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order to compare perspective and to gather additional information on school

and project characteristics. The teachers* perceptions, however, were central

in gaining an overall picture of project characteristics and the school climate.

A profile of sources of data and information obtained for each project is

included in figure 2.

Pretesting

The interview questions were pretested on several teachers and

principals in order to (1) test the wording of questions so that they were suited

to the understanding of the audience; and (2) determine the amount of time

necessary to effectively administer the interview. For purposes of efficiency

of time and clarity of responses, several questions were rewritten in a closed

format to include possible responses in the question. Allowances were made

with such closed questions, however, for additional comments if necessary.

Only minor changes were made in the bulk of the questions. Thirty minutes

was found to be an adequate amount of time for each interview.

A schedule of the Arbuckle interview is presented in. Appendix F.

Procedures for Interviewing

Following selection of the ANISA and Coordinating Supervisory

Teacher projects for analysis, the Project Directors were contacted and inter-

views scheduled. The Directors served as the entry point to the projects and

the contact with the teachers. Interviews with participating teachers were

scheduled through the project directors. The director of the ANISA project
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In the Coordinating Super-
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Profile of Sources of Data
and Information Obtained in

the ANISA Project

Data Documenta-

tion

Arbucklo Interview
LoU IntervicProject

Teachers
Director

Principal

Innovation Characte ristics

motivation X X

goals X

scope X

complexity X

#schools and students X X

funding level X

Implementation Strategics

staff training X X

decision making and

communication X X

materials development X X

Incentives X X

continuity of leadership X X

adaptation X X X X

Characteristics of the Organization

administrative and district

support X X

decision making structures X X

channels of communication X X

inscrvice education X X

motivation for change X X

demographic information

-size and complexity

-access to outside resources

-district wealth

-prior experience with

innovation

X

X

X

X

Level of Implementation
X

/

X
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served a dual role as principal of the school and the Director of the CST project

was the Elementary Supervisor of the district. Interviews with the principal

and the Coordinating Supervising Teacher were also scheduled through the project

director.

Great care was taken to put the respondents at ease before the interview

through reassurances of a nonjudgemental perspective on the part of the researcher,

anonymity of responses, and great concern for teachers' perspectives and per-

ceptions of their own behavior as well as characteristics of the school organization.

Initial responses of teachers involved in the ANISA project ranged from curiosity

to hostility. Parent conferences had been held the previous week and teachers

were tired and less than eager to give up time to talk with a stranger. They had

also received a fair amount of publicity in the past as an ANISA site and some

teachers were tired of the attention paid the project. However, by the second day of

interviewing teachers were cooperative and responsive to questions asked.

Teachers involved in the CST project were cooperative and responsive although

the interviews were closely scheduled, and a time restraint inhibited more

extensive probing of questions in some cases.



CHAPTER IV

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

This study was designed to identify factors facilitating continued

implementation of Title III projects following termination of federal funding.

An overview of each Title III project and a summary of data collected through

documentation, the LoU interview and the Arbuckle interview, is presented

in this chapter, followed by an analysis of the level of implementation and

factors facilitating continued implementation of each project.

THE ANISA PROJECT

Overview

Anisa is a comprehensive early education model developed under the

leadership of Dr. Dan Jordan at the Center for the Study of Human Potential

at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. Research underlying the model

began in 1971 with the assistance of a $242,000 grant from the New England

Program in Teacher Education (NEPTE). The model includes a fully articulated

theory of child development with derivative theories of curriculum and pedagogy.

Anisa defines education as the process of developing human potential and

translating potential into action. Five major areas of human potential are
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identified and defined operationally in the Anisa model. A more detailed

description is included in Appendix G . The Anisa theory of child develop-

ment and education is essentially a developmental approach to individualising

instruction:

The ultimate purpose of the Anisa theory of develop-
ment is to enable every teacher to make every
experience opportune for each child. (Jordan, p. 61)

The Anisa Project in Hampden, Maine, was one of four implementation

sites in the United States and involved intensive inservice training of the entire

staff of the McGraw Elementary School over a three year time period. The

training had three major objectives:

(1) Acquiring knowledge and understanding of the Anisa
model and the coherent body of theory underlying it.

(2) Developing the ability to apply the theory appropriately
in terms of the teacher's own learning and in any
educational setting with children at any level of development

(3) Acquiring knowledge (content) of the various disciplines.

