N : 4
T - : . ] ,
iS'contained in the course of study. The Department of Education- /
‘V._- . s
ensures that both courses of study and curr1cu1um gu1des are sent out

"~ to the schools and to school system personne] concerned . d.'» _'j‘ ..,h

s
o

The Curr1cu1um Bu11et1n wh1ch is pub11shed three or four t1mes

a year. by the Curr1cu1um Branch conta1ns deta1ls of course changes,t.

textbook recommendat1ons and other pertlnent mater1a1 Among those
o rece1v1ng th1s bu11et1n are: "(1%'off1c1a1s of the Departments of

Educat1on and . Advanced Educat1on and Curr1cu1um Policy’ Comm#l!ees,,A
- (2)°super1ntendents, consu1tants and pr1nc1pals in- all schoo] systems,f;
(3) post secondary 1nst1tut1ons, A1berta Teachers Assoc1at1on and

the A]berta Schoo1 Trustees Assoc1at10n

.-__)

Ro]e of F1e1d Serv1ces As1de from 1ts concern to 1nform a11

teachers regard1ng the nature of new programs, usual]y through 1ts fdﬁ

curr1cu1um pub11cat1ons the Alberta D7partment of Educat1on has no
master p]an for the d1ssem1nat1oﬂ of prov1nc1a11y prescr1bed curr1cu1a('
D1ssem1nat1on beyond this “awareness“ stage has been deemed to be..'_‘ ;ffr Jf"
pr1mar11y the respons1b111ty of 1oca] schoo] author1t1es But not a]T;Ud'léJ
"71 schoo1 boards are. endowed w1th resources suff1c1ent to.furn1sh the “'l
L expert1se requ1red to cope w1th the ”demonstrat1on" phase of
3 curr1cu1ar dlssem1natlon Sma]l usua]]y rura], schoo] systems 1ack
the expert1se needed to prov1de the1r teachers w1th 1n _service:
~ tra1n1ng Thenefore 1n the 1nterests of equ1ty, the Department of - ‘
- Educat1on through°1ts F1e1d Serv1ces Branch makes ava11abTe subJect o
, area consu]tants who -on the request of these school systems, ass1st
teachers in the 1mp1ementat1on of curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons The

' expectat1on is that 1arger usua11y urban, school systems, wh1ch

_ possess the requ1red expert1se, w111 assume the maJor burden for



C ) )

- : implementing new programs-in their jUrisdictiOn Provision of these

consu]tat1ve services. is but one‘of the many funct1ons of the "_- R
"Neg1ona1 Off1ces of Educat1on wh1ch are an 1ntegra1 component of the
. F1e1d Serv1ces Branch of the. A]berta Department of Educat1on |

_ Reg1ona1 offices. of educat1on The estab11shment of tﬁ@se

f‘reg1ona1 off1ces 1n 1971 represents another man1festat1on of a p011cy
;h,:favourlng the decentra11zat1on of educat1on in A]berta As 1nd1cated
"f,':1n the preV1ous qhapter, decentra11zat1on takes two. bas1c forms

- ‘;‘ \7

'f}fdevolut1on, the de]egatton from the center to 1ndependent and

'*fv;frepreSentat1ve anwts of 1oca1 government (school boards) and.fﬂprf,:f'7

deconcentration _when the de]egat1on 15 to subord1nate field offlcesﬁfffff’

of the center (Reg1ona1 Off1ces.of ;dUCat1on) .

S The goal of Reg1ona1*0ff1ces‘1s to asgists school
: » authorities in the improvement of ‘the education
~ of students in accordance with the goals, policies, - -7
- statutes and regulations of Alberta Education—and ' o o

_ to provide one means whereby two- way communication: - e

" between the Minister: and schoot Jur1§d1ct10ns_can . o

~° be facilitated. (Dept. .of. Educat1on Policy
T Statement 1976, pp 1- 2) ' v T

J., . . o P

Us1ng the term "reg10na11zat10n" to descr1be\the creat1on of a

'titerr1tor1a] un1t sma11er than the prov1nce as a b&§1s for the _;tf,

v'agadm1nwstrat on of educat1on¢ Chapman (1974) has de 1ved the f0110w1"""
;1nterre]ated factors from an analysis of the rati na]es for S,
: reg1ona11zat1on as prov1ded by prov1nc1a1 and terr1tor1a1 departments

o . . . . . vl

of educat1on in’ Canada | . '
1. Departments of educat1on ha\e accepted decentra11zat1on and .
hreg1ona11sm as bases for p011cy formu]atﬁon. : - _ﬁ'f ¢ -
S 2. Leadersh1p and serv1ce funct1ons of departments of educat1on .

\ have been emphaS1zed with' regu]atory and mon1tor1ng funct1ons be1ng7pf”

RS AT



'delegated to reg1ona1 and 1oca1 1eve1s

3. Loca] school boards have an 1ncreased respon§1b111ty for the %

- superv1s1on of educat1on .
g :" B _ 4. Factors 2 and 3 have created 3 surp]us of provwnc1a11y-
\ 'emp1oyed superv1sory personnel

5 Changes in the ph1losophy and te hno1ogy of education-have'

’ reated the need for h1gh]y spec1a11zed and cost]y programs
- b, There have been 1nequa11t1es in the f1nanc]a1 resources
}avaw]ab]e to- schoo1 system ‘ '
7. Attent1on has been drawn to equaliz{ng the serviCes;avaiiabTe
hfto urban and rura1 schoo] systems (p 259) | o
“'; : Probab]y no s1ng]e event he]ped to hasten the creat1on of -

. Req1ona1 0ff1ces of Educat1on in A]berta more than the ]970 rev1s1on )

-:aof the §choo1 Act Th1s ]eg1s]at1on brought about a marked sh1ft in:
:fthe ba]ance of respon51b1]1ty for eduCat10na1 matters, from the»

