

Staff members plan and imple-

ment in-service programs based
upon school goals or goals of

a new program.

Teachers who work together
have common time to plan and
work together.

Teachers who work together
have sufficient time to plan
and work together.

The steering committee coor-
dinates school-wide in-service
programs for total staff.

The school has a formal pro-
cedure to exchange ideas and
resolve problems with other

schools in the district.

Consultants from Central
Office assist the school.

Schools in the district that
are working on the same pro-
ject meet to exchange ideas.

Teachers in the district have
opportunities for exchange of
ideas and/or participation in
workshops.

Teachers constructively cri-
tique/evaluate the way they
function and make decisions
as a group.

Teachers who work together
constructively critique the

group's learning program plans.

*Significant at .05 level

13.

10.

14.

791

.012

.852

.871

.456

.037

.616

.387

.759

351

567

.008%*

.286

.097

.759

.014%

.090

.071

.116

.044%

.034%

.005%
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Outcome

Chi-Square

Significance

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

Teachers constructively cri-
tique learning program plans
for individual students.

The steering committee
periodically analyzes and
improves the way its members
work together.

Teachers observe each other
informally during instruction
time and provide feedback to
each other.

Teachers observe one another
using formal procedures and
constructively critique
performance.

Teachers from other schools
observe at the school during
instruction time.

Students provide feedback/
evaluation of the learning
program.

*Significant at .05 level

a School Data Form.

3.606

20.190

34.011

39.578

26.090

4.542

General Characteristics of the

Three Types of Schools

.461

.000%*

.000*

.000%

.000%

.337

Enclosed with the questionnaire for each school was

This form, to be completed by the

principal, was designed to obtain descriptive data about

each participating school.

schools returned the form.

However, not all participating

In the IGE and non-IGE schools

from the same district, fourteen forms of the seventeen

participating schools were returned for each type of school.

Of the twenty-five participating non-IGE district schools,
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twenty-three forms were returned. The data in this section
were summarized from the responses obtained from the School

Data Form.

Profile of Grades by Type of School

Table Fourteen is a descriptive profile of grades in
a school by type of school. Frequencies and percentages are
shown for forty-nine cases.

The K-6 graded schools have the largest total column
frequency and the largest number of schools for each type of
school: 6 IGE schools, 6 non-IGE schools, and 11 non-IGE
district schools. The smallest total column frequency 1is
the 1-8 graded schools. There is one IGE school, two non-
IGE schools; non-IGE district schools are not represented
in this category.

Forty-nine schools responded to this question:

14 IGE schools, 14 non-IGE schools, and 21 non-IGE district

schools.

TABLE FOURTEEN
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF GRADES BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=49)
TYPE OF  K-3 K-6 K-8 1-8  OTHER TOTAL
SCHOOL
F 1 6 2 1 4 14
IGE 4 2.0 12.2 4.1 2.0 8.2 8.2
2 5 2 2 2 14
NON-IGE 4 3 12.2 4.1 4.1 4.1 28.6



TYPE OF K-3 K-6 K-8 1-8 OTHER TOTAL
SCHOOL
NON-IGE 1 11 2 0 7 21
DISTRICT 2.0 22.4 4.1 0 14.3 42.9
4 23 6 3 13 49
TOTAL g2 46.9  12.2 6.1  26.5 100.0
Legend: F -- Frequencies
% -- Percentage

Profile of Student Enrollment by Type of School

Table Fifteen is a descriptive profile of student
enrollment by type of school. Frequencies and percentages
are shown for fifty-one cases.

The 300-449 student enrollment category has the
largest total column frequency and the largest number of
schools for each type of school: 7 IGE schools, 5 non-IGE
schools and 9 non-IGE district schools. The smallest total
column frequency is the 600-749 student enrollment category:
one IGE school and one non-IGE district school. Non-IGE
schools are not represented in this category.

Fifty-one schools responded to this question:

14 IGE schools, 14 non-IGE schools and 23 non-IGE district

schools.
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TABLE FIFTEEN
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=51)

TYPE OF 150-299  300-449  450-599  600-749 TOTAL

SCHOOL
5 7 1 14
IGE 9.8 13.7 2.0 2.0 27.5
5 5 4 0 14
NON-IGE 9.8 9.8 7.8 0 27.5
NON- IGE 7 9 6 1 23
DISTRICT 13.7 17.6 11.8 2.0 45.1
17 21 11 2 51
TOTAL 33.3 41.2 21.6 3.9 100.0

Profile of Teachers Employed Full-Time by Type of School

Table Sixteen is a profile of full-time teachers by
type of school. Frequencies and percentages are shown for
fifty-one cases.

The number of full-time teachers ranges from seven
to forty in the participating schools. The largest total
row frequency (5) represents thirteen teachers employed
full-time in two IGE schools, one non-IGE school, and two
non-IGE district schools.

The smallest total row frequency (1) represents 19,
24, 26, 28, and 40 teachers employed full-time in six non-
IGE district schools.

A total of 51 schools responded to this question:

14 IGE schools, 14 non-IGE schools, and 23 non-IGE district

schools.
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TABLE SIXTEEN
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF TEACHERS FULL-TIME BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=51)
TEACHERS TYPE OF SCHOOL
FULL-TIME IGE NON-IGE NON-IGE TOTAL
DISTRICT

F % F % F % F ]
7 I 2?6 5 H I 270 E 3?9
8 2 3.9 1 2.0 0 0 3 5.9
9 0 0 0 0 2 3.9 2 3.9
11 1 2.0 1 2.0 2 3.9 4 7.8
12 1 2.0 3 5.9 0 0 4 7.8
13 2 3.9 1 2.0 2 3.9 5 9.8
14 1 2.0 0 0 2 3.9 3 5.9
15 0 0 2 3.9 2 3.9 4 7.8
16 1 2.0 1 2.0 0 0 2 3.9
17 1 2.0 0 0 2 3.9 3 5.9
18 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 2.0 3 5.9
19 0 0 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0
20 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 2.0 3 5.9
21 1 2.0 1 2.0 1 2.0 3 5.9
22 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0 2 3.9
23 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0 2 3.9
24 0 0 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0

25 0 0 0 0 1 2.0 1 2
26 0 0 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0
28 0 2.0 0 0 1 2.0 1 2.0
40 1 2.0 0 0 0 0 1 2.0

TOTAL 14 27.5 14 27.5 23 45.1 51 100.0
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Profile of Teachers Employed Part-Time by Type of School

Table Seventeen is a profile of part-time teachers
by type of school. Frequencies and percentages are shown
for twenty-eight cases.

The number of part-time teachers ranges from one to
six in the participating schools. The largest total column
frequency (8) represents two non-IGE schools and six non-IGE
district schools each with two part-time teachers. The
smallest total column frequency (1) represents one non-IGE
school with six part-time teachers.

A total of 28 schools responded to this question:

5 IGE schools, 9 non-IGE schools, and 14 non-IGE district

schools.

TABLE SEVENTEEN
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF TEACHERS PART-TIME BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=28)
TYPE OF 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
SCHOOL
1 0 2 2 0 0 5
IGE 3.6 0 7.1 7.1 0 0 17.9
3 2 2 1 0 1 9
NON-IGE 10,7 7.1 7.1 3.6 0 3.6 32.1
NON- IGE 2 6 3 1 2 0 14
DISTRICT 7.1 21.4 10.7 3.6 7.1 0 50.0
6 8 7 4 2 1 28
TOTAL 27,4 28.6 25.0 14.3 7.1 3.6 100.0

*Part-time teachers e.g. - art, music, physical education
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Profile of Teacher Specialists by Type of School

Table Eighteen is a profile of teacher specialists
by type of school. Frequencies and percentages are shown
for forty-six cases.

The number of teacher specialists ranges from one to
eight in the participating schools. The largest total
column frequency (13) represents four IGE schools, four
non-IGE schools, and five non-IGE district schools each
having three specialists. The smallest total column fre-
quency (2) represents one non-IGE and one non-IGE district
school each having eight specialists.

A total of 46 schools responded to this question:
12 IGE schools, 13 non-IGE schools and 21 non-IGE district

schools.

TABLE EIGHTEEN
DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF TEACHER SPECIALISTS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=46)
TYPE OF 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g8 TOTAL
SCHOOL
LGE 2 0 4 3 1 1 1 0 12
4.3 0 8.7 6.5 2.2 2.2 2.2 0 26.1
1 2 4 2 1 2 0 1 13
NON-IGE , 5 4.3 8.7 4.3 2.2 4.3 0 2.2 28.3
NON-IGE 4 1 5 5 1 0 4 1 21
DIS- 8.7 2.2 10.9 10.9 2.2 0 8.7 2.2 45.7
TRICT
7 313 10 3 3 5 2 46
TOTAL 15 2 6.5 28.3 21.7 6.5 6.5 10.9 4.3 100.0




129

Profile of Location of School by Type of School

Table Nineteen is a profile of location of school by
type of school arranged in a crosstabulation table. Fre-
quencies and percentages are shown for fifty cases.

Location is categorized as rural, suburban, or
urban. Suburban schools represent the largest total column
frequency (22): six IGE schools, three non-IGE schools, and
thirteen non-IGE district schools. Rural schools represent
the smallest total column frequency (11): three IGE schools,
three non-IGE schools, and five non-IGE district schools.

A total of 50 schools responded to this question:

14 IGE schools, 13 non-IGE schools, and 23 non-IGE

district schools.

TABLE NINETEEN
PROFILE OF SCHOOL LOCATION BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=50)

TYPE OF
SCHOOL RURAL SUBURBAN URBAN TOTAL
3 6 5 14
IGE 6.0 12.0 10.0 28.0
3 3 7 13
NON-IGE 6.0 6.0 14.0 26.0
NON- IGE 5 13 5 23
DISTRICT 10.0 26.0 10.0 46.0
11 22 17 50

TOTAL 22.0 44.0 34.0 100.0
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Profile of Socio-economic Status by Type of School

Table Twenty is a profile of socio-economic status
of students by type of school arranged in a crosstabulation
table. Frequencies and percentages are shown for fifty-one
cases.

Socio-economic status is described as lower class,
working class, middle-class, and upper-middle class. Middle
class has the largest total column frequency (20) in six
IGE schools, seven non-IGE schools, and seven non-IGE dis-
trict schools. The smallest total column frequency (5)
represents the lower class category for one IGE school, two
non-IGE schools and two non-IGE district schools.