The project attempted to link educational theory with practice. Application of

theory was largely the teachers' task.

Projected plans called for the training of grades K andl teachers during

year I, grade 2 teachers during year II and grade 3 teachers during year III.

It was anticipated that additional teachers (grades 4-12) could be trained by

Hampden teachers and administrators who themselves had been trained during

the initial three project years.
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Level of Implementation

The LoU instrument was applied to determine the overall level of use of

the Anisa Project by the McGraw School staff following withdrawal of federal

funds. Fourteen of sixteen teachers in the McGraw School were interviewed.

One of these was a physical education teacher and one a reading specialist.

Eleven teachers had been with the project throughout the three year period of

federal funding. Three teachers joined the staff the third year of the project.

Data collected through the LoU instrument revealed that the Anisa

Project continues to be implemented following withdrawal of federal funds.

All of the teachers interviewed reported continued use of certain aspects of

the model. Behaviors and attitudes most frequently cited pertained to the

physical and human environments, as specified by the Anisa model. These

included enforcement and modeling of school-wide ground rules; collaboration

with other teachers in a team effort, including the sharing of space, materials

and responsibility for all children; small group instruction; individualizing of

learning experiences; adoption of process versus product orientation; and

organization of the physical environment to promote individual learning.

Such behaviors were clearly visible to this researcher throughout the period

of time spent in the school when interviewing project teachers. All of the

teachers were rated at an overall routine level of use (Level IVa) or a refinement

level of use (Level IVb), according to the LoU instrument (see Appendix C).

Behaviors typical of these levels of use were clearly revealed through LoU question-

ing. At Level IVa the use of the innovation is stabilized with few if any subsequent
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changes being made with ongoing use. At this level, little preparation or

thought is given to improving the innovation use or its consequences. Level

IVb is characterized by change, with the user varying use of the innovation to

increase the impact on students. A profile of the level of use of each teacher

is shown in Appendix H. Most of the teachers at Level IVa indicated that

they had made many changes in their use of the model in the past, although

stabilizing use of it at present. This suggests prior implementation at Level

IVb, Several teachers had collaborated with other teachers in the past,

indicating previous Level V of use. None of the teachers reported plans for

any major modifications or changes in their use of Anisa practices. Most of

them appeared to have integrated Anisa beliefs and practices into their own

behavior. As one teacher said, "Things are now a part of me.

"

Characteristics of the Anisa Project

Characteristics of the Anisa Project, as revealed through documentation,

the LoU interview with project teachers and the Arbuckle interview with the

project Director and project teachers (see Appendix I) are described below.

The following factors are discussed: motivation for changes, funding, target

population, setting, congruence of goals, incentives for involvement, staff

training, materials, adaptation, decision-making, and communication (see

Chapter III, pages 93-94).

Motivation and Funding. The project did not arise from a stated need

of the district. The Anisa model was developed by Dan Jordan and associates

at the Center for the Study of Human Potential, University of Massachusetts.
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The superintendent of SAD #22, became interested in the model when informed

that sites for implementation were being sought. The general educational goals

of the project fit those of the district and the superintendent joined by the principal

of the McGraw School, preceded to learn more about it. This eventually resulted

in a proposal for Title III funds written jointly by representatives of Anisa,

SAD 22, the Maine State Department of Education, and NEPTE. The proposal

was presented to and accepted by the school board. A three year Title III

grant totalling $110, 841 was awarded to SAD 22 in July, 1973. The total grant

was later increased to $175, 841 due to withdrawal of NEPTE funds.

Target Population. The Anisa Project was a comprehensive project

requiring the involvement and commitment of a total staff. The site for

implementation was the McGraw School in Hampden, Maine. The target

population was the school's sixteen K-3 teachers and 451 students. The

principal served as project director.

Setting. The McGraw School is a modern, one-story brick building

which opened in 1970. The building contains 17 classrooms, a library,

cafetorium, clinic, teachers lounge and offices (see Figure 3). The rooms

are spacious, well-lighted and carpeted. They open onto one another, fostering

a greater sense of community and sharing than in traditionally self-contained

rooms. One teacher felt that the physical attributes of the school was a major

reason for its selection as an Anisa site. The school itself served as an

incentive for teacher participation with the project.
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G<S!& The goals and practices o£ the project closely paralleled those

oi the district and of the individual teachers. One teacher remarked that they

had a good start before the Inception of the model and had been moving towards

individualization anyway. Eight other teachers made similar comments. The

project reinforced, as well as expanded and modified, many beliefs and

practices the teachers already held.