ﬁ’;jfzcentre (the: D@partment of Educat1on) tO ‘the- THdGPe”de”t se1f—

:5ijigOVern1ng unwts (schoo] boards)' F1rst, school systems were required

vf*dﬁoff1c1als were emp]oyed by the Department Second the decentra]1zae

tion. of curr1cu1um dEC1s1onqmak1ng meant that sch001 systems wou1d

;}Ffii . e, have a greater ro1e to play 1n the 1oca1 deve]opment d1ssem1n't1on

: ‘\§f<>\ and 1mp1ementat1on of new. curr1cula wh1ch have been prescr1bed .
| d?;éonly genera1 t -5 W the Department of Educat1on Examples of thesenug;
, programs wou]d include ,he new SOC1a1 §;;d1es and E]ementary Language

But wh11e both of these steps do d£1egate a greater share of theA

:ﬁfre5p0n51b111ty and author1ty to the schoo1 systems, the u1t1mate, _- Co

| “@*?a;a,J?f

i‘ -Jgff?:f'ﬁ;to appo1nt the1r own super1ntendents Prior-to. th1s, these educat1ona1=;*:



. const1tut1ona1]y based respon51b111ty for educat1on in ATberta stTTT

i

—
- -

'rema1ns w1th the Prov1nc1a1 Government Thus a mon1tor1ng role has»
st1TT to. be pTayed by the Department of Educat1on The Department
‘,aTso pTays a consu1t1ng role in he1p1ng some schooT systems,»
vpart1cu1ar1y smaTT,_ruraT ones, to ma1nta1n good adm1n1strat1ve
Tpract1ces and to 1mprove the genera] TeveT of thelr educat1ona1
'servwces The Department of Educat1on dec1ded that 1ts duaT

respons1b111ty for the mon1tor1ng roTe and serv1ce roTe coqu best be_ '

\

carr1ed out through a system of Six: Reg1onaT Off1ces of Educat1on to

f‘whlch the appropr1ate author1ty wou]d be deTegated

.- The mon1tor1ng roTe fu1f1TTs the u1t1mate respons1b1T1ty
' of departments of education for- administering all Tocal
school systems within their provincial system. . The -

‘. service role is designed to meet the demand from local

‘ educational units for increased equity in the share of
o ’educat1ona1 serv1ces (Ingram et aT‘ 1974 p 8)
.?_; : o v o _ . ;
'D1ssem1nat18n of the Language Arts Program 3 '| | T

~ _ Lo
The actuaT means ut1T12ed by the Department of Educat1on to

-,

' dlssempnate the new Elementary Language Arts Prognam m1ght best be lf
seen 1n the T1ght of what was orlg1na11y 1ntended or w0u1d otherw1se

have been preferred by the Curr1cu1um Branch of the Department "?i ot

'F1rst,_on the adv1ce of the Language Arts’ Comm1ttee;-the Curr1cuTum

:f;Speodf1caTT%

argued that d1str1but1on of the 1nter1m ed1taon.'

’1mpTement1ng the new: program The June 1973ECurr1cuTu 0

e announced that “there w1TT\be a]ternat1ve programs in Language, the_,as
s A1v~gsl_, e R _ ST



o1d*an a new the 1atter program hav1ng been announced 1n the (o

;Curr1cu1um Bu]]et1n February 1973”

The handbook In fact the new E]ementary Language Arts Hand-v

“,book ‘was g1ven the u%bal genera] c1rcu]at1on accorded such documents
S

o 'The gu1de was dhstr1buted first to all superantendents and school -
; - { Voo

;pr1nc1pa1s who were author1zed to make c0p1es ava11ab1e to a11

'elementary teachers, a]ong w1th the Program of Stud1es for E]ementa;z} ?
Schoo1s Accord1ng to Reg1ona1 0ff1ce consu]tants and Departmenta] : |
[off1c1a1s, there s cons1derab1e ev1dence 1nd1cat1ng that the

' f_curr1cu1um gu1de has not reached a substant1a1 number of schoo]s

'Where the handbook has ‘been made avaﬂab]e to school staffs, teachers SR

,often do not bother to read 1t Those who have read the gu1de and o 3
_:_do not 11ke the new. program often rat1ona11ze the1r refusa] to

, 1mp1ement it on the grounds that‘the Language Arts Program, as
s_vconta1ned 1n the gu1de has on]y ana”1nter1m” status The expectat1on

athat the program w111 be changed 1eaves open the poss1b111ty that

t1t m1ght be d1scont1nued \f ;.h' ':\ - :

‘ V1deo tape Concern for thws prob]em 1ed the E1ementary

Language Arts Comm1ttee to arrange W1th Te1ev1s1on North (1ater -to be'1

iknown as. Access T V ) for the product1on of a ser1esoof v1deo tapes{»

L. to serve as another means of gett1ng across the po1nt of v1ew of the

' new program to teachers Some of these tapes present actua1 c]ass-»-:

~Sroom - s1tuat1ons des1gned to he]p the teacher understand and 1mp1ement |

1

»Btterns, lnsten1ng sk111s and ora] de”e]opment

A]though a\a11ab1e |

E




_‘wh1ch is requ1r
‘:of course, 1oca
to v1ew these t
1nto in- serv1ce
Unfortunat

after three yea
-A‘_tapes have been
Mlocal superv1so
rteachers aware

‘ off1c1als repor

‘ consu1tants have made the greatest use of them, part1cu1ar1y 1n

HVthe preparat1on

wh11e the

?";_of a/departure

o the problems of

1arge1y one of

tends to carry

L d1ssem1nat1on t
fundamenta11y t
1s 1dent1ca1

i E1ementary Lang

i

of the Departme

ed to send 1n b1ank tapes for free dUpliCation And, .