A total of 51 schools responded to this question:
14 IGE schools, 14 non-IGE schools, and 23 non-IGE district

schools.

TABLE TWENTY
PROFILE OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS BY TYPE OF SCHOOL

(N=51)

TYPE OF  LOWER  WORKING MIDDLE UPPER- TOTAL

SCHOOL MIDDLE
1 5 6 2 14
IGE 2.0 9.8 11.8 3.9 27.5
2 5 7 0 14
NON-IGE 3.9 9.8 13.7 0 27.5
NON-IGE 2 8 7 6 23
DISTRICT 3.9 15.7 13.7 11.8 45.1
5 18 20 8 51
TOTAL 9.8 35.3 39.2 15.7 100.0
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Summary

In Chapter IV analysis of data has been presented by
the following procedure:

1. Analysis of results of the five hypotheses
tested concerning the degree of implementation of IGE
outcomes in the three types of schools.

2. Analysis of the results of the five hypotheses
tested concerning teachers' opinions in the three types of
schools about the use of IGE outcomes in any elementary
school.

3. Summary of results of descriptive data concern-
ing the participating schools.

The chi-square Test of Homogeneity was used in
testing the significance of each of the ten hypotheses.

The test of significance was based on the .05 level for
all tests of homogeneity.

There were sixty-one significant outcomes for the
five hypotheses concerned with the degree of implementation;
twenty-five significant outcomes for the five hypotheses
concerned with the opinion of teachers about the use of IGE

outcomes in any elementary school.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the final chapter a summary of the purposes and
design of the study is presented first. The conclusions
generated from analysis, followed by interpretations and

recommendations for further research, conclude the chapter.

Summary
The purpose of this study was two-fold: first, to

determine the extent of implementation of Individually
Guided Education outcomes in school districts with both

IGE schools and non-IGE schools, and in school districts
with only non-IGE schools; second, to determine the opinion
of teachers concerning Individually Guided Education out-
comes in school districts with both IGE schools and non-IGE

schools, and in school districts with only non-IGE schools.

Research Procedures

The population in this study included forty-two IGE
school districts located in twelve states proximate to
Michigan. Twenty-seven of these IGE school districts met

the criteria of having IGE and non-IGE schools and having
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a facilitator who worked with both types of schools.

A questionnaire was designed to collect the data for
this descriptive study. The questionnaire was organized so
that each variable or outcome would generate two responses:
degree of implementation and teachers' opinion about the
appropriateness of use of each outcome in any elementary
school. Outcomes were clustered in five categories: School
Decisions, School Organization, Curriculum and Teaching,
Student Responsibility, and Planning, Analyzing and
Improving.

The sample for this study consisted of teachers from
one IGE school and one non-IGE school in the same IGE school
district and teachers from a non-IGE school in a contiguous
non-IGE school district. The participants in the study con-
sisted of the following: seventeen IGE schools with 159
teachers, seventeen non-IGE schools with 174 teachers, and
twenty-five non-IGE district schools with 266 teachers.

All schools in the study were randomly selected
using a table of random numbers. Questionnaires were sent
to each school with a letter of explanation addressed to the
principal with adequate instructions for completion and re-
turn of the questionnaire. Each principal was requested to

complete a School Data Form concerning descriptive school

information.
Because questionnaires were mailed at the end of the
school year, superintendents of non-IGE school districts and

facilitators of IGE school districts were telephoned to
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ensure participation of schools.

A copy of the questionnaire, a copy of the letter
sent to the principal, and an appropriate letter were mailed
to the IGE facilitator in the IGE school district and to the
superintendent in the non-IGE school district.

A follow-up post card was mailed to principals who
did not return teacher questionnaires.

Responses to the questionnaires were coded, key
punched, and verified by the Michigan State University Com-
puter Center. The hypotheses in the study were tested by
using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences. Data
Analysis was accomplished using the nonparametic Chi-Square
Test of Homogeneity yielding a chi-square statistic at the
.05 significance level with various degrees of freedom.

The ten research hypotheses of the study were struc-
tured in the null form and were related to two questions.
Five hypotheses are associated with the question: Is there
a difference in the degree of implementation of IGE outcomes
in the three types of schools; IGE school and non-IGE school
in the same school district, and non-IGE school in a non-IGE
school district? The other five hypotheses are related to
the question: Is there a difference in the opinion of
implementation of IGE outcomes in the three types of
schools; IGE school and non-IGE school in the same district,

and non-IGE school in a non-IGE school district?
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Findings

1. Implementation of School Decision Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 1--Staff members develop written statements
concerning their educational beliefs. Teachers in IGE and
non-IGE schools reported higher percentages of use than
teachers in non-IGE district schools. Notable differences
were found in all categories except the category '"sometimes'.

Outcome 4--Central Office administration reviews new
programs and gives approval of programs through support of
their use. Teachers in non-IGE district schools reported
higher percentages of use than teachers in IGE and non-IGE
schools of the same district.

Outcome 6--Teachers make decisions that affect the
scheduled blocks of time for teaching and learning.

Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use
than teachers in the other two types of schools.

Outcome 9--As a result of interview, teachers affect
recommended replacements and additions to professional
staff. Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage
of use than teachers in the other two types of schools.
Notable differences were found in the category ''sometimes"
(IGE 37.4, non-IGE 15.1, and non-IGE district 16.7).

Outcome 10--Teachers make most decisions that affect

the students assigned to them. Teachers in IGE schools
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reported higher percentage of use than teachers in the other
two types of schools. Notable differences were found in the
category "always" (IGE 40.1, non-IGE 27.9, and non-IGE

district 18.0).

2. Implementation of School Organization Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 13--Your school is organized in teams.

Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use
than those in non-IGE and non-IGE district schools. Dif-
ferences are notable for the following categories: '"always"
(IGE 77.3, non-IGE 34.4, and non-IGE district 16.1);
"seldom" (IGE .6, non-IGE 10.4, and non-IGE district 23.3);
and '"mever" (IGE .6, non-IGE 19.5, non-IGE district 25.9).

OQutcome 15--A team includes teachers, students and

aides. Teachers in IGE schools reported a higher percentage
of use than those in non-IGE and non-IGE district schools.
Differences are notable for the category '"always'" (IGE 43.3,
non-IGE 28.2, and non-IGE district 23.3); and for "sometimes"
(IGE 9.9, non-IGE 15.3, and non-IGE district 13.3).

Outcome 16--One teacher of a team acts as the

coordinator and representative of the group. Teachers in
IGE schools reported a higher percentage of use than
teachers in non-IGE and non-IGE district schools. Dif-
ferences are notable for the category '"always" (IGE 82.6,

non-IGE 62.1, and non-IGE district 34.5).
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Qutcome 18--Team members are professionally compa-

tible. Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage
of use than teachers in the other two types of schools.
Differences are notable for the following categories:
"always'" (IGE 45.5, non-IGE 37.9, and non-IGE district 21.3);
"frequently" (IGE 29.7, non-IGE 35.6, non-IGE district 57.3);
and "sometimes" (IGE 24.1, non-IGE 21.8, and non IGE dis-
trict 16.9).

Outcome 20--Teachers who team together serve stu-

dents whose ages span at least two years or grade levels.
Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use
than teachers in the other two types of schools. Differ-
ences are notable for the category 'always'" (IGE 58.6,
non-IGE 38.6, and non-IGE district 30.0), and ''never"
(IGE 4.8, non-IGE 10.8, and non-IGE district 18.9).

Outcome 25--Ordinarily, students are taught by a

small group of teachers except when unique learning needs
of students can only be met by out-of-school learning
opportunities. Teachers in IGE schools reported higher
percentage of use than teachers in the other two types of
schools. Differences are notable for the category 'always"
(IGE 52.4, non-IGE 37.6, and non-IGE district 29.7).

Outcome 28--Student-to-student relationships evi-

dence trust, respect for one another, and open communication.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools in the same school
district reported higher percentage of use than teachers

in the non-IGE district schools. Differences are notable
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for the category '"always" (IGE 19.2, non-IGE 17.8, and non-
IGE district 9.1).

Outcome 32--A steering committee makes school

building policies. Teachers in IGE schools reported higher
percentage of use than teachers in the other two types of
schools. Differences are notable for the category '"always"
(IGE 40.6, non-IGE 23.4, and non-IGE district 20.2).

Outcome 34--The steering committee resolves school

building problems referred to it. Differences are notable
for the categories "always" (IGE 26.6, non-IGE 13.3, and
non-IGE district 7.7); and '"mever" (IGE 9.7, non-IGE 18.1,

and non-IGE district 23.1).

3. Implementation of Curriculum and Teaching Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 40--For each behavioral objective, there is

a variety of alternative learning activities. Teachers in
IGE and non-IGE schools in the same school district reported
higher percentage of use than teachers in the non-IGE dis-
trict schools.

Outcome 43--Teachers and/or students consider peer

relationships when selecting a student's learning activities.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools in the same school dis-
trict reported higher percentage of use than teachers in the
non-IGE district schools. Differences are notable for the

following categories: '"always" (IGE 28.0, non-IGE 27.0, and
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non-IGE district 6.9); '"frequently" (IGE 40.1, non-IGE 33.3,
and non-IGE district 21.7); and '"sometimes'" (IGE 28.0, non-
IGE 26.4, and non-IGE district 11.3).

Outcome 48--People in the local community are used

as resources. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported
higher percentage of use than teachers in the non-IGE
district schools.

Outcome 53--The steering committee ensures that

educational goals of the school are consistent with those
of the school system. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools
in the same school district reported higher percentage of
use than teachers in the non-IGE district schools. Dif-
ferences are notable for the category '"always'" (IGE 36.7,
non-IGE 37.1, and non-IGE district 18.1).

Outcome 54--The steering committee ensures that the

learning objectives of the school are consistent with goals
of the school system. Teachers in IGE schools reported a
higher percentage of use than teachers in the other two

types of schools.

4. Implementation of Student Responsibility Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Qutcome 58--Students evaluate and plan their pro-

grams toward educational goals. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE
schools in the same school district reported higher per-

centage of use than teachers in the non-IGE district schools.
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Differences are notable for the following categories: 'sel-
dom" (IGE 30.8, non-IGE 27.6, and non-IGE district 35.6);
and '"never" (IGE 10.3, non-IGE 8.2, and non-IGE district
19.8).

Outcome 61--Students can state the learning objec-

tive for the activity in which they are engaged. Teachers
in IGE and non-IGE schools reported higher percentage of
use than teachers in the non-IGE district schools.