—entlves - Teachers at the McGraw School were essentially handed the

Anisa Project. Those that did not want to become involved were given the option

of transferring to another school within the district. All of the teachers, however,

participated. Desire to remain in the same school and need for improvement

were cited by teachers as incentives for participation. A majority of the teachers

stated that they were impressed with and excited about the project when first

informed of it and were "always interested in better education for the kids".

Several teachers, however, felt coerced into the project and expressed residual

resentment at the means of involvement. As one teacher said, 'We couldn't have

not gotten involved. It was long in the fire before it was given to us.

"

Staff Training. The primary thrust of the Anisa Project was inservice

training. Intensive, continuous training of the McGraw School staff, including

the principal, was provided throughout the duration of the project. Training

started in the summer of 1973
,
when seven teachers, a school board member

and the principal participated in an intensive three week workshop at the
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University of Massachusetts. This workshop was designed to familiarize them

with Anisa theory mid practices. The training was theoretically planned for K

teachers only but due to the fact that the McGraw School contained only 2 kinder-

gartens, first and second grade teachers also participated. Teachers volunteered

to attend and were paid a stipend for their participation. Training consisted

primarily of lecture in the morning and work with children in the afternoon. A

tremendous amount of reading material was digested by the teachers. The work-

shop at the University of Massachusetts was followed by two weeks of training at

the McGraw School involving the total staff. Participation was voluntary. Summer

training was followed up by visits from the Anisa staff three days a week, twice a

month, throughout the following school year.

Three week workshops involving the total staff were conducted at the

McGraw School during the summers of 1974 and 1975. Participation was voluntary

with a paid stipend and was opened to other teachers in the district. Two fourth

grade teachers attended the summer of 1974 and fourteen teachers from three

other district schools attended the summer of 1975. Teachers from other district

schools were not paid a stipend. Followup assistance in the classroom by Anisa

staff was provided three days per month for all participants.

Followup assistance by the Anisa staff consisted of individual conferences,

videotaping, classroom assistance and demonstrations. Such assistance was

available to any teacher if requested. All but two of the teachers took advantage

of some means of followup. Staff training and followup assistance was conducted

by Anisa staff members, including doctoral students at the University of
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Massachusetts. The team changed after the first year but remained stable the

second and third years of the project. Although methods of training included a

combination of practical, concrete workshops along with lecture, half of the

teachers reported the dominant method of instruction to be lecture. Several

commented that training initially balanced theory with practice but got progressively

more theoretical as the project continued. Eleven of fourteen teachers interviewed

cited lack of practical application as a weakness of the project. Although all of

the teachers felt that the project was very beneficial, many of them expressed

relief that the training was completed, commenting that it was time for it to

finish since it required an enormous amount of time and energy on the part of the

teachers.

Two of the three teachers who joined the McGraw staff later in the project

commented on feeling somewhat overwhelmed with Anisa concepts and terminology,

having missed most of the training. They familiarized themselves with the material

with varying degrees of frustration, through extensive discussion with the principal

and other staff members.

Materials. The Anisa Project utilized a wealth of extra materials, in-

cluding teacher-made materials. Title III funding paid for any additional purchases

Adaptation . The Anisa project was characterized by adaptation. The

project was dominantly theoretical to start with, depending on teachers to apply

concepts to their own classroom situations and adapt as necessary. All of the

teachers indicated that they were presently making changes or had made changes

in the past in order to implement Anisa concepts most effectively. One teacher
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remarked that "Anisa gives you freedom to adapt. It espouses flexibility. " A

Title III evaluatmg team noted that teachers adapted and adopted what they

wanted from the model. Some aspects of the project were also modified in

response to teacher feedback. The project was thus characterized by mutual

adaptation. The teachers adapted practices in response to the project and

modifications were made in the project in response to the teachers.

Decision Making. Most of the design and planning of the project was

done by the Anisa staff. According to teacher reports there was no teacher

input to start with, but as the project progressed teacher input expanded and

modifications were made in response to teacher views and requests. The teachers

in general felt that the Anisa staff was responsive to their feedback whenever

possible.