1 author1t1es are expected to encourage schoo1 staffslﬁ,'“

apes at the1r conven1ence or 1ncorporate the tapes :

SESS'IOHS

.

e1y, of the n1ne v1deo tapes or1g1na11y p]anned

rs only. f]ve have been produced Only four of these“l

re]eased Equa11y d1sappo1nt1n§ is the fact that
rs of 1nstruct1on have not made pr1nc1pals and |
&
of the ava11ab111ty of these tapes Departmenta\
t that to date, the reg1ona1 off1ce Language Arts
of. in- serv1ce sess1ons

use of v1deo tapes does seem to represent someth1ng

from the Department of Educat1on S usua] approach to

d1ssem1nat1ng new curr1cu1a, the d1fference TS
techno]ogy ] F1rst a]though the med1um be1ng used
the commun1cat1on beyond the:“awareness stage of

0 1ts "demonstrat1on stage,,the message on tape is -

he same as that found in’ the handbook Its purpose c

to ‘help, teachers understand and 1mp1ement the new
uage Arts Program Secondly, the respect1ve ro]es

nt of Educat1on and the 1oca1 school system are

essent1a11y the same for the d1str1but1on of tapes as for. the o

c1rcu1at1on of

curr1cu1um gu1des The Department‘made both ava11ab1e »;"

h 1n its s1ng1e prov1nce w1de approach to the d1ssem1nat1on of th1s

part1cu1ar scho

\regarded as the

ol program However, s1nce d1ssem1nat10n 1s_not )

respons1b111ty of the adopter of th1s 1nnovation.,;'

Tho



a

:_( N d1ssem1nat1on is. not un1versa1 and automatwc ' Loca] school
author1t1es are . expected to order both v1deo tapes and curr1cu1um
gu1des e

WOrkshops Thetturrlculum Branch des1gned a- th1rd prov1nce w1de-' o -
.istrategy wh1ch was 1ntended to prov1de the Department w1th a |

”demonstrat1on phase to 1ts d1ssem1nat1on p]ans for the Eiementary
o

Language, Arts»Program The strategy cons1sted of two three day ST ‘ N

a

workshops to be he]d 1n  each of the 31xmzones throughout the AT
o prov1nc§.' The' schoo1 pr1nc1pa1 and two or three of h1s teachers j T

'(depend1ng qp the s1ze of. the schoo]) were to attend one; of these e ‘:

twe]ve in- serv1ce sess1ons he]d across the prov1nce w1th the

o

' expectat1on that" they wou]d return to he]p the teachers of their = e
fschools 1mp1ement the new Language Arts program These‘Workshops ;

-pwere to have dealt w1th the ph1losophy of ‘the program teachlng

strateg1es and organ1zat1ona1 approaches
< oF '-)

Th1s‘ trategy was never ut1] zed ﬁecause the Curr1cu1um Branch L
/* d L i

does not h' e the mandate to d1ssem1nate curr1cu1a and F1e4d

B - \ : ‘!

<7 - which has the mandate, 1acked the money requtred to do thefih

JOb " To t°pe W‘th th15 Eroblem 1n “the case of a new Junior H1gh fg.f9“557

-“1- R A R
K _Language Arts program the Curr1cu]um Branch has bu1]t"

,expectat1on 1s that these p1lot teachers w111 p]ay a d1ssem1nat1on
ro]e by tra1n1ng other teachers 1n the1r area who w111 need he]p in

41mp1ement1ng the ‘final vers1on of the program.

e
N o
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T SR

Consultative'services', Despite~the”foregoing, the primary . /

o "

' respons1b1]1ty for the d1ssem1nat1on of nem, prov1nc1a11y prescr1bed
' curr1cu1a, has been ass1gned to the F1e1d Serv1ces Branch of the
Department of Educat1on Nork1ng out of the five Reg1ona] 0ff1ces, -

. Language Arts consu1tants have, at the request of schoo] systems,

conducted numerous Y- serv1ce sess1ons des1gned fo he]p teachers

A

'_-1mp1ement the new program Most of the sch001 systems wh1ch have

benef1ted from these consu]tat1ve serv1ces over the past three years B

o o~

have been those which Tack ‘the expert1se requ1red to d1sse\\nate the
new E]ementary Language Arts Program = S

Wh11e FTe]d Serv1ces reports that demand for such ass1stance
has been strong, there are a. number of. factors wh1ch adversely

affect the eff1c1ency and effecttveness of th1s part1cu1ar approach

oS~

to the d1ssem1nat1on of new curr1cu1a F1rst when schoo] systems _

some former super1ntendents emp]oyed by the Prov1nce opted to stay
w1th the Department of Educat1on Unfortunate]y, however, not a]]
of these former Super1ntendents have the tra1n1ng or. profess1ona1

: Q
exper1ence requ1red to. be cons1dered qua11f1ed as subJect area .

‘ spec1a11sts At 1east two of the s1x Language Arts consultants

, work1ng out of the Reg1ona] Off1ce fa]] ihto th1s category Second

given the fact that subJect area consu]tants are expected to be

”eXperts” at a]] grade 1evels 1n a g1ven subJect and g1ven the © -

lack of fgnanc1a1 resources needed to br1ng in ”outs1de“ spec1a11sts?'

\ . [

to conduct workshops to he]p teachers to 1md1ement new curr1cu1a,'1ttv

is un11ke1y that th1s d1ssem1nat1on strategy will ever ach1eve‘,

‘:SUCCESS'bEyOhd the teacher~"awarenessﬂvstage Th1rd in add1t1on to

> . i o . &’ {

were«requ1red by the Schoo1 Act to appo1nt the1roown SUper1ntendents,



\

‘their’consuTtative'ro]e,_“on occasion subject matter speciaTists

because of their expert1se reTat1ve to a spec1f1c matter may also be

ass1gned a reguTatOry duty“ (Department of Educat1on P011cy . s

B Statement'-January, 1976 p. 6) Not onTy does the d1vers1ty of

these two roles const1tute a heavy burden for these consu]tants,

these roTes appear to be somewhat 1ncompat1b1e In the1r eva]uat1on 1
'y

of " the Reg1ona1 Off1ces of Educat1on 1n ATberta, Ingram et al. (1974),?

found that ”a maJor1ty of Reg1ona] 0ff1ce consuTtants perce1Ved a
N\

&

ba51c confT1ct between the regu]atory roTe and the serv1ce and

. deve]opment roTe“ (p 63)

- The: focus of this d1scuss1on has been on the roTe pTayed by .

the Department of Educat1on in the d1ssem1nat1on of - the ETementary

Language Arts Program However schooT system, un1vers1t1es, and

,varlous teachers proﬁess1ona] assoc1at1ons have aTso contrwbuted

“ TD-T”'SDmé'(aTbe1t uncoord1nated) way to’ the d1ssem1nat1on of th1s.