Outcome 62--Students elect their learning/behavioral

objectives. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported
higher percentage of use than teachers in non-IGE district
schools. Differences are notable for the category 'mever"
(IGE 17.3, non-IGE 16.4, and non-IGE district 29.6).

Outcome 64--Students select their learning acti-

vities. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported higher
percentage of use than teachers in the non-IGE district
schools.

Outcome 65--Students increasingly accept more res-

ponsibility for selecting or developing learning activities.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools in the same school
district reported higher percentage of use than teachers

in the non-IGE district schools. Differences are notable
for the category '"seldom" (IGE 30.1, non-IGE 27.1, and non-
IGE district 38.6).

Outcome 67--Students know the parts of a learning

program - objectives, activities, assessment, record

keeping. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported
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higher percentage of use than teachers in the non-IGE dis-

trict schools.

5. Implementation of Planning, Analyzing, and Improving
Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 70--Each staff member plans and implements

a plan for in-service based on professional needs. Teachers
in IGE schools reported a higher percentage of use than
teachers in the other two types of schools. Differences

are notable for the categories: '"sometimes'" (IGE 34.4, non-
IGE 18.4, and non-IGE district 23.3); and '"never" (IGE 13.4,
non-IGE 12.6, and non-IGE district 24.9).

Outcome 72--Teachers who work together have common

time to plan and work together. Teachers in IGE schools
reported a higher percentage of use than those in the other
two types of schools. Differences are notable for the
following categories: '"always" (IGE 37.2, non-IGE 28.2, and
non-IGE district 13.3); '"frequently" (IGE 26.3, non-IGE 19.4,
and non-IGE district 15.6); '"seldom" (IGE 7.1, non-IGE 14.7,
and non-IGE district 25.0); and '"never" (IGE 7.7, non-IGE
8.8, and non-IGE district 17.6).

Outcome 73--Teachers who work together have suffi-

cient time to plan and work together. Teachers in IGE and
non-IGE schools reported higher percentage of use than

teachers in the other two types of schools.
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Outcome 74--The steering committee coordinates

school-wide in-service programs for total staff. Teachers
in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use than
teachers in the other two types of schools.

Outcome 75--The school has a formal procedure to

exchange ideas and resolve problems with other schools in
the district. Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported
higher percentage of use than teachers in the other two
types of schools.

Outcome 76--Consultants from Central Office assist

the school. Teachers in non-IGE schools reported higher
percentage of use than teachers in IGE and non-IGE district
schools. Differences are notable for the category '"always'"
(IGE 12.8, non-IGE 24.6, and non-IGE district 11.3).

Outcome 78--Teachers in the district have opportu-

nities for exchange of ideas and/or participation in
workshops. Teachers in non-IGE schools reported higher
percentage of use than teachers in IGE and non-IGE district
schools. Differences are notable for the categories:
"always" (IGE 19.1, non-IGE 20.8, and non-IGE district 9.6);
and "frequently'" (IGE 27.6, non-IGE 34.1, and non-IGE
district 24.2).

Outcome 79--Teachers constructively critique/evalu-

ate the way they function and make decisions as a group.
Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use
than teachers in the other two types of schools.

Outcome 80--Teachers who work together
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constructively critique the group's learning program plans.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported higher percent-
age of use than teachers in the non-IGE district schools.
Differences are notable for the category '"always" (IGE
19.7, non-IGE 16.6, and non-IGE district 4.8).

Outcome 82--The steering committee periodically

analyzes and improves the way its members work together.
Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage of use
than teachers in the other two types of schools. Differ-
ences are notable for the categories: 'sometimes" (IGE
33.8, non-IGE 19.4, and non-IGE district 20.7); and '"never"
(IGE 4.5, non-IGE 17.5, and non-IGE district 20.7).

OQutcome 83--Teachers observe each other informally

during instruction time and provide feedback to each other.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported higher percent-
age of use than teachers in non-IGE district schools.
Differences are notable for the categories: 'sometimes"
(IGE 27.8, non-IGE 24.3, and non-IGE district 11.2); and
"never" (IGE 13.3, non-IGE 26.0, and non-IGE district 48.4).

Outcome 84--Teachers observe one another using

formal procedures and constructively critique performance.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools reported higher percent-
age of use than teachers in non-IGE district schools.
Differences are notable for the categories: 'sometimes"
(IGE 25.6, non-IGE 19.1, and non-IGE district 6.6); and
"never'" (IGE 29.5, non-IGE 37.6, and non-IGE district 59.7).
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Qutcome 85--Teachers from other schools observe at

the school during instruction time. Teachers in non-IGE
schools reported higher percentage of use than teachers in
the other two types of schools. Differences are notable for
the categories: '"sometimes" (IGE 28.7, non-IGE 32.4, and
non-IGE district 19.9); and '"mever" (IGE 15.9, non-IGE 13.3,

and non-IGE district 34.5).

6. Teachers' Opinions about Use of School Decision Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 1--Staff members develop written statements
of agreement concerning their educational beliefs. Teachers
in IGE schools reported higher percentage for the category
"yes" (82.8) than teachers in non-IGE schools (70.3) and
non-IGE district schools (59.9). IGE teachers reported
lower percentage (7.9) for the category '"no'" than non-IGE
teachers (21.2) and teachers in non-IGE district schools
(22.9).

Outcome 9--As a result of interview, teachers affect
recommended replacements and additions to professional
staff. Teachers in IGE schools reported higher percentage
for the category "yes'" (74.0) than teachers in non-IGE
schools (55.6) and non-IGE district schools (61.2).

Outcome 10--Teachers make most decisions that

affect the students assigned to them. Teachers in IGE

schools (94.7), non-IGE schools (90.9), and non-IGE district
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schools (89.5) reported about the same percentage for the

category '"yes". Differences are reported for the category

"no" (IGE 3.3, non-IGE 3.7, and non-IGE district 8.2).

7. Teachers' Opinion about Use of School Organization
Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 13--Schools are organized in teams. Teachers

in IGE schools reported higher percentage for the category
"yes" (92.7) than teachers in non-IGE schools (71.7) and
non-IGE district schools (74.2). Teachers in non-IGE
schools (16.6) and non-IGE district schools (12.9) reported
higher percentage for "no'" than the teachers in IGE schools
(2.0). The following differences were reported for the
category 'mo opinion" (IGE 5.3, non-IGE 11.7, and non-IGE
district 12.9).

OQutcome 16--One teacher of a team acts as the coor-

dinator and representative of the group. Differences are
notable for the category 'no" (IGE 2.8, non-IGE 9.4, and
non-IGE district 9.1) and for the category ''mo opinion"
(IGE 4.2, non-IGE 4.7, and non-IGE district 11.4)

Outcome 20--Teachers who team together serve stu-

dents whose ages span at leasttwo years and grade levels.
Teachers in IGE schools (82.6) and non-IGE schools (81.7)
reported higher percentages for "yes" than teachers in non-

IGE district schools (65.6). Differences are notable for
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the category '"no opinion'" (IGE 11.1, non-IGE 7.3, and non-
IGE district (20.0).

Outcome 21--Teachers who team together each share

in planning of student's learning program according to
teacher's talents. Differences are notable for the cate-
gory '"nmo opinion" (IGE 4.2, non-IGE 8.3, and non-IGE
district 16.5).

Outcome 25--Ordinarily, students are taught by a

small group of teachers except when unique learning needs
of students can only be met by others within the school
building. Teachers in non-IGE schools reported higher
percentage for the category "yes" (100.0) than teachers

in IGE schools (90.3) and non-IGE district schools (81.3).
Differences are notable for the category 'nmo opinion"

(IGE 6.9, and non-IGE district 13.2).

Outcome 32--A steering committee makes school

building policies. Differences are notable for the cate-
gories '"no" (IGE 4.6, non-IGE 10.3, and non-IGE district
5.8) and '"no opinion" (IGE 7.3, non-IGE 5.5, and non-IGE
district 11.6).

Outcome 34--The steering committee resolves school

building problems referred to it. Teachers in IGE schools
reported a higher percentage for the category '"yes" (85.9)
than teachers in non-IGE schools (75.3) and non-IGE district

schools (69.4).
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8. Teachers' Opinion about Use of Curriculum and Teaching
Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 42--Students have opportunities to learn in

various sizes of groups. Differences are shown for the
categories '"no" (IGE 0., non-IGE 2.4, and non-IGE district
.9) and "no opinion" (IGE 2.6, non-IGE 2.4, and non-IGE
district .5).

Outcome 48--People in the local community are used

as resources. Differences are shown for the category '"no"

(IGE 0, non-IGE 3.0, and non-IGE district 0).

9. Teachers' Opinion about Use of Student Responsibility
Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

OQutcome 61--Students can state the learning objec-

tive for the activity in which they are engaged. Teachers
in IGE schools (83.6) and non-IGE schools (79.3) reported
higher percentages for the category '"yes" than teachers in
non-IGE district schools (69.1). Differences are notable
for the category '"no" (IGE 7.9, non-IGE 7.9, and non-IGE
district 16.8).

Outcome 62--Students elect their learning/behav-

ioral objectives. Teachers in IGE schools (63.3) and in

non-IGE schools (60.7) reported higher percentages for the
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category '"yes'" than teachers in non-IGE district schools
(50.0). Differences are notable for category '"mo opinion"
(IGE 10.6, non-IGE 17.2, and non-IGE district 22.1).

Outcome 64--Students select their learning acti-

vities. Teachers in non-IGE district schools (60.1)
reported higher percentage for category '"yes'" than IGE
schools (56.6) and non-IGE district schools (44.5).
Differences are notable for category 'mo opinion" (IGE
17.1, non-IGE 15.3, and non-IGE district 25.2).

Outcome 65--Students increasingly accept more re-

sponsibility for selecting or developing learning activities.
Teachers in IGE schools (70.0) and in non-IGE schools (71.7)
reported higher percentages for the '"yes'" category than
teachers in non-IGE district schools (61.0). Differences
are notable for the category '"no opinion'" (IGE 11.3, non-
IGE 15.7, and non-IGE district 22.4).

10. Teachers' Opinion about Use of Planning, Analyzing,
and Improving Outcomes

Significant differences exist in the three types of
schools (IGE, non-IGE, non-IGE district) for implementation
of the following outcomes:

Outcome 70--Each staff member plans and implements

a plan for in-service based on professional needs. Teachers
in IGE schools (82.4) reported higher percentage for the
category '"yes" than teachers in non-IGE schools (72.1) and

non-IGE district schools (65.9).
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Outcome 74--The steering committee coordinates

school-wide in-service programs for total staff. Teachers
in IGE schools (84.7) reported higher percentage for the
category '"yes'" than teachers in non-IGE schools (70.4) and
non-IGE district schools (70.0). Differences are notable
for the category '"no opinion" (IGE 9.3, non-IGE 18.2, and
non-IGE district 20.0).