Communication. The Anisa Project called for total staff involvement and

close collaboration. Several teachers remarked that the project would not have

worked without the teaming of the whole staff. Staff members were in daily

contact with one another. Frequent meetings, informal and formal, were held.

All staff members were easily visible, in part due to the physical lay-out of the

building. As one teacher said, "You can't hide!" The staff met regularly with

the Anisa team and Anisa staff members spent three to six days a month in the

school for followup assistance, depending on the year of the project. Teachers

were in daily contact with the principal, who spent most of his time with teachers

in the classrooms.
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Eight of fourteen teachers interviewed made references to tensions

and pressures that developed as a result of the project. The Anisa Project

received a fair amount of publicity-articles were written about Anisa,

lectures were given and numerous visitors frequented the building—which

many teachers perceived as creating a pressure to perform. Several teachers

commented on how this pressure led to competition between teachers.

According to one staff member "The pressure and competition was fierce,

in contrast to a previously closely knit group. " One teacher commented

that teachers were trying to outdo each other. Another remarked that by the

end of the third year the morale of the group was very low, with some persons

giving up entirely.

Characteristics of the School Organization

Characteristics of the school organization as revealed through

documentation and the Arbuckle interview, are described in this section.

These variables include communication and decision-making channels;

district and administrative support; parent involvement; inservice education;

prior experience with innovation; demographic information (see Chapter III,

Page 93).
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Communication Networks. Teachers in tlic McCraw School are in

frequent contact with one another and with the principal through frequent

informal and formal meetings and gatherings. The physical lay-out of the

building, with rooms opening onto one another, also puts teachers in close

contact with each other, fostering a strong sense of community and sharing.

Staff meetings and grade level meetings are held weekly. Specialists meet

regularly with teachers and numerous committees composed of teachers

group as needs arise. Wednesday afternoons are reserved for inservice

activities, usually starting with a staff meeting. Released time is provided

and attendance is required. Mornings are also often used for meetings. The

principal plays a visible role in the school, spending most of his time with

teachers and in the classrooms. All of the teachers interviewed felt that

communication between teachers and the principal is very good, with both

social and professional issues discussed freely and openly. The majority

of teachers also felt that communication among teachers was very good

although several commented that it is limited to discussion of social issues

with professional issues not discussed as freely as they might be. One of

these teachers remarked that communication is more open and relaxed now,

having always been tied up with Anisa meetings in the past.

Decision Making. Data collected from the teachers and the principal

indicate that teachers in the McGraw School have a large input into school decisions
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and are actively involved in school affairs through indirect and direct channels.

The principal is continually informally assessing teacher needs and feelings and

is responsive to teacher feedback. Although staff meetings are usually initiated

and led by the principal, the agenda is determined by staff needs and teachers

are able to call and lead meetings at any time as needs arise. Many teacher

committees are formed in response to emerging district and school needs and

concerns. They are initiated by the principal and/or teachers depending on the

needs and interests. Participation is voluntary although it is assumed that

teachers will involve themselves in school affairs. Although the school board

ultimately determines the curriculum in the school, all the teachers reported

that they have tremendous latitude in determining the approaches and materials

that they use in their classrooms. All but one teacher perceive their views to

be actively solicited and acted on by the administration. This teacher voiced the

opinion that teacher input i s inconsistent, limited in some areas and yet

actively acted upon in others. Decision making in the McGraw School is shared

Wherever possible and the principal is responsive to school needs.

District and Administrative Support. All of the teachers reported active

support from the principal. His responsiveness to teacher needs was frequently

mentioned. Other means of support include visibility, availability, constructive

feedback and defense of teachers.

Although teachers are rarely in contact with the superintendent, half of the

staff feel that he is receptive and available if needed. The remaining teachers
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were unable to rate the extent of his support or reported passive support due

to the infrequency of contact.

Teachers perceptions of the support from the school board varied. Some

teachers view the board as being supportive of teacher efforts and concerns. A

committee of five board members, called the Education Committee, meets each

spring to discuss problems and concerns and was cited by several teachers as

evidence of board involvement and support. The provision of a half day release

time and the differentiation of the staff in the McGraw School, including six full

or part time specialists, are also indicators of strong district support. Other

teachers perceived the board as being too remote to be able to judge the degree

of their involvement or support.