“. . program. ‘ S T .’".

X ."___yS'ummar : . : - ' 5

The purpose of th1s chapter has been to exam1ne the prov1nce S

roTe 1n the deve]opment and d1ssem1nat1on of currtcuTa, and more

T'the author Tooked at the deveTOpment of the Language Arts Program

mode of curr1cudum deveTopment as pract1ced at the prov:nc1a] TeveT

Y
part:cu]arTy the new Language Arts Program

The chapter S been d1v1ded 1nto four sect1ons ' The current

e &
was stud1ed in the f1rst sect1on of the chapter In sect1on two,

~ '. o e
B a

The ro]e of the Department of. Educatlon in the d1ssem1nat1on of

r




~provincially-prescribed curricula was examined in“general terms in -
. . ) . ‘ . ‘ ". L . L | . . _‘ . \\ ;
section three. The dissemination of the Language Arts Program-wgs

discussed in section four.. : ol R

M 4

P
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 CHAPTER VI

e CTHEINNOVATION: o
- THE LANGUAGE ARTS ,PROGRAM. = = = R I
Vintroduction“
"« 7. / k . - g . . - - N ~
: } Thére has been a tendency 1n the past to use the words “change" R

-

/
: and ”1nnovat1on” 1nterchangeab1y Th1s pract1ce obfuscates the

"_fundamenta1 d1st1nct1on b' change as process and change as

ffh'. "substance or. content. .ﬁ. pis. reason current usage favours the _
| ~word’ ”change" to denote‘process and the term "1nnovat1on“ to refer to o
'i’1ts substance | ‘ | | | |
N The purpog% of th1s chapter is to exam1ne the substance of th1s f'
:;lnnovat1on w1th a view to 1dent1fy1ng those attrlbutes of th1s new
v'.program in e]ementary 1anguage arts which. tend to’ contr1bute to or‘“h;f
v,?m111tate aga1nst 1ts fu]l and proper 1mp1ementat1on In the f1rst
.‘cpart of thxs chapter the au¢hor presents a genera] descr1pt1on of the
"_program 1nc1ud1ng 1ts under1y1ng ph110sophy, des1gn, goa]s and | |
methodology An exam1nat1on of the program s ob3ect1ve attrlbutes f’f‘}
’f_f1s presented in the second part These attr1butes are factors wh1ch

;faffect the degree to wh1ch the program 1s 11ke1y to be 1mp]emented by fd‘i '

o c]assroom teachers

- A Genera] Descrtpt1on

Th1s new program be1ng adopted by the Edmonton Separate s¢! oo] R

v -'System was_dey : 'ied under the author1ty of. the Curr1cu1um Branch and




o ) Jts authors c1te two 1mportant reasons for a new program and a new

"'L'A(Handbook 1973 p T); In response to these two basic needs, the

e ) _ L
'out Alberta The most comp]ete descr1pt1on of th1s program has been
set out in the 1nter1m ed1t1on of the E]ementary Language Arts 'SJN

A.”Handbook (19?3) E Handbooks, wh1ch are often referred to as Eurr1cu1um
{qgu1des, are serv1ce pub]1cat1ons des1gned to a1d the p1ann1ng and

. 1nstruct1ona1 efforts of the classroom‘teacher 1r1n 1nstances such as |
';'thls, where the Department of Educat1on 1s 1n1t1at1ng a. new program,ljg "'F;~
the ro]e of such documents takes on a much more cr1t1ca1 qua11ty

1
In the 1ntroduct1on to the new E]ementary Language Arts Handbook

—~—

v'handbook in 1anguage arts F1rst modern 11v1ng 1mposes d1fferent

RS

X

_’and greater demands ‘on the commun1cat1ve ab111t1es of ch11dren and
‘adu1ts Second, there 1s need to br1ng to bear on the teach1ng of

.language arts "the mu]t1tude of new 1deas and th1nk1ng‘§h1ch have L
N

_',emanated from research and wr1t1ng in the f1e1ds of i1ngu1st1cs,

-

f ph1losophy, psycho ]1ngu1st1cs, and 1anguage arts generaI]y

.?ﬂ’Elementary Language Arts Curr1cu1um Comm1ttee prepared a. handbook
w1th two 1mportant and re]ated goals wh1ch must a]so be seen as -
. o

| somewhat d1st1nct .d o --f- ']\ . ) e .X

Flrst the E1ementary Language Arts Handbook'(1973) 1ays the

ph11osoph1c foundat1on for what w111 eventua]]y be an 1ntegrated
. [ 2

Aapproach to the tota] 1anguage arts program, 1nc1ud1ng Language, efi'
. .-'t)- .

- Read1ng, Spe1]1ng and Handwr1t1ng for grades one thrbugh §1x

. 1
:_'The bas1c focus 1s oh the chi]d as a f]ex1b1e user of
.. language. " 1f language is..to- be tru]y useful R
. (functional) we must begin with the present ‘experience
.and competence of "the child and fit our. teaching into
.- 'the’natural”language 'situation which "is an 1ntegrated
_',;who]e situation. It should be- emphas1zed that the . -
'jr_develop1ng phi]osophy is. one of total 1ntegrat10n of



,_g.jnumber of pr1nc1p1es wh1ch when taken together, const1tute the ;i”“

"':dea1t w1th here

‘ L SR e
;v~a]1 aspects of language arts In. th1s sense, ﬁ"
o 1ntegrat10n refers to the: treatment of all ‘the
- communication skills as c]ose]y 1nterre]ated '
1(Handbook 1973 p ]) v ‘ '

-'\.'
v

;‘SECond bu11d1ng on th1s ph1lsoph1c base ChaptErs V and VI of la'h ._nu ;lf

‘3’the handbook zero tn, on. anguage wlth an extEnded deve1opment of th1s"

phase of the tota] program Here, recogn1t1on is g1ven to the fact
N ‘

that "there~are certa1n 1anguage 1earn1ngs about wh1ch,teachers shou]d
[?be know]edgeab]e and about wh1ch chxldren shou]d deve]op some ;p‘___ T
. 4 o