Outcome 78--Teachers in the district have opportu-

nities for exchange of ideas and/or participation in
workshops. Teachers in IGE schools (96.7) reported higher
percentages for the category '"yes'" than teachers in non-IGE
schools (95.8) and in non-IGE district schools (90.4).

Outcome 79--Teachers constructively critique/evaluate

the ways they function and make decisions as a group. Dif-
ferences are notable for the category 'mo opinion" (IGE 7.8,
non-IGE 6.6, and non-IGE district 12.8). Teachers in IGE
schools (90.6) reported higher percentage for the category
"yes" than teachers in non-IGE schools (87.4) and non-IGE
district schools (82.2).

Outcome 80--Teachers who work together construc-

tively critique the group's learning program plans.
Teachers in IGE schools (92.2) reported higher percentage
for the category '"yes'" than teachers in non-IGE schools
(84.2) and non-IGE district schools (77.9). Differences
are notable for the category 'no opinion'" (IGE 6.5, non-IGE

11.5, and non-IGE district 16.2).
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Outcome 82--The steering committee periodically

analyzes and improves the way its members work together.
Teachers in IGE schools (82.8) reported higher percentage
for the category "yes" than teachers in non-IGE schools
(68.8) and non-IGE district schools (62.0). Differences
are notable in the category '"no opinion" (IGE 12.6, non-IGE
25.5, and non-IGE district 31.6).

Outcome 83--Teachers observe each other informally

during instruction time and provide feedback to each other.
Teachers in IGE schools (77.1) and non-IGE schools (69.1)
reported higher percentage for the category "yes" than
teachers in non-IGE district schools (53.5). Differences
are notable for the category "no" (IGE 7.2, non-IGE 12.1,
and non-IGE district 20.4).

Outcome 84--Teachers observe one another using

formal procedures and constructively critique performance.
Teachers in IGE schools (67.8) and in non-IGE schools (59.6)
reported higher percentage for the category 'yes'" than
teachers in non-IGE district schools (39.5). Differences
are notable for categories '"no" (IGE 13.8, non-IGE 22.3,

and non-IGE district 37.2) and '"no opinion" (IGE 18.4, non-
IGE 18.1, and non-IGE district 23.3).

Outcome 85--Teachers from other schools observe at

the school during instruction time. Teachers in IGE schools
(80.0) and non-IGE schools (74.5) reported higher percentage
for the category '"yes'" than teachers in non-IGE district

schools (59.7). Differences are notable for the category
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"no" (IGE 13.8, non-IGE 22.3, and non-IGE district 37.2).

Conclusions

School Decisions

1. More teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools develop
written statements concerning their educational beliefs than
teachers in non-IGE district schools. Teachers' opinions
are consistent with this statement.

2. Though most teachers in the three types of
schools are not involved in affecting decisions concerning
recommendated replacements and additions to professional
staff, teachers in IGE schools reported more involvement
than teachers in the other two types of schools.

Over fifty-five percent of the teachers in the
three types of schools believe that teachers should use this
outcome while forty percent of the teachers in non-IGE and
non-IGE district schools reported that they should not use
the outcome or have no opinion.

3. Many teachers in the three types of schools
make decisions concerning scheduled blocks of time but more
teachers in IGE schools do this on a regular basis. About
ninety-five percent of the teachers in the three types of
schools believe that this outcome should be used.

4. Teachers in the three types of schools make
many decisions concerning the students assigned to them.
Teachers' opinions are consistent with this statement.

Only eight percent of the non-IGE district teachers do not

agree with the outcome.
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5. Teaching staffs in non-IGE district schools
receive approval and support for new programs from Central
Office administration than do staffs of IGE schools.

Teachers' opinion is consistent with the statement.
About thirty percent of teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools
have no opinion or do not agree with the outcome.

6. A plurality of teachers from the three types of
schools examine goals of new program before using the
program.

Teachers' opinions are consistent with this state-
ment (ninety-four percent).

7. In the three types of schools teachers (seventy
percent) "seldom" or "sometimes' involve students in school-
wide decision-making.

About sixty-three percent of the teachers reported
that this outcome should be used.

8. In the three types of schools the majority of
teachers make decisions about space and materials, and
teachers almost unanimously believe that they should make

these decisions.

School Organization

1. Although the majority of IGE schools are
organized in teams, most teachers believe that schools
should be organized in teams. About twenty-six percent
of the teachers in non-IGE and non-IGE district schools

were either uncertain or did not agree with this statement.
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Since sixty-six percent of the teachers in non-

IGE district schools, fifty percent of the teachers in

non-IGE schools, and seven percent of the teachers in IGE

schools did not answer questions 14 through 26 (because

their schools are not organized in teams), it can be con-

cluded that most IGE schools are organized in teams.

3.

The following conclusions are made from the

responses of teachers whose schools are organized in teams:

a)

b)

Although teachers in many IGE and non-IGE
schools (eighty-two and sixty-two percent
respectively) have one teacher who represents
each team, teachers' opinions and practice
support the notion that one teacher should
represent the team.

Although the majority of teachers in IGE
schools work with students of two or more
grade levels, teachers in non-IGE schools
eighty percent) believe this is an effective
practice, while thirty-five percent of the
teachers in non-IGE district schools have

no opinion or do not believe in the use of
this outcome.

Although the majority of teachers in IGE
schools instruct only students in their team
except when the unique learning needs of
students can only be met by others in the

building or by out-of-school learning
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opportunities, teachers in the three types
of schools believe this is an effective
practice.

d) Teachers in IGE schools are more profession-

ally and personally compatible than teachers
in the other two types, although the
differences are not great. Teacher's
opinions in the three types of schools

are that this compatibility should exist

in schools.

4, In IGE schools the steering committee makes
school building policies, yet over eighty percent of the
teachers in all three types of schools agree that this out-
come should be practiced.

5. In the three types of schools, although the
steering committee does not solve problems referred to it
on a regular basis, teachers' opinions indicate that this
outcome should be practiced.

6. Teachers in the three types of schools culti-
vate open communication with parents, but they do not extend
the same effort to cultivate open communication with the
community.

Teachers in the three types of schools believe that
communication with parents (ninety-eight percent) and with
the community (ninety-four percent) are effective practices.

7. A majority of teachers in the three types of

schools claim that student evaluation conferences included
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teachers, parents, and the student; eighty-four percent of
the teachers in the three types of schools believe this is

an effective practice.

Curriculum and Teaching

1. Although the majority of teachers in IGE and
non-IGE schools reported that steering committee ensures
that goals of the schools are consistent with those of the
school system, teachers in the three types of schools agree
(ninety percent IGE, eighty percent other) that the steering
committee should perform this function.

2. While the majority of teachers in IGE and non-
IGE schools reported that steering committee ensures the
consistency of school objectives with school system goals,
teachers in the three types of schools agree (IGE ninety
percent; non-IGE and non-IGE district eighty percent) that
this is an effective practice.

3. When selecting a student's learning activity,
a majority of teachers and/or students in the three types
of schools consider the following: (ranked according to
frequency of use) achievement, peer relationship, learning
styles, interest in subject matter, and self-concept.

4. 1In the three types of schools frequently stu-
dents identify with a specific teacher who is viewed as a
warm and supportive person who shares accountability for
the student's learning program. Teachers in these schools
agree that this is an effective practice (ninety-two

percent).
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5. Teachers in the three types of schools fre-
quently establish broad goals to emphasize with students
and upon which to base learning programs on specific
behavioral objectives.

Teachers agree this is an effective practice (ninety-
two percent).

6. In the three types of schools, students have
opportunities to learn in various sizes of groups and with
diverse media.

Ninety-seven percent of the teachers supported this

school practice.

Student Responsibilities

1. More students in IGE and non-IGE schools can
state the learning objective for the activity for which
they are engaged than students in non-IGE district schools.
Teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools (eighty percent) be-
lieve this outcome should be practiced.

2. In the three types of schools, students do not
ordinarily select their learning activities nor accept
responsibility for selecting their learning objectives.

Teachers' opinion in the three types of schools are
diverse: about sixty percent of the teachers in IGE and
non-IGE schools agree that these are effective practices.
About twenty-five percent do not agree that students should
select learning activities and fourteen percent disagree

with students selecting objectives.
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About forty-five percent of the teachers in non-IGE
districts agree with these practices.

3. Although most students do not select their
learning activities in the three types of schools, sixty
percent of the teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools believe
this is an effective practice; half the teachers in non-IGE
districts agree with this statement.

4. Ordinarily, students in the three types of
schools are not given increased responsibility for selecting
or developing learning activities, however, the majority of
teachers in the three types of schools believe this is an
effective practice (sixty-five percent).

5. Although in the three types of schools, the
majority of students do not know the parts of a learning
program, teachers in these schools believe this is an
effective practice (eighty percent).

6. In the three types of schools students ordi-
narily do not make many decisions concerning their partici-
pation in learning activities or objectives, yet about
eighty-three percent of the teachers in the three types of
schools believe this is an effective practice.

7. In the three types of schools students do not
ordinarily plan or evaluate their progress toward educa-
tional goals (either by self, with a teacher, or together
with teachers, parents and self); yet about seventy percent
of the teachers in these schools believe this is an

effective practice.
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8. A majority of teachers in the three types of
schools use a variety of sources when evaluating what a
student has learned, and teachers in all types of schools
agree that this is an effective practice.

9. Teachers reported a pattern of relationship
between use and opinion support for student responsibility
outcomes: The higher percentages for use of "opinion'" came
from teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools. The higher per-
centages of "never'" and "seldom" for use; '"no'" and "no
opinion" together for teachers' opinions came from non-IGE

district schools.

Planning, Analyzing, and Improving

1. Although most teachers are not observed formally
or informally with feedback in the three types of schools,
over half of the teachers believe informal observation is a
desired outcome. Formal observation is seen as an effective
practice by teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools while sixty
percent of the teachers in the non-IGE schools do not agree
with the practice.

2. In the three types of schools, teachers from
other schools do not observe at respondents' schools during
instruction time, yet the majority of all teachers believe
this is an effective practice.