Parent Involvement . According to all teachers parents play an active role

in McGraw School activities. Involvement includes parent volunteers as room

parents, conducting enrichment activities and serving on a Title I evaluation

team. Parents frequently visit the building.

Inservice Education. Wednesday afternoons are reserved for inservice

activities through released time. Attendance of all teachers is required from

1:30 to 4:30. Activities conducted during this time include staff meetings, grade

level meetings, inservice workshops or presentations. Teachers also often use

this time to work in their own classrooms. Inservice activities are usually

initiated by the principal or school specialists in consideration of and in response

to teacher views and needs
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In addition to Wednesday afternoons, each teacher is allowed two days

per year for professional growth activities plus additional visits to other schools

or organizations may be made with administrative approval. Teachers are

reimbursed for professional courses.

Prior Experience with Innovation. Most of the McGraw School staff

reported no prior experience with innovation. All teachers, however, and the

principal, considered themselves open to new approaches and ideas.

Demographic Information. Hampden is a small, middle-upper income,

rural community located approximately 10 miles from Bangor, Maine. Many

Hampden residents work in Bangor and its proximity to the city as well as to

the University of Maine campus in Orono make it a desirable residential

community.

Hampden is part of a consolidated school district, SAD 22, with two

adjoining towns, Newburgh and Winterport. In addition to the McGraw School

in Hampden, the SAD supports four other schools: the Weatherbee School,

grades 4-8, in Hampden; the Hampden Academy, High School, in Hampden; the

LeRoy Smith School, grades K-8, in Winterport; and the Newbery Elementary,

grades K-6, in Newburgh.

The McGraw School staff consists of sixteen full time teachers, including

three specialists (reading, LD and guidance, and physical education) as well as

a part time staff of a music teacher, an art teacher and a speech therapist.

Title I funds support three teacher aids and one assistant teacher.
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CONCLUSIONS:

Data collected through the LoU instrument indicate that the Anisa

Project continues to be implemented following withdrawal of federal funds. As

several teachers commented, parts of the project are now integrated into their

behavior. Factors which appear to have facilitated implementation of the

project are outlined below. A discussion follows.

(1) strong administrative support

(2) a target population limited to one school

(3) involvement of a total staff

(4) physical lay-out of the school

(5) collaboration and frequency of staff contact

(6) congruence of project goals with teacher goals

(7) project replacing and/or improving practices rather

than adding onto existing practices

(8) mutual adaptation

(9) organizational climate conducive to change

-open communication

-frequent contact

-active teacher involvement in school affairs

-strong supportive leadership

-district support

-release time for inservice activities

(10) intensity and duration of inservice training, including

followup classroom assistance

(11) availability of published and/or teacher-made materials

(12) adequate funding
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The involvement and commitment of the users of an innovation is

central to successful implementation of change. Certain characteristics of

the Anisa Project were significant in promoting involvement and subsequent

implementation. Research has documented the importance of administrative

support when attempting changes (See Chapter II, pp. 26-28). The Anisa

Project necessitated strong administrative support in order to introduce it

to the McGraw School staff and with this support required the involvement of

the total staff. The total staff involvement led to teaming and collaboration

which appeared to enhance teacher involvement and implementation. Teachers

were able to get support, reinforcement and help from other teachers or from

the principal. The physical lay-out of the building, with rooms opening onto

one another, added to a sense of community and sharing. Teachers could not

help but become involved. Rather than adding onto existing practices, the

project replaced or improved practices. Many teachers felt they were heading

in the direction of the project anyway and were thus more willing and able to

involve themselves. Data collected in this study also suggest that involvement

and subsequent implementation was enhanced by the adaptation the model

demanded, due to its theoretical nature. The project required the teachers

to apply Anisa concepts to the realities of their classrooms and to adapt them

to their own needs. Such involvement and modification of practices suiting

the teachers' particular situations appeared to have led to the incorporation

of such practices into the teachers' behaviors. Although most Anisa

teachers complained of lack of practical application, all teachers were

actively involved in the project and implemented certain parts of the model.
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Further research on which components were implemented and which were

not, and the extent of practical application provided by the project, needs to

be conducted. While the teachers were modifying their behaviors, project

modifications were made as well, in response to teacher feedback. It is

doubtful that the teachers would have continued to be involved if they had felt

the project unresponsive to their concerns and perspectives.