- tunderstand1ng dur1ng the1r school . exper1ences"'(p"1) Desp1te the

vor1entat1on of these 1anguage 1earn1ngs and curr1cu1um exper1ences

towa'”d the 1anguage phase of the program. the program stm has S
'.rstrong 1ntegrat1ve aSPECtS 1"VO]‘””Q read1ng,,spe]11ng and hand— ‘fxif(h )

"wr1t1ng

: ;eThe Program s Ph1losophy

Chapter II of the E]ementary Language Arts Handbook dea]s w1th a

.Nbo:under1y1ng ph11osophy or rat1ona1e of thIS program - Each of these 1s
: R , L -'-\,:?.i, ;. -

1 Language deve]ops in’ a c]assroom env1ronment characterlzed by G e
'-'n - mutual’ respect, acceptance, and trust..- ¥t is essential to . 7 ,;.,"4 IR
‘ : ‘_laccept and respect the language: that‘the child: brings from‘: T T

.~ home since his estimation of .his own worth is tied" very© .o
‘closely to his Tanguage and to the 1anguage of h1s parents’_,j
"” .and peers (p 3) ; S o

2, The acqu1s1t1on of e ept1ve and: product1ve contro] of the
i .. school’ language ("standard" Engl1sh) becomes. a deferred- go&] :
- which is preceded by the goal.of facilitating 1n1t1a1 1earn1ng :
7 in the child"s own d1a]ect, when that dialect or. Panguage is S,
, ,}?1ffe;ent from the "standard" Eng11sh of the c]assroom EDE TP S ‘;;/
Ap. 3 S e g . TR P R

B N . e . NN . . e UL -
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. 3. dhe school's major concern is#to expand'the language of : o
: ‘each child.  This is not glone by attempts to immediately ' - , 4“-” '
. ‘reéplate his tanguage with school language, or by ruleS-and "
©°. - . drills, or by grammatical analysis and classification.
© Rather the chidd needs many -opportunities to develop . i
L ‘language and th‘inking through activities involving a great . '
~_.deal of talking and writing; through hearing language, R SR
“’through informal dramatics; through-gamess through a great =~ o ~

' ?ealiof reading and discussing of literature and poems. -
p. &) . T : -

4. The extent and nature of ‘a child's experiences form.the
. basis of all his learning. [If the child is to.grow, he =
sl T ~must be‘gi%en opportunities to'enlarge his experiences =i

' 5, The development of both language and thought begins, in wmany - . -
“instances with talk. = The school! can encourage the“child's
development through purposeful .talk and can provide:many
opportunities for it fo: take place. (p. 4) s

3

b Children's language 1s“expanded_primariTy*thrGUQh,active
“involvement :in 1anguage-deve1oping-ijuations‘egjn»speaking,
_Tistening, viewing, reading and writing;-and through ;
T ~rinformal drama, mime, photography, art, tapes, interviews, = o
o T ;-H?kits)- rather than through passive learning about language:- = ~ - -
B S U : A SRR
97,1t is mpfe\useful in"the’ language arts program to consider
© " langweGe inxterms of the 4ppropriateness of an utterance for. i
~a given purpose _in a given situation. (p.:5) " = - St

. 8. Language is used for communication; for-social and personal
‘development,.and to facilitate thinking. - A comprehensive
“elementary school program will provide increasing o
" opportunities for the -development of ‘a1l three language

functions. (p. 5) R . A

-

o : 9. They;schocl MUst give attent%oh'to'déﬁé1oping in ¢h11dren1a-"
mubﬁ@gpedialljteracy.-,(p. 6) cel
10,¢The;é is a basic {ntekréla;ioﬁship'émOhg5the commuhicatiOn’k ‘
- skills. “A11 the Tanguage art processes deal with communication .
f}z the)exchangg of ideas,.understandings;-and feelings. . -
p. 7). e _ Lo ’ _ :

oo RV B

+ .
R . . . N o [ o

3.
-~

) ﬁ{ffProgram Deéigg

_ TFhe new program is organized around a curriculum model for -

s

5{: &gbmmun1cat1dn outJihéd-in_ChapterfIII offthe'hahdbOQk as weii a%~fn:.A¢
S S

Sage [ Voo

3 ST ARON . L = : R : ;
S e X . I RO A - ) . T ,
- L : . i ) B
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- the language arts section of the Program of Studies for Elementary

Schools (1975);'-Thts.mode1, shown below in Tab1e'2,1focuses on
_1ndividua] development bj‘p1aCing emphasis onlthe child through
;exam1nat1on of the child's growth patterns, h1s 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences
’and h1s 1ntegrat1ve nature »
Accord1ng to th1s mode] ».in attempt1ng to understand the child,

we shou]d reca]] that each ch11d has phys1ca1,‘1nte11ectua1 and

- emotlonal characterjstjcs._ Through “the deye]opment of the child' S

physicaT (multi-sensory),4inte11ectuai andjemotionaT behaviors

. commun1cat1on becomes- poss1b1e

The deve]opment of commun1cat1on sk11]s occurs not on]y in

certa1n d1rect10ns in the rece1v1ng,,process1ng and expre551ng of .

S

) commun1cat1on, but a]so in a cyc11ca1 and spiral fash1on The”

f0110w1ng growth patterns, wh1ch are 11sted in both program documents,

v

are 1ntended to be guides for the se]ect1on of 1earn1ng opportun1t1es

N

for children: e L

- 1. Fluency in- commun1cat1on is a- prerequ1s1te to controlled
commun1cat1on o . o

2. Phys1ca] act1on precedes ora] commun1cat1on, wh1ch in turn Y
deve]ops before wr1tten express1on

3. Attent1on is often centered on spec1f1cs before'arriv1ng at
genera11zat1ons, wh1ch in turn are: appropr1ate1y app11ed o