3. Although in practice students do not provide
feedback/evaluation of the learning program, seventy-eight
percent of the teachers believe this is an effective

practice.



159

4. Many teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools have
common and sufficient time to plan and work together while
the majority of teachers in non-IGE district schools are not
involved in this activity. Teachers in the three types of
schools believe in the use of this practice.

5. Teachers in IGE schools constructively critique
the way they function as a group than do teachers in non-IGE
and non-IGE district schools, yet a majority of teachers in
all three types of schools agree that this is an effective
school practice.

6. More teachers in IGE schools constructively
critique the learning program plans for the team and each
student than do teachers in the other two types of schools,
yet a majority of teachers in all schools agree that this
is an effective practice.

7. The majority of teachers in non-IGE district
schools do not have steering committees that analyze and
improve the way its members work together, yet sixty-two
percent of the teachers in these schools believe that this
is an effective practice.

8. The steering committee coordinates school-wide
in-service programs for the total staff in IGE schools more
than in the other two types of schools.

A majority of teachers believe this is an effective
practice.

9. Although most teachers do not plan or implement

a program for in-service based on professional needs, a
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majority of teachers believe this is an effective practice.

10. Most schools do not have a formal procedure to
exchange ideas or resolve problems with other schools, yet
eighty-three percent of teachers believe this is an effec-
tive outcome.

11. Teachers have modest opportunities for exchange
of ideas and participation in workshops, yet ninety-three
percent of the teachers believe workshop opportunities
should be available in the district.

12. In all outcomes concerned with processes of
planning, analyzing, and improving, the IGE and non-IGE
schools evidenced more use of effective outcomes than non-
IGE district schools and higher teacher opinion support of

the outcomes.

Discussion of Conclusions

Is there a difference between the use of IGE out-
comes in schools in an IGE school district and schools in a
non-IGE school district?

In this study the following outcomes were imple-
mented to a higher degree in the IGE school districts (IGE
and the non-IGE schools) than in the non-IGE school dis-
tricts (non-IGE district schools):

School Decision Outcomes -

1, 6, 8, 9, 10

School Organization Qutcomes -

13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 25, 26,
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34
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Curriculum and Teaching -

35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
45, 47, 48, 49, 53, 54

Student Responsibility -

55, 56, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68

Planning, Analyzing, and Improving -

69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79,
8o, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86

Outcomes concerned with school decisions, curriculum
and teaching, and school organization have a higher percent-
age of use in all three types of schools than outcomes
related to student responsibility and processes of planning,
analyzing, and improving.

In this study sixty-six percent of the non-IGE
district teachers and fifty percent of the non-IGE teachers
(in an IGE district) reported that their schools were not
organized in team.

Teaming is a dynamic process; it requires a commit-
ment to the idea that the learning needs of students can be
effectively met through the continuous processes of problem-
solving and improvement.

Since the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program is a dynamic or
interactive process of schooling, school district educators
should recognize that a school implements IGE and does not
adopt a program. The significance is critical, since it is
the difference between fitting the school to the child
(IGE) rather than fitting the child to the school (con-

ventional models).
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From the data of this study it is evident that
teachers in the IGE districts (both IGE schools and non-IGE
schools) use IGE outcomes more than non-IGE teachers in

non-IGE district schools.

Implications

As a result of analyzing the data gathered in this
study, the following implications are proposed for adminis-
trators in Central school offices:

1. School districts should consider the study and
the appropriate implementation of the /I/D/E/A/ Change
Program for Individually Guided Education in at least one
of their schools.

2. Educational leaders, professionals, and parents
in school districts should be oriented to the outcomes of
IGE and the educational consequences of a conventional
model of schooling.

3. Since teachers' opinions in all three types of
schools supported the use of IGE outcomes as effective
school practices, developmental in-service programs €ncom-
passing IGE concepts could be conducted in school districts
by '"'trained" personnel.

4. School districts should have a trained IGE
facilitator who not only works with IGE schools but also
coordinates in-service opportunities and provides other
services to Central Office consultants, professional

personnel, and to other educators in non-IGE schools.
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5. The greatest support a Central Office can
provide for its schools is to conduct its operations using
the IGE process of continuous improvement.

6. Studying the current use of effective school
practices as proposed by IGE and the opinions of teachers
about each practice could assist district planners in
determining the receptivity of staff to the implementation
of the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program. While many of the outcomes
related to cooperative and continuous improvement techniques
will appear as new, many other outcomes related to profes-
sional teaching decisions will be familiar.

7. Recognizing the importance and necessity of
commitment to the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program, Central Office
educators should set timelines for involving staff in
commitment type activities, such as, communication skills,
problem solving techniques, and shared decision-making
skills.

8. Since most educators are familiar with innova-
tions as isolated methods or programs, and since /I/D/E/A/

is not a project but a process of schooling, school district

planners should organize staff informational activities to
reflect this critical difference.

9. Greater opportunities are needed for educators
to share ideas, observe new programs and processes, discuss
and debate issues of accountability. Participation in such
in-service programs in the local building, in the district,

or at other sites should be rewarded.
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10. Opportunities for learning formal and informal
critique and feedback strategies for teacher performance
should be encouraged. Appropriate in-service should be
provided for teachers and principals to ensure positive
consequences.

11. Opportunities for learning team teaching and
shared decision-making techniques should be provided since
teachers believe strongly that these are effective school

practices.

Recommendations for Further Study

1. If this study is replicated, the teachers'
perceptions of their use of IGE outcomes should be verified
by the observations of a team of trained /I/D/E/A/
"personnel'.

2. If the involvement of an IGE facilitator is an
important element in a future study, the researcher should
carefully define the criteria for selecting the facilitator.

3. This study could be replicated with middle
schools incorporating the team observation/questionnaire
comparison technique.

4, 1In research concerning IGE schools, minimum
criteria should be identified by the research as to what
constitutes "IGE-ness'". Team observation could verify this
condition. Labels on schools are not always congruent with

realities.
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5. Because the IGE outcomes are comprehensive in
scope, a researcher could concentrate on one category, 1i.e.

Student Responsibility outcomes, and compare use in IGE

and non-IGE school districts.
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OUTCOMES OF THE /I/D/E/A/ CHANGE PROGRAM

All staff members have had an opportunity to examine
their own goals and the IGE outcomes before a decision
is made to participate in the program.

The school district has approved the school staff's
decision to implement the /I/D/E/A/ Change Program for
Individually Guided Education.

The entire school is organized into Learning Communities
with each Learning Community composed of students,
teachers, aides, and a Learning Community leader.

Each Learning Community contains a cross section of
staff.

Learning Community members have an effective working
relationship as evidenced by responding to one another's
needs, trusting one another's motives and abilities, and
using techniques of open communication.

Each Learning Community is composed of approximately
equal numbers of two or more student age groups.

Each student has an advisor whom he or she views as a
warm supportive person concerned with enhancing the
student's self concept; the advisor shares accounta-
bility with the student for the student's learning
program.

Personalized in-service programs are developed and
implemented by each Learning Community staff as a whole
as well as by individual teachers.

The Learning Community maintains open communication with
parents and the community at large.

Sufficient time is provided for Learning Community staff
members to meet.

Learning Community members select broad educational
goals to be emphasized by the Learning Community.
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Role specialization and a division of labor among
teachers are characteristics of the Learning Community
activities of planning, implementing and assessing.

Each student learning program is based on specified
learning objectives.

A variety of learning activities using different media
and modes are used when building learning programs.

Both student and teacher consider the following when a
student's learning activities are selected:

Peer relationships

Achievement

Learning styles

Interest in subject areas

Self-concept

Students pursue their learning programs within their
own Learning Communities except on those occasions when
their unique learning needs can only be met in another
setting using special human or physical resources.

Learning Community members make decisions regarding the
arrangements of time, facilities, materials, staff, and
students within the Learning Community.

The staff and students use special resources from the
local community in learning programs.

A variety of data sources is used when learning is
assessed by teachers and students, with students
becoming increasingly more responsible for self-
assessment.

Each student (individually, with other students, with
staff members, and with his or her parents) plans and
evaluates his or her own progress toward educational
goals.

Teachers and students have a systematic method of
gathering and using information about each student
which affects his or her learning.

The Program Improvement Council formulates school-wide
policies and operational procedures, and resolves pro-
blems referred to it involving two or more Learning
Communities.

The Program Improvement Council coordinates school-wide
in-service programs for the total staff.
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The school is a member of a League of schools imple-
menting IGE processes and participating in an
interchange of personnel to identify and alleviate
problems within the League schools.

The school as a member of a League of IGE schools
stimulates an interchange of solutions to existing
educational problems plus serving as a source of
ideas for new development.

The Learning Community analyzes and improves its
operations as a functioning group.

Learning Program plans for the Learning Community and
for individual students are constructively critiqued
by members of the Learning Community.

The Program Improvement Council analyzes and improves
its operations as a functioning group.

Each student can state learning objectives for the
learning activities in which she or he is engaged.

Each student accepts increasing responsibility for
selecting his or her learning objectives.

Each student accepts increasing responsibility for
selecting or developing learning activities for
specific learning objectives.

Each student demonstrates increasing responsibility
for pursuing her or his learning program.

The Program Improvement Council assures continuity of
educational goals and learning objectives throughout
the school and assures that they are consistent with
the broad goals of the school system.

Students are involved in decision-making regarding
school-wide activities and policies.

Teacher performance in the learning environment is
observed and constructively critiqued by members of
the Learning Community using both formal and informal
me thods.
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INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMMING MODEL IN IGE
(Klausmeier, 1977)

State the educational objectives to be attained by
the student population of the building in terms of
level of achievement and in terms of values and

action patterns.

Estimate the range of objectives that may be attain-
able for subgroups of the student population.

Assess the level of achievement, learning style, and
motivation level of each student by use of criterion-
referenced tests, observation schedules, or work
samples with appropriate-sized subgroups.

L

—

Set instructional objectives for each student to
attain over a short period of time.

Plan and implement an instructional program suitable
for each student or place student in a preplanned
program. Vary (a) the amount of attention and guid-
ance by the teacher, (b) amount of time spent in
interaction among students, (c) the use of printed
materials, audio-visual materials, and direct experi-
encing of phenomena, (d) use of space and equipment
(media), and (e) the amount of time spent by each
student in one-to-one interactions with the teacher
or media, independent study, adult- or student-led
small group activities, and adult-led large group
activities.

Assess students for attainment of initial objectives.