The organizational climate of the McGraw School is conducive to change

and appeared to have facilitated implementation of the project. The school

environment supports teacher involvement and growth through strong, supportive

leadership, a staff of committed, involved teachers, open and frequent communi-

cation among staff, strong district support and provision of released time for

inservice growth activities. The setting was ideal for a pilot site of the Anisa

Project.

Successful implementation of change takes more than involvement.

Training is necessary to build new knowledge and skills. Inservice training

was the dominant thrust of the Anisa Project and the project could not have

been implemented without it. Two of the three teachers joining the project

in its third year of operation had greater difficulty in understanding and

applying Anisa concepts, having missed the bulk of the training. The intensity

and duration of the training, of all staff members including the principal,

with regular followup as sistance,appeared to be an important factor leading

to the success of the project. Although teachers were relieved when the inservice
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activities were completed, due to the time and energy required of them, data

suggest that the intensity and duration of the training promoted the total

immersion of the stafE in Anisa. Anisa concepts and practices were continually

being reinforced and strengthened and assistance provided when needed.

Money was available to pay for the training and followup, including stipends

to teachers. Title III funding also paid for materials necessary to implement

activities.

According to reports from a majority of the Anisa teachers, the special

attention paid the project and its participants led to tensions and pressures.

Data collected in this study are insufficient to draw conclusions about the

effect of such pressure on the level of implementation, however, it seems

likely that it affected the level of implementation in some way, whether positive

or negative. Further research on pressure that participants of change may

perceive while in the process of change, and the effects of such pressure on

their level of implementation needs to be conducted.

Prior successful experience with innovation is cited by several

researchers as a facilitator of change (see Chapter II, page 38). Data collected

in this study, however, suggests that such experience is not a necessary

ingredient of change. All of the teachers interviewed reported no prior

experience with innovation, although they all said that they were receptive to

change—and were all implementing Anisa practices.
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THE COORDINATING SUPERVISING TEACHER PROJECT

Overview

The purpose of the Coordinating Supervising Teacher Project was to

train a core of classroom teachers to teach learning disabled pupils. These

teachers were then to act as learning disability (LD) resource teachers and

helpers to other teachers in the system. This objective was to be accomplished

through intensive inservice training and the aid of a full-time LD specialist

to coordinate the program and assist teachers putting theory into practice.

Projected plans called for the training of teachers diming year one and continued

followup assistance and application of theory through years two and three.

The project was designed to be self-perpetuating after federal funding

terminated through continued implementation by the core of participating

teachers.

Level of Implementation

The LoU instrument was applied to determine the overall level of use

of the CST project following termination of federal funds. Eleven of the twelve

elementary teachers remaining in the school system who had been involved with

the project during the three years of federal funding were interviewed. One

of these was a learning disability teacher.



It was difficult to assess the level of use by users of the project

according to the LoU instrument. Many of the teachers were unable to
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remember specifics about the project, as the major training component had

been completed four years earlier, in 1972. Some teachers had difficulty

separating the effects of the project from effects of other courses they had

taken. More information was needed to accurately assess levels of use in each

category according to the LoU instrument. In some cases lack of time prohibited

further probing. All but one teacher, however, reported that they were putting

into practice things that they had learned during the project and that it had been

worthwhile. A profile of the level of use of each teacher is shown in Appendix

J. Increased awareness and understanding of children with learning disabilities

was cited by all teachers as the major effect of the project. As one teacher

stated, "It was like a new beginning—the beginning of being concerned. It has

been a continual process since.
"

Although information revealed through the LoU instrument was limited

regarding the Level of Use of the CST Project, additional data collected

through the Arbuckle interview suggest that project practices have been and

continue to be implemented. Three persons working closely with project teachers

—

the CST, the principal, and an LD teacher—cited the following as demonstrable

evidence of increased awareness and understanding of children with learning

disabilities: improved diagnostic skills; responsiveness to suggestions; use

of a great variety of materials; adaptation of testing material; increased
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confidence and additional referrals to LD teachers.

Project evaluations also suggest that the project was implemented.