4 Single structures must be understood before comp]ex
structures '

- 5. Understand1ng of the concrete genera11y precedes an under-
staﬁd1ng of abstract1ons . _ 4
g _ .
- B Growth takes p]ace fvbm one- 1eve1 to. mu1t1 1evel usage of
1anguage (Handbook P 10)
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. »1#??
' These 1anguage growth patterns are referred to'as integrative
strands for they ca: contr1bute to the ch11dren be1ng able to pattern ‘
‘ _the many"impressions which ‘bombard them da11y | ' 43;3,:_3”
Language 1earn1ngs are also an 1ntegra1 part of thxs curr1cu]um
;mode] for communwcat1ons Thﬁs is based on the belief tnat 1f
ch1]dren are to be effect1ve commun1cators, there is value in havlng
‘them- understand commun1cat1on 1tse1f “Flex1b111ty 1n the use of - '\\ o
Tanguage requ1res know]edge of the funct1ons for wh1ch 1anguage is o
used the var1et1es and 1evels of language tasks, the variety; of o
* contexts . 1n wh1ch 1anguage 1s used, and the var1ous mgges of
'express15n“ Handbook p. 10) R - |
. Finally, th1s mode1 ca]]s for’curriculum‘experiences/which give
a]] the senses, 1nd1v1dua11y and co]]ect1ve1y, the opportun1ty for
appropr1ate deve]opment 1n the rece1v1ng of commun1cat1ons or |
' 1mpre5510ns from the env1ronment The trans]at1on of 1mpress1ons soi‘ .
irece1ved shouﬁd become the content wh1ch ch11dren process through

th1nk1ng, fee11ng and act1v1ty

-di.Program ObJéct1ves R ',' ; . S .i; | h. //<\\

Not1ng that the a1m of e]ementary educat1on 1s to prov1de ;;///

'j‘-opportun1t1es for chw]dren to deve]op the1r potent1a1 and to 1mprove :

/

f'3~'and enJoy the soc1a1 and phys1ca] env1ronment the Department of

'?Educat1on, in 1ts statement of obJect1ves for the 1anguage arts,_
‘ma1nta1ns that commun1cat1on 1s essent1a] to this deve]opment

Therefore, 1anguage arts shou1d prov1de opportun1t1es ’
for ch11dren ERRTE e T ST _

1. to act1ve1y exper1ence 1anguage

2 (to become f]ex1b1e users of 1anguage by



N Ga) deve]op1ng competéﬁc1es in: rece1v1ng 1nformat1on :
w{eritically) -throu Eh ‘istening,’ read1ng, v1ew1ng,
touching, tast1ng, sme]}1ng, ) EER

§§\ (b) deve]op1ng f]uency 1n‘eXpress1ng 1deas and féE]IngS'
- through oral language, written 1anguage, movemeht 1,;uw
(gestures, creat1ve drama) music- and-art*>J.

'5_ (c) deve]op1ng an apprec1at1on and enJoyment of our o
- 1anguage and our 11terary her1tage,

NP
N

id) understand?ng the: commun1cat10n process as we11 as-
' the1r ro1e*as rece1vers, processors or expressors
A “that process : :

“ffg 3ﬁ_to'develop the1r fu11est potent1a1 a’s “human be1ngs
"4 through effective. communication. {Pro ram of." o
- Studles for. E]ementary Schoo1s, - 4).

i

‘ The Program s Methodo]ogxg - ﬁﬂi/,;.uuuﬁir
In answer to the quest1on “how do you best create curr1cu1unsw'
: exper1ences for your ch11dren°“ the des1gners of this new program;f'
3 offer what they ca]] a d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of the,~‘\

1anguage arts Th1s approach was chosen because 1t focuses on: the
\
'ch11d and 1s respons1ve to 1nd1v1dua1 néeds The word d1agnos1s,

therefore, is used here to refer to an assessment of present Tearn 1ngs

\

as a bas1s for des1gn1ng new. 1earn1ngs.v In other words, accord1ng j\\s_

‘to this methodo1ogy or approach to 1nstruct1on, the teacher bases ;
- her 1nstruct1on on anvassessment of each ch11d s strehgths and on

h1s needs for further deve]opment Each of the e1ght steps 1n the

vd1agnost1c teach1ng of" 1anguage arts 1s shown in F1gure 2. For a

‘more deta11ed descr1pt1on of th1s process see Append1x C

ObJect1ve Attr\butes of theﬂInnovat1on

In the preced1ng sect1on of th1s chapter the author gave a

genera] descr1pt1on of the 1nnovat1on the new- E]ementary Language

4
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,‘STﬁﬁggiN-THE3DIAGNOSTICfPROCESSf'.

fffa o | e tf'5a__ | iy
' ' SR i, Set Objectives for
R Language Learn1ng(s)

P N
B ) . N | .
. . ) L MU . .
Y - . - .
LA 0 N " - . . -
N o . R i . o . . . . . i
. : o 2

8 AR . o .
Teach ch11d(ren) S T o Des1gn language -
o ST R PR task

néeded sk111( )

“Plan 1nstruct10n _‘,-'* O I set criiteria
S specific to ,v“~ L S S R for analysis
T 1dent1f1ed needs : I L _,j o =

Y R ST . ]
Bgagnose strengths -~ . T L. collect sample(s)
. Tand needs O\ S A from child(ren). =~~~

- 5. e
Exam1ne samp]e(s) .

carefu]]y using
the cr1ter1a o

7 L
ok An e]aborat1on of work done by Dr R K Jackson Un1vérsitxiof' e
'V‘Alberta o L o

Note From E1ementary Language Arts Handbook the A1berta
Department of - Educat1on, 1973 p. 6b1. . L o
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f"exam1ne the character1st1cs of the new program a

Arts Program The purpose of th1s sect1onxof the chapter 1s to -

factors affect1ng

degree 6f 1mpTementat1on \

In a somewhat d1fferent context Rogers and Shbemaker (19713

'1dent1f1ed reTat1ve advantage compat1b111ty, compTex1ty, tr1a1ab111ty

|
and observab111ty as’ the perce1ved attr1butes of any 1nnovat1on

They used these terms to exp1a1n rate of adopt10n ---i.ce., the -

reTat1ve speed w1th wh1ch an 1nnovat1on 1s adopted by members of a:

'soc1aT system These same attr1butes are being used here 1n T A;t gél

b]ect1ve terms to heTp account for the degree of 1mp]ementat1on of a

.part1cu1ar 1nnovat1on. To these. f1ve obJect1ve attr1butes of ‘an-

1nnovat1on the uthor has added “adaptab111ty" - the extent to wh1ch

' anvtnnovation can be aTtered (w1thout d1stort10n) to meet 10caT1zed

needs E |

 The obJect1ve attrxbutes of the 1nnovat1on, aTong w1th
character1st1cs of the user system and the eftect1veness of the’ﬁ#
1mpTementat1on strategy, are seen.. as sources of factors wh1ch con-v.'
tr1bute to or m111tate aga1nst 1mp1ementat1on of that 1nnovat1on |
To 1TTustrate - 1f from any ob3ect1ve po1nt of view. an 1nnovat1on is-
cons1dered to be "compTex"; then regardTess of the1r percept1ons, the

des1gnated users w1TT exper1ence more d1ff1cu1ty understand1ng,

support1ng and ut1T1z1ng that part1cu1ar 1nn0vat1on than one wh1ch is

Tess compTex ‘ v'vv-‘a;

In order to estab11sh the ob3ect1ve attr1butes of the 1nnovat1on,._ff

‘ v
the 1nvest1gator made a deta11ed document anaTys1s of the Tementary

Language Arts Handbook (1973), and her cTar1f1cat1on d1scuss1ons w1th'

three members of the Curr1cu1um Comm1ttee respons1b1e for <

4 C.
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1ts preparat1on Interviews were aTso her W1th Tanguage arts

spec1a11sts at the Un1vers1ty of ATberta, the ATberta Departmen

Educat1on,’and the Edmonton Separate Schoo] System. In add1t1o

t of

n,

video tapes on the new program, prepared\ y the Department of -

—

- i
Educat1on, were a]so v1ewed by the 1nvestwgator Through these

prdcedures the 1nvest1gator became fam1T1ar w1th the substance

the innovation and ‘was abTe to make 1nformed Judgments on its

objective attr1butes, aS'descrlbed beTow.

'ReTat1ve AdvantagA ’

The extent to which an 1nnovat1on 1s<sdperiorito'the ideas.

~supersedes is caTTed reTat1ve advantage 'Tn-attempting to asce

‘ the degree to which the new prdgram in Tanguage arts is super1o

= _»the Tanguage program which preceded it, the 1nvest1gator adopte

X"

perspect1ve of the ob3ect1ve needs of the Tearner N1th th1s f

-~ of reference, the 1nvest1gator posed th1s quest1on of super1or1

responses cTearTy 1nd1cated that they regarded the new program

: vastTy super1or to the on program 1n meet1ng the needs of eTem

1‘;-

e e L L o’

§ Compat1b111tx IR E"vi" S

A e. > the eTementary teachers of ATberta

The extent to wh1ch an 1nnovat1on is cons1stent w1th ex1st

v'ﬂ'vaTues, past exper1ences and the needs of the des1gnated user i
| '.”lcaTTed compat1b111ty It is the Judgment of the 1nvest1gator t

'the new program was Tow 1n compat1b111ty w1th 1ts 1ntended user

k4

of °

rtain

r to

it

d the }'

rame

ty to
»-Tanguage arts spec1aT1sts at the Un1vers1ty of ATberta. The1r _

to be

entary

pup1Ts _; p:, o N S ,, _',-“ _Ht _‘1.: . “lv.'

1ng
S

hat
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F1rst from his 1nterv1ews w1th teachers, the 1nvest1gat)r
found that the Department of Education's expectat1on that
e1ementary c]assroom teachers\s\ou1d become their own curr1cu1um”

deve]opers was tota]]y 1ncons1stent w1th the teachers own1role—

related va]ues o o | R

Second the demands be1ng made of teachers by the 1ntroduct10n of

PR

. the Language Arts Program'were 1arge1y»1ncons;stent w1th the1r‘past
~expe?¢Ence5' For example, imp1ementat10n'of theiinnovation, as it

Was or1g1na11y conce1ved, requ1red teachers to possess spec1f1c

sk1115 1n curr1cu1um deve1opment and in the d1agnost1c approach to the .
teach1ng of‘1anguage arts, as we11_as sk111 in the 1ntegrat1ng of all .

aspects of the language arts. Each of these requirements constitutes .

- stgnificant‘departUre‘fromvthe instructfon_eﬁperience of these
teachers;r~ | o ) |

- Third;‘inStéadaofdreCOgnjzing the need of thefe]ementarylschoo]
teacher for more preparat1on t1me, the new program 1mposed a heav1er,.

more t1me consum1ng work 1oad on them

Fourth, 1nstead of present]hg the c]assroom teacher w1th 2 11st‘,
_of 1anguage sk111s to be taught at each grade 1eve], as they Had beentf'
accustomed to the de§1gn of the new program 1eft these ob3ect1ves _ff“

o o e]arge]y shrouded in amb1gu1ty

,Comp]exitx'-' R | |
~ The extent to‘which an inno?ation“is relative1y dif?ﬁéU]t to
,understand and use 1s called comp]ex1ty In’the judgmentaof the

'ﬂ1nvest1gator the Language Arts Program is rather d1ff1cu1t to

understand and d1ff1cu1t to ut1 ze. Certa1n1y the vast maJor1ty of

-

100



faci]dtators thought this was the case.

In the f1rst pTace, the commun1cat1on mode n\which'the program"
s based is not eas11y understood Second1y, curr1cu1um deve]opment :

' the 1ntegrat1on of aT] aSpects of the language arts and the | |
}d1agnost1c approach to the teachlng of the 1anguage arts, a]] |
necces1tate att1tud1na1 changes as we11 as new knowledge and’ sk1115 D
on the part of the teachers des1gnated to 1mp1ement the program “In
'other words, before 1mp1ementat1on of the- new Language Arts Program X

cou]d be effected teachers wou]d have to be subJected to extens1ve ";.