— istics, or take

Objectives not Objectives
attained to mastery attained to mastery
or some other or some other
criterion criterion

b

l

dent's character- sequence in program,

or take other
actions.

other actions.

]
]
]
]
:
Reassess the stu- : Implement next
;
]
]
)
]
]
)

f e mmmmeemeeeeeeceeceoo- - (Feedback)-------=--==-=-----s--cs--oo-
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION EAST LANSING * MICHIGAN ° 48824
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
ERICKSON HALL

April 4, 1979

Dear IGE Colleague:

I am preparing to conduct a research study which will
be used as part of a doctoral dissertation. The study
is being supported by the Kettering Foundation. The
general thrust of the study concerns the implementation
of IGE Outcomes in IGE and non-IGE schoql districts.

The first phase of the study is to identify those IGE
Facilitators who are associated with both IGE and non-
IGE schools 1in the -same school district. Secondly, to
identify non-IGE school districts contiguous to IGE
school districts. This preliminary phase is onl
identification, that is, there is NO commitment for
further participation in the research investigation

at this time.

Enclosed is a short form for your response and a stamped
addressed envelope for your convenience. Recognizing
the value of IGE research and the importance of this
investigation, I am very grateful for your cooperation,
expertise, and time.

Sincerely,

A Loty S A

Sister Evyflyn Piche
IGE FaciIitator
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Please return at your earliest convenience but no later than April 23, 1979.

INFORMATION FOR STUDY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE OUTCOMES

Facilitator's Name

Name ot School District City State

1. Check the appropriate line.

Are you (facilitator) associated with both IGE and non-IGE schools?

YES NO

2. Approximately how many schools in the district are organized in
these categories?

IGE SCHOOLS NON-IGE SCHOOLS
A. Elementary
B. Middle
C. High
3. List the name and address of two non-IGE school districts contiguous

to your school district and the name of the superintendent, if
possible.

DISTRICT I DISTRICT II

name

address

city, state

name of
superintendent

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION AND GENEROUS EFFORTS! Please return at

your earliest convenience but no later than April 23, 1979. Thank you!



173

April 23, 1979

Dear IGE Colleague,

This communication is just to verify that I would appreciate your
assistance in the study I am conducting with the support of the
Kettering Foundation. The thrust of the study concerns the imple-
mentation of IGE Outcomes (school practices) in IGE districts and
non-IGE districts.

The information requested on the enclosed form is what is needed.
After the selection process occurs, you will be notified and invited
to participate in the research. However, this is the identification
phase.

The reason for requesting the names of two districts comtiguous
to yours is to expedite my reference to directories. Your name will
not be used in any way whatsoever.

Projecting the many demands on your time I am grateful for your
time and cooperation. Happy Spring!

Sincerely,

Sister Evelyn Piche
IGE Facilitator
Doctoral Student

P.S. Participation in this study will include only two schools in
your district, one IGE and one non-IGE.

Teachers in each IGE Learning Community regularly schedule periods during the school day to meet with indi-
vidual children. There are many times when this one-to-one, teacher-to-student contact is necessary. Teachers

dents with problems not directly related to school need to be counseied and referred to other individuals or agen-
cies. From time to time, all children—even igee—need individual attention.

Revised July 1974
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Please return at your earliest convenience but no later than April 30, 1979.

INFORMATION FOR STUDY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF IGE OUTCOMES

Facilitator's Name

Name ot School District City State

1. Check the appropriate line.

Are you (facilitator) associated with both IGE and non-IGE schools?

~YES = T NO

2. Approximately how many schools in the district are organized in
these categories?

IGE SCHOOLS NON-IGE SCHOOLS

A. Elementary
B. Middle
C. High
3. List the name and address of two non-IGE school districts contiguous

to your school district and the name of the superintendent, if
possible.

DISTRICT I DISTRICT 11

name

address

city, state

name of
superintendent

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION AND GENEROUS EFFORTS! Please return at

your earliest convenience but no later than April 30, 1979. Thank you!
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION BAST LANSING - MICHIGAN - 4854
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
ERICKSON MALL

May 10, 1979

Dear IGE Colleague:

THARK YOU for returning the Information Form concerning the study of school
practices!

I am happy to announce that your school district has been selected to parti-
cipate in the study. I hope you will continue to participate in this worthwhile
study. Both my major professor, Louis Romano, Ph.D., and /1/D/E/A/ have supported
and encouraged this investigation in the hopes of providing educators, especially
teachers, with practical insights toward the improvement of schooling.

In order to complete this study it is necessary to obtain perceptions and
opinions of teachers in IGE and non-IGE schools on the use of select school prac-
tices. By random selection the following schools will be invited to participate
in the study:

1. IGE School -
2. Non-IGE School -

For your information a copy of the letter and questiomnaire vhich will be
sent to the principals of the above mentioned schools is enclosed. I would
appreciate your encouragement for participation in the study with the principals.

Information received from schools will remain anonymous and confidential
concerning the individual schools. If clarifications are needed, please call me
collect, 517-332-0293 day or night before the mailing date to schools which is
May 16, 1979.

I am sincerely APPRECIATIVE of your generous efforts and cooperation in this
important matter. Progress is made through those who are willing to share their
professional expertise and resources. If you are interested in the results of
this study, I would be happy upon request to share the summary and conclusions.

Sincerely,

Sister Evelyn Piche
IGE Pacilitator
Doctoral Candidate

Enclosures
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION BAST LANSING ° MICHIGAN - 48804
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
BRICKSON HALL

May 10, 1979

Dear

I am preparing to conduct a research study which will be used as part of a
doctoral dissertation. The general thrust of the study concerns the use of
select school practices.

I am happy to announce that your school district has been selected to
participate in the study. I hope you will participate in this worthwhile study.
Both my msajor professor, Louis Romano, Ph.D., and the Kettering Foundation have
supported and encouraged this investigation in the hopes of providing educators
with practical insights toward the improvement of schooling.

In order to complete this study it is necessary to obtain perceptions and opinions
of teachers on the use of select school practices. By random selection the school
named below will be invited to participate in the study:

For your information a copy of the letter and questionnaire which will be
sant to the principal of the above mentioned school is enclosed. I would appre-
ciate your encouragement for participation in the study with the principal of the
school. (I realize I am hopeful with your list of priorities!)

Information received from the school will remain anonymous and confidential
concerning the individual school. If clarifications are needed, please call me
collect, 517-332-0293 day or night, before the mailing date to the school which
is May 16, 1979.

I am sincerely APPRECIATIVE of your generous efforts and cooperation in this
important matter. Progress is made through those who are willing to share their
professional expertise and resources. If you are interested in the results of
this study, I would be happy upon request to share the summary and conclusions.

Sincerely,

Evelyn Piche
Superintendent of Schools
Madison Parochial Schools

Enclosures
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION SAST LANSING ° MICHIGAN - 408M
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGMER EDUCATION
ERICKSON HALL

May 16, 1979

Dear Colleague:

I am in the process of conducting a research study which will be used as part
of my doctoral dissertation. I am happy to announce that your school has been
randomly selected to participate in this study concerning selected school practices.

In order to complete this study it is necessary to obtain perceptions and
opinions of teachers about specific practices. I hope your school staff will par-
ticipate in this wvorthwhile investigation. It is projected that the study will
provide educators, especially teachers, with practical insights toward the improvement
of schooling.

Information received from your school will remain anonymous and confidential
concerning your individual school. The questionnaires are coded according to
schools for the researcher's information omly.

Principals, your participation consists of the following:
1. Complete the School Data Form enclosed.

2. Distribute "Inventory of Selected School Practices Questionnaire'
to your staff. .

3. Request teachers to return the questionnaire in sealed envelope to
your office for mailing.

4. Please return questionnaire within one week of receipt, or as soon
as possible in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

I would appreciate the participation of all your staff or as many members as
possible.

That is a tall request from a stranger. However, progress is made through those
who are willing to share their professional expertise and resources. Having had
the experience of being a principal, I recognize how one strives to improve the
quality of education with a staff and how we are called upon to "walk the extra mile."
With all the many demands placed on you at this time of year, I am especially
grateful for your generous efforts and cooperation.

If you are interested in the results of this study, I would be happy, upon
request, to share the summary and conclusions.

Sincerely,

Evelyn Piche
Superintendent of Schools
Madison Parochial Schools
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STUDY OF SELECTED SCHOOL PRACTICES

SCHOOL DATA FORM

Principals, please respond.

1. What grades does your school include?

( ) a. K-3
( ) b. K-6
( ) c. K-8
( ) d. 1-8
( ) e. other (specify)

2. What is the enrollment of students?

( ) a. 0 - 149
( ) b. 150 - 299
() c. 300 - 449
( ) d. 450 - 599
() e. 600 - 749
( ) f£. 750 - +

3. How many teachers are on staff?

a. full time
b. part time
c. specialists (e.g. Phy. Ed.)
4, Where is the location 5. What is the average socio-
of your school? economic status of the
families of your students?
( ) a. rural
( ) b. suburban . lower class
( ) c. wurban . working class

middle class
. upper middle class
upper class

Vo Ve Yo Yo Vo
N

oOAN o

Principals, THANKS-A-MILLION for your participation in the
study and know that your response and the response of
your teachers are APPRECIATED.
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FOLLOW-UP POST CARD

905 Alton
E. Lansing, MI 48823
May 26, 1979

Dear Colleague,

Recently I sent you a package of questionnaires and
a School Data Form for the study of Selected School
Practices. Naturally, I am anxious to receive them.

Recognizing the demanding time of the year, your
leadership efforts in coordinating this project are
APPRECIATED. Please return the questionnaires with-
in the next two days or at your earliest convenience.
THANK YOU for your cooperation in this worthwhile
study.

Sincerely, P.S. IF YOU HAVE CONCERNS ABOUT
THE STUDY, please call me
collect 517-332-0293.

S. Evelyn Piche' 517-332-7697. THANKS!
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OUTCOMES OF THE /I1/D/E/A/ CHANGE PROGRAM

AND

OUTCOMES IDENTIFIED FOR THIS STUDY

Category

SCHOOL
DECISIONS:

SCHOOL
ORGANIZATION:

CURRICULUM
AND
TEACHING:

STUDENT

RESPONSIBILITY:

PLANNING,
ANALYZING,
AND
IMPROVING:

/1/D/E/A/

Outcome

Study

Outcome

41,
a4,
49
51,
54

56,
59,

63
68

70,
73

76

81
84,

15,
27,

31
23,

37
42
45,

52

57
60

85,

10

16
28

86

47



10.
11.