According to the third year project evaluation 95% of the teachers were able to

identify specific symptoms related to learning disabled pupils; 74% were able

to administer and 53% interpret group and individual tests related to specific

learning disabilities; 74% were able to prescribe and implement an individualized

program for pupils’ specific disabilities; 32% were able to act as a core of

professionally competent LD resource personnel in assisting nonparticipating

teachers. Once learned such behaviors are likely to continue. This evaluation

was made by the CST through extensive work with individual teachers.

An independent evaluation conducted in 1973, collecting data through an

examination of classroom materials and interviews with the CST and school

personnel, also concluded that inservice training had led to changes in teachers’

behaviors and in services for children with special learning needs. The following

specific changes were identified: additional materials for follow-up teaching

after referrals; 50% increase in referrals to specialists for learning problems;

and the position of the CST. According to an LD teacher who participated in the

project and is presently working in the system, additional materials continue

to be used and referrals continue to increase. The position of CST has since

been replaced by the addition of four LD specialists who conduct similar

services.
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Data collected through the LoU instrument in combination with

information revealed through the Arbuckle interview and project evaluations,

lead this researcher to conclude that CST project beliefs and practices continue

to be implemented following withdrawal of federal funds.

Project Characteristics

Characteristics of the CST project, as revealed through documentation,

the LoU interview with project teachers and the Arbuckle interview with the

Project Director, the CST and project teachers (see Appendix K) are described

in the following section. Variables discussed include motivation for change,

funding, target population, complexity, congruence of goals, incentives for

involvement, staff training, materials, adaptation, decision making and

communication (see Chapter III, pages 93-94).

Motivation and Funding. Many teachers are frustrated by their inability

to deal with learning disabled pupils. The CST project stemmed from teachers

in SAD 51 requesting help. It was designed and written by the elementary

school supervisor, and the learning disabilities teacher. The school committee

had a strong interest in the project. According to the CST, every member of

the board had a person close to them involved in special education in some way.

A three year Title III grant totalling $29,300 was awarded to SAD 51 in 1972.

Approximately $1, 400 was spent by the district to support the project. The

LD teacher served as the Coordinating Supervising Teacher (CST) throughout
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the duration of the project, acting as coordinator as well us assisting teachers

in the classroom. The elementary supervisor served as project director.

Complexity . The CST project was a relatively simple project involving

nineteen classroom teachers. The project provided instruction of one course

on learning disabilities and ongoing followup assistance to teachers in classrooms

by the CST.

Incentives . Need for improvement and provision of recertification credits

were cited by participating teachers as incentives for involvement in the CST

project. All but two teachers interviewed stated that additional knowledge of

learning disabilities was a strong area of need. Many teachers had children

who fit into this category. Two teachers took the course for credit only but

commented that it reinforced what they already knew.

Staff Training . Direct staff training consisted of a course on learning

disabilities offered during the school year of 1972-1973. The course was

designed by the elementary supervisor and the LD teacher specifically to meet

the needs of teachers in SAD 51. Nineteen classroom teachers, including three

Junior High School teachers, participated in the course as well as the elementary

and Junior Higji School principals. Course meetings were held in Cumberland,

after school, and were conducted by a team of professors from the University

of Maine. Teachers reported that the primary method of instruction was lecture

although considerable discussion and questioning took place. Followup assistance

by University personnel was planned but never occurred. The CST, provided
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followup assistance in the classroom to teachers upon request throughout the

duration of the project. His assistance was considered by all teachers to be

very valuable and useful. Only two teachers reported having not used his

services, but they both viewed his work as a strength of the project. Several

teachers commented that additional followup would have been useful.

Materials. The CST project required few additional materials. Those

that were needed were available through resources of the district.

Decision Making and Communication. Project decisions were made by

the Project Director and the CST with some informal input from the staff.

Course meetings the first year of the project served as a time for feedback and

discussion by participating teachers as a group. Discussion with the CST, by

individual teachers,continued throughout the three years of the project. He was

considered by all teachers to be accessible and receptive to their concerns and

needs.

Adaptation . The CST project was implemented in close accordance to

the original plans. Some adaptations were made, however. According to the

CST, the special education model used was highly idealistic and did not fit the

teachers' needs. Adaptations were made by teachers to fit the realities of their

classrooms. Many teachers also commented in the LoU interview on the

theoretical nature of the course and the need to adapt concepts to fit their own

needs. The CST also made many changes in order to bridge the gap between

theory and practice and best meet children's and teachers® needs in the

classroom.