12.

13.
14,

15.

16.

STATE

Illinois

Indiana

"

Iowa

"

Kansas

Kentucky

”"

Michigan

181

SCHOOL DISTRICT PARTICIPANTS

IGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

South Holland - #151
Archdiocese of Chicago
Metropolitan School

District of Washington
Township

Northern Trails Area
Education Agency

Archdiocese of Dubuque

Waterloo Public Schools

Wichita Public Schools

Ashland Public Schools

Fort Campbell Dependent
Schools

Benton Harbor Area
Schools

Archdiocese of Detroit

Wayne County Intermediate

School District

NON-IGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

South Holland - #150

Diocese of Joliet

Mishawaka City Schools

Urbandale Community
Schools

Rockwell Swaledale
Community Schools

Diocese of Davenport

Cedar Falls Community
Schools

Haysville Unified
School District

Boyd Community Schools

Christian County
Schools

Coloma Community
Schools

Diocese of Lansing

Westwood Heights
Public Schools

Brandywine Public
Schools



17

18.

19.
20.
21.

22.

23.

24,
25.
26.
27.

STATE

. Missouri

Ohio

Tennessee

Virginia

Wisconsin
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IGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

Ferguson-Florissant
School District

Poplar Bluff Public
Schools

Ashtabula County Schools

Green County School
System

County of Albemarle
Schools

Warren County Schools

Norfolk City Schools

Diocese of Richmond

NON-IGE SCHOOL DISTRICT

Hazelwood School
District

Twin Rivers School
District R10

Barberton City Schools
Conneaut Area Schools

Unicoi County School
Systems

Augusta County Schools
Shenandoah County
Schools

Chesapeake City Schools
Diocese of Arlington
Amherst County Schools

South Milwaukee
School District
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Michigan State University, 1079

INVENTORY OF SELECTED SCHOOL PRACTICES QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire is designed to obtain the judgement of tsachers about
specific school practices. This questionnaire is NOT an evaluation but rather
a DESCRIPTION of the use of selected school practices.

You are asked for two types of responses: one concerns your school and
the other concermns your opinion.

General Directions:

First Response: What is wanted is your point of view about the use of each
practice in your schoel. Please circle the number that best describes your
school for each practice.

RATING SCALE: 5 — Always

4 — Frequently
3 — Sometimes
2 — Seidom
1 — Never
0 — | don't know
Your School Any Elementary
Sosond Respense: What is YOUR OPINION sbout using each practics in TUSED IN My SCHOOL. | BELIEVE THIS
any Elementary school? indicate YOUR OPINION by circling the appropriate : IS AN
letter. EFFECTIVE
RATING SCALE: Y — Yes PRACTICE FOR
N — No SCHOOLS.
0 — No Opinion
Teachers, your participation in this project is valued and appreciated. !
THANK YOU! ’ i
i I I P
SCHOOL DECISIONS:
1. Staff members deveiop written statements of agreement conceming their
educational beliefs. 5 4 3 2 1 O Y N O
2. Statf members examine the gosis of a new program before using the new
program. " 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
3. When a new program is being considered, staff examine their own goals
and the new program'’s goals for consistency. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
4. Contral Office administration (i.e. superintendents, assistant super-
intendent in charge of instruction, school board or curriculum consultants)
review new programs and give approval of programe through financial and
Central Otfice support for its use. § 4 3 2 1 O Y N O
8. Central Office administration approves a staff's decision to adopt a new
program before it is implemented. 5§ 4 38 2 1 0 Y N O
6. Teachers make decisions that affect the scheduled biocks of time for :
teeching and leeming. s 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
7. Teachers make decisions that affect flexible use of space assigned to
them (i.e. — classrooms). . § 4 8 2 1 O Y N O
8. Teachers make decisions that affect the selection of materiais they use. 5§ 4 38 2 1 0 Y N ©
9. As & resuft of interview, teachers affect recommended replecements and ‘
additions 10 professiona! staff. 5 4 8 2 1 O Y N O
10. Teachers make most decisions that affect the students assigned to them. 8§ 4 8 2 1 O Y N O
11. Students are invoived in decision-making regarding many school-wide
activities. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
12. Students sre invoived in decision-making regarding school-wide policies
that affect them. 8 4 38 2 1 0 Y N O



1.

14.
18.
16.

17.

18.

19.

21.

24.

8 8 8 ¥ 3

. Teachers who team
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SCHOOL ORGANIZATION:

Your school is organized in teams. (Groups of two or more teachers
working together in planning and sharing teaching responsibilities for
part or all of the day.)

i your school ls not organized in teame for part or sl of the day, skip to #27.
A team includes teachers and students.

A team includes teachers, students and aides.

One teacher of a team acts as the coordinator and representative of the
group.

Teachers who team together (i.e., in teams, grade leveis, department. etc.)
possess collectively a diversity of strengths, backgrounds and ideas.

Team members are professionally compatible (Respond to one another’s
needs, feel free to call upon others for advice)

Team members are personally compatible (i.e., listen to others, show trust
in others’ motives and abilities).

Teachers who team together serve students whose ages span at least
two years (grade levels).

Teachers who team together each share in planning of student’s learming
program according to teacher’s talents (i.e., one establishes behavioral
objectives, others suggest learning activities; one provides unit outline
plan for specific content area, etc.).

agree on what content areas (behavioral
objectives) each will teach and an evaluation of this teaching arrangement
is conducted.

. Teachers who team together share in the planning of content (i.e., what it

will be and/or varied ways it can be learned).

Teachers who team together share in the teaching and assessing of the
learning program.

. Ordinarily, students are taught by a small group of teachers except when

unique learmning needs of student can only be met by others within the
school building.

. Ordinarily, students are taught by a smalil group of teachers except when

unique learning needs of student can only be met by out-of-school leaming
opportunities.

. Teacher-to-student relationships evidence trust, respect for one another,

and open communication.

. Student-to-student relationships evidence trust, respect for one another,

and open communication.

Teachers cultivate open communication with parents (i.e., send written
communication describing school program, invite parents to school, etc.)

. Teachers cuitivate open communication with community (i.e., report

student/school activities in local newspaper, encoursge use of school
facility, etc.).

. Student evaluation conferences are heid with parent, student, and teacher

participating.

. A steering committee (an advisory or decision-making group composed

of the principal and representative teachers) make echool buiiding policies.

. A steering committes formulates schooi-wide operational procedures

(l.e., guidelines for use of media center, etc.).

. The steering commitiee resoives school building problems referred to it.

Your School

THESE PRACTICES ARE
USED IN MY SCHOOL.

Alweys
Froquently

5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 a
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4
5 4

i!s

3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1

1 dont know

o

Any Elementary
School

| BELIEVE THIS

IS AN

EFFECTIVE
PRACTICE FOR
SCHOOLS.

Yes

!
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CURRICULUM AND TEACHING:

. Each student identifies with a specific teacher who is viewed as a warm,

supportive person concerned with the student's seif-concept.

. Each student identifies with a specific person who shares accountability

for the student's learning program.

. The staff participates in in-service programs concerned with supportive

role (i.e., goal setting, value clarification, etc.).

. Teachers select or establish broad educational goals to emphasize with

students.
Student’s learning program is based on specified behavioral objectives.

. For each behavioral objective there is a variety of alternative lserning

activities.

. Learning programs include alternative learning activities (assignments)

that use diverse media (i.e.. audio-visual materials, paper/pencil, mani-
pulatives, etc.).

. Students have opportunites to learn in various sizes of groups (i.e., small,

paired, large, and by themseives).

Teachers and/or students consider peer relationships when selecting a
student’s learning activities.

Teachers and/or students consider achievement when selecting a
student's learning activities.

Teachers and/or students consider learning styles when selecting a
student’s learning activities.

. Teachers and/or students consider interest in subject areas when selecting

learning activities.

. Teachers and/or students consider self-concept when selecting a student’s

learning activities.

People in the local community are used as resources (i.e., recruit
volunteers, bring resource person to school, etc.).

Places in the local community are used as learning resources.

50. Useful information about each student’s interests, abilities, and achieve-

3

8 883 8

61.

ment is recorded.

. There exists a systematic method of gathering useful information about

students.

. Useful student information is used when personalized learning programs

are planned.

. The steering committee (an advisory/decision-making group composed

of principal and representative teachers) ensures that educational goals
of the school are consistent with thoee of the school system.

The steering committee ensures that the learming objectives of school
are consistent with goals of school system.

When evaluating what a student has learned, a variety of sources are used
(i.e., performance, paper/pencil, past records, etc.).

STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY:

Students increasingly demonstrate greater ability for self-assessment
of their learning.

. Learning is assessed by teachers and students.
. Students evaluate and pian their programs toward educational goals.
. Students and teachers are included in the process of evaluating and

planning toward each student's learning goals.

. Students, teachers, and parents evaluate and pian progress toward each

student’s learning goals.

Students can state the leaming objective for the activity in which they are
engaged.

Students elect their leerning/behavioral objectives.

Students increasingly accept more responsibility for selecting their
fsarning objectives.

Students select their learing activities (assignments).

Students increasingly accept more responsibility for selecting or
developing learning activities.

2 22 22 2 2 222



186

Your School Any Elementary
THESE PRACTICES ARE School
USED IN MY SCHOOL. | BELIEVE THIS
IS AN
EFFECTIVE
PRACTICE FOR
SCHOOLS.
IS
68. There are a number of leaming activities available for each objective. 5§ 4 38 2 1 O Y N O
7. Students know the parts of a learning program (i.e., objectives, activities,
asssssment, record keeping). 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
68. The degree of student decision-making increases according to demon-
strated ability. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
PLANNING, ANALYZING, AND IMPROVING:
@0. Teachers deveiop and implement a pian for in-service experiences. 5 4 3 2 1 O Y N O
70. Each staff member plans and implements a plan for in-service based on
professional needs. 5§ 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
71. Staff members pian and implement in-eervice programs based upon school
goals or goals of & new program. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
72. Teachers who work together have common time to plan and work together. - 5 4 8 2 1 O Y N O
73. Teachers who work together have sufficient time to pian and work together. 5 4 38 2 1 O Y N O
74. The steering committes coordinates schooi-wide in-service programs for
total staff. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
75. The school has a formal procedure to exchange ideas and resoive pro-
blems with other schools in the district (i.e., newsletter, specific meetings,
visit other schools, etc.). § 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
76. Consultants from Central Office assist the school. 5§ 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
77. Schools In the district that are working on the same project meet to
exchange ideas or resoive problems (l.e., reading program, how to
Individualize instruction, etc.). 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
78. Teachers in the district have opportunities for exchange of idess and/or
participstion in workshops. 5 4 3 2 1 O Y N O
79. Teachers constructively critique/evaluate the way they function and meke
decisions as a group. 5§ 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
80. Teachers who work together constructively critique the group's leaming
program plans. § 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
81. Teachers constructively critique leaming program pians for individual
students. 5§ 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
82. The steering committes periodically analyzes and improves the way its
members work together. 5 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
83. Teachers obeerve esch other informally during instruction time and
provide feedbeck to each other. 5§ 4 38 2 1 0 Y N O
84. Teachers sbeerve one another using formal procedures and constructively
oritique performance. 8§ 4 3 2 1 0 Y N O
88. Teachers from other schools obeerve at the school during instruction time. 5 4 3 2 1 O Y N O
88. Students provide fesdback/eveluation of the leaming program. 5 4 3 2 1 O Y N O

Teachers, your assistance in this important project is greatly valued and appreciated. Thank you!
M”Mhmm.‘”lbmw
Questionnaires from echool will be retumed fo:
8. Evelyn Piche
905 Alton Roed
E. Lansing, MI 48823



BIBLIOGRAPHY



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Argyris, Chris. Intervention Theory and Method: A Behav-
ioral Science View. Reading, Massachusetts:
Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1970.

Babcock, Emery J. "IGE and the Stevens Point Elementary
Schools." Board of Education Report, Stevens Point,
Wisconsin, December 1976.

Bahner, John M. and Willis, Charles L. "Selected Concepts
for Individually Guided Education.'" Theory into
Practice 13 April 1974, pp. 97-102.

Baldridge, J. Victor. '"Political and Structural Protection
of Educational Innovations.'" What Do Research
Findings Say about Getting Innovations into Schools:
A Symposium, pp. 3-45. Edited by Sandford Temkin
and Mary V. Brown. Pennsylvania: Research for
Better Schools, Inc., 1975.

Bellows, Roger; Gilson, Thomas Q.; and Odiorne, George S.
Executive Skills for Dynamics and Development.
Englewood Cliftts, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
1962.

Benham, B. J. '"Thoughts on the Failure of Curriculum Re-
form." Educational Leadership, December 1977,
pp. 205-208.

Bentzen, Mary M. and Tye, Kenneth A. "Effecting Change in
Elementary Schools." The Seventy-second Yearbook
of the National Society for the Study of Education,
pp. 350-379. Edited by John I. Goodlad and Harold
G. Shane. Chicago, Illinois: The University of
Chicago Press, 1973.

Bloom, Benjamin S. Human Characteristics and School
Learning. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1976.

Berman, Paul, et.al. Federal Programs Supporting Educa-
tional Change: Vol. V: Executive Summary. Santa
Monica, California: Rand Corporation, 1975.

187



188

Bradford, Equilla. "A Comparison of Two Methods of Teaching
in the Elementary School as Related to Achievement
in Reading, Mathematics and Self-Concept of
Children." Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State
University, 1972.

Brickell, Henry. 'State Organization for Educational
Change: A Case Study and a Proposal." Innovation
in Education, pp. 493-532. Edited by Matthew Miles.
New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College,
Columbia University, 1964.

Burtley, Nathel. '"A Comparison of Teacher Characteristics
and Student Achievement in Individually Guided
Education and Traditional Inner City Elementary
Schools.'" Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State
University, 1974,

Bushnell, David S. and Rappaport, Donald. eds. Planned
Change in Education: A Systems Approach. New York:
Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc., 1971.

Carlson, Richard 0. et.al. Change Processes in the Public
School. Eugene, Oregon: enter for the Advanced
Study of Educational Administration, 1965.

Cartwright, D. and Zander, A. eds. Group Dynamics Research
and Theory. Evanston, Illinois: Row and Peterson,
1960.

Chase, Francis S. "IGE as a Focus for Educational Reform
and Renewal." Journal of Teacher Education 27
(Fall 1976): 196-198.

. "The Teacher and Policy Making." Administrator's
Notebook 1 (May 1952): 1-4.

Coakley, Jean A. The School. Dayton, Ohio: Institute for
Development of Educational Activities, Inc., 1975.

Coch, L. and French, Jr., J.R.P. '"Overcoming Resistance to
Change." Human Relations I (1948): 512-32.

Coombs, P. H. The World Educational Crisis. New York:
Praeger, 1968, pp. 118-119.

Geske, Terry and Rossmiller, Richard. 'Teachers in IGE
Schools Spend More Time Teaching.'" IGE News 8
(Spring 1977): 21-22.

Goodlad, John I. 'Can Our Schools Get Better?'" Phi Delta
Kappan 60 (January 1979): 342-347.



189

Goodlad, John I. Facing the Future. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1976.

. "Schools Can Make a Difference.'" Educational
Leadership 33 (November 1975): 108-117.

"Educational Change: A Strategy for Study and
Action." The National Elementary Principal 48
(January 1969): 6-13.

Goodlad, John I. and Klein, M. Frances. Behind the Class-
room Door. Worthing, Ohio: Charles A. Jones
Publishing Company, 1970.

Goodridge, C. G. "Factors that Influence the Decision to
Adopt an Educational Innovation." IGE Technical
Report. Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1974.

Heffernan, J. 'Personal Variables and Perceived Problems
Encountered in Implementing IGE." Ph.D. disserta-
tion, Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning, 1976.

Hilfiker, L. R. "Relationship of School System Innovative-
ness to Selected Dimensions of Interpersonal Behavior
in Eight School Systems." Technical Report.

Madison, Wisconsin: Center for Cognitive Learning,
1969.

Hollingsworth, A. T. and Hass, Jane W. "Structural Planning
in Organizational Development: An Often Neglected
Aspect." Personnel Journal 54 (December 1975):
613-615.

Howes, Nancy. "A Contingency Model for Predicting Institu-
tionalization of Innovations across Divergent
Organizations." Paper presented at AERA Annual
Meeting. New York, New York, April 1977.

"Change Factors Related to the Institutionaliza-
tion of the Multi-unit Elementary School.'" Technical
Report No. 319. Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin
Research and Development Center for Cognitive
Learning, 1974.

/1/D/E/A/'s Guide to an Improvement Program for Schools.
Dayton, Ohio: Institute for Development ot Educa-
tional Activities, Inc., 1975.

Ironside, Roderick A. The 1971-72 Nationwide Installation
of the Multiunit/IGE Model for Elementary Schools:
A Process Evaluation. Princeton, New Jersey:
Educational Testing Service, 1973.




190

Janowitz, Morris. '"Alternative Models of Institutional
Change in the Slum School." Phi Delta Kappan 52
(February 1971): 334-37.

Joyal, Jr., Lloyd H. "A Comparison of the Types of Learning
Patterns of Students in a Self-Contained and Multi-
unit Elementary School." Ph.D. dissertation.
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1973.

Katz, Daniel and Kahn, Robert. The Social Psychology of
Organizations. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1966.

Kelley, Edgar A.; Wood, Fred H.; and Joekel, Roland. Teacher
Perceptions of School Climate and the Implementation
ot Individually Guided Education (IGE). Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare. Educational Resources Information Center
(ERIC), ED083229, 1973.

Klausmeier, Herbert. Individually Guided Education in Ele-
mentary and Middle Schools: A Handbook for Imple-
mentors and College Instructors. Reading,

Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
1977.

Klein, M. Frances. '"Tyler and Goodlad Speak on American
Education: A Critique." Educational Leadership 33
May 1976, pp. 565-570.

Krajewski, Robert J.; Bahner, John M.; and Sava, Samuel G.
"/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for IGE: A Dialogue."
Journal of Teacher Education 27 (Fall 1976):
211-215.

Lewin, Kurt. Field Theory in Social Science. New York:
Harper and Row, 1951.

Lieberman, Ann. "The Power of the Principal: Research
Findings." in The Power to Change: Issues for the
Innovative Educator, pp. 35-47. Edited by Carmen
M. Culver and Gary J. Hoban. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, 1973.

Likert, Rensis. New Patterns of Management. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1961.

Lipham, James M. '"The Leadership Role of the IGE Principal:
Implications for Professional Programs for Preparing
Principals." Journal of Teacher Education 27
(Fall 1976): 226-228.




192

Price, David Aldwyn. 'The Effects of Individually Guided
Education (IGE) Processes on Achievement and Atti-
tudes of Elementary School Students.'" Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Missouri-Columbia, 1977.

Roethlisberger, Fritz J. and Dickson, William J. Management
and the Worker. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1939.

Romano, Louis. "What is I.G.E.?" Michigan School Board
Journal 24 (May 1977): 10-11. v

Sax, Gilbert. Empirical Foundations of Educational Research.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968.

School Universe Data Book: School Year 1977-78. Denver,
Colorado: Curriculum Inftformation Center, Inc.,
1977.

Schultz, Kenneth M. Implementation Guide. Dayton, Ohio:
Institute for Development of Educational Activities,
1974.

Selltiz, Claire, et.al. Research Methods in Social Rela-
tions. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967.

Shiman, David A.; Culver, Carmen M.; and Lieberman, Ann.
eds. Teachers on Individualization: The Way We Do
It. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974.

Tye, Kenneth A. and Benham, Barbara J. '"The Realities of
Curriculum Change: Into an Era of Uncertainty."
Educational Leadership 36 (October 1978): 30-36.

Vroom, Victor H. Some Personality Determinants of the
Effects of Participation. Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1960.

Watson, Goodwin, ed. Concepts for Social Change. Washing-
ton, D.C.: National Training Laboratories, 1967.

Where to Write for Information about the /I/D/E/A/ Change
Program for Individually Guided Education. Dayton,
Ohio: Institute for the Development of Educational
Activities, March 1979.

Wickert, R. F. "Turnover and Employees Feelings of
Ego-Involvement in the Day-to-Day Operations
of a Company." Personnel Psychology 4 1951,
pp. 185-197.




193

Willis, Charles L. Report on What We Have Learned about the

/1/D/E/A/ Change Program for Individually Guided
Education. Dayton, Ohio: Institute for Development
of Educational Activities, Inc., 1974.

Wood, Fred H. and Neill, John F. "Experiential Learning:
An Alternative Approach to Staff Development,"
Texas Tech Journal of Education 5 (Spring 1978):
113-122.