1n—serv1ce tra1n1nq; For unless teachers became reor1ented to the : -

.Y

‘program S d1st1nct1ve ph11osophy and ;fycho1ogy, and tra1ned in 1ts

N methodo1ogy, there. wou1d be no change in the1r 1nstruct1ona1 ro]es

~N

9‘Tr1a]ab111ty

' The extent to whwch an 1nnovat1on may be exper1mented w1th ona
T1m1ted bas1s 1s called tr1a1ab1l1ty Th]S not1on has a psycho]og1ca1
'.;d1mens1on concerned w1th the ab111ty of the des1gnated user to 1magtye:‘ -

ahow the 1nnovat1on 1s to be ut111zed G1ven the comp]ex1ty and
-1ack of compat1b1]1ty of the new Language Arts Program the
- 1nvest1gator regards th1s 1nnevat1on to be ]ow in tr1a]ab111ty O:In,‘

"other wérds, teachers who were requ1red to 1mp1ement this program B

“m1ght bevexpected to have troub]e v1sua]1z1ng Just-how~to make~1t

f.,w0rk oh their 6wn Th1s wou]@ of course, adversely- affect the1r =

_ab111ty to support 1t, ut111ze 1t and understand 1t



Observab111ty .
The extent to which the 1ntended results of an 1nnovat1on are
T.v1s1b]e to its. potent1a1 users 1s referred to as observab111ty T
the op1n1on -of the 1nvest1gator, as curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons g0, this
one is part1cu]ar1y 1ow 1n observab111ty
" Since the ach1evement of the program S obJect1ves for pup1]
‘:development in 1anguage arts was not read1]y d1scern1b1e in the .
'short term, Judgment on. the “resu]ts" of the new program in other ‘_:%73"
grades was 11ke1y to be based on the more content1ous issue of how
it affected the ro]e of the c]assroom teacher. }‘ . ”:h ‘

Adaptability

“The extent to which an'innovation can'be aTtered (without‘a—.f'“
’ d1stort1on) to meet 1oca11zed needs 1s ca]]ed adaptab111ty - There

1s no quest1on the Language Arts Program is extreme]y adaptable to/

: ’the needs of various pupJ]s, teachers and commun1t1es Th1s . "': .:\J_, L

'adaptab111ty 1s due 1n 1arge,measure to the prog;gm s 1nord1nate]y
heavy re11ance on. the ro]e of the c]assroom teacher 1n d1agnost1c
- and curr1cu1um deve]opment modes ‘:il;,,v ,fv v | |
Gsummarif v | o ‘ _
‘ In .the- f1rst part of th1s chapLer the author presented a genera] e
' :n,descr1pt1on of the 1nnovat1on a new Language Arts Program '
fInc]uded in th1s account were the program s under1y1ng ph1]osophy,‘

: 1ts des1gn (bu11t around a curr1cu1um model for commun1cat1ons), as rf'.-

,we11 as the.goa1s 1t sought to rea11ze and the methodo1ogy

>



it ut111zed

) -

The - essence of th1s 1nnovat1on is 1ts d1agnost1c methodo]ogy and
a ph1losophy wh1ch permedtes the ent1re prOgram Th1s ph11osophy is
' a child- centéred one,‘1ntended to create mu1t1 med1a 11teracy With
o an approach a1med at the expans1on of 1anguage A 6as1c techntque in
‘th1s expans1on of 1anguage is purposeful ta]k | ’ |

~1In the second part of th1s chapter the author’ attempted to.

: 1dent1fy the obJect1ve attr1butes of th1s 1nnovat1on by mak1ng a-

document ana1ys1s of the E]ementary Language Arts Handbook (1973)

and by consu]t]ng w1th spec1a11sts in the field. The new program waSQ'

'Judged a good one, be1ng h1gh1y rated on relat1ve advantage and
i'adaptab1]1ty But because it was 1ow 1n compat1b111ty, tr1a1ab111ty
'_and observab111ty, and at the same time h1gh 1n comp1ex1ty, the

.1nvest1gator conc]uded that the task of 1mp1ement1ng 1t wou]d requ1re

.

‘f.substant1a1 measures’ of both t1me and effort, even under otherw1se .

‘o,."p

v1dea] cond1t1ons;

103
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‘ attr1butes of the new Language Arts’ Program as fa

CHAPTER VII

. THE USER SYSTEMS:
 EASTSIDE AND WESTSIDE SCHOOLS

Introduct1on

In the preced1ng chapter the autho{ descr1be§ the ob3ect1ve

tors affecting the"

Jegree to wh1ch 1t 1s 11ke]y to be wmpgemented by c]assroom teachers;'

- The purpose of" th1s chapter is to 1dent1fy those factors w1th1n a

the" des1gnated user systems which tend to fac1l1tatevor 1mpede
\

program 1mp1ementat1on To th1s end the . 1nvest1gator ut111zed the

2

tenta}Jve conceptua] framework deve]oped in Chapter II in an

examinat n of:the character1st1cs of the user systems pr1or to the

J B

'foff1c1a1 at! mpt to 1mp1ement the 1nnovat1on in grades two and s1x

-at Easts1de and®

estSIde schoo1s dur1ng the Fall of ]975 =

Us1ng 1nterv1' s w1th the . Progect Coord1nator pr1nc1pais, L

‘ffac111tators and teach rs, as- we]] as persona] observat1ons, the

Zp1ace pr1or to the commencement f ‘the 1mp1ementat1on effort had\an -

‘>~:

,“personne] who ‘were 1nterv1ewed had

/

o 1nvest1gator gathered dat over a four month per1od)dur1ng uhlc:\

he v1s1ted both schoo]s The fact that these v1s1ts did not take -

a

‘x

effect on. the gather1ng and 1nterphetat1on of data F1rst, school

depend on the1r own ab111ty

jto reca]] events and persona] react1o s dat1ng b%ck as far as f1ve B
‘.months Second, 1n order not to 1gnone 1mportant factors, the

_1nvest1gator found it’ necessary to make certa1n assumpt1ons ,rFor

examp]e, the low 1eve] of trust in author1ty wh1ch the 1nvest1gator';

08,

gL Tl ~
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found in ev1dence among the teachers of both Easts1de and Wests1de,,
-after the 1mp1ementat1on strategy had been dep]oyed probab]y
predates this effort to 1mp1ement the program Th1s 1ack of trust .
and other factors concern1ng the organ1zat1on and persodhe] “of- the
user systems are cons1dered in thws chapter
The chapter is d1v1ded 1nto three maJor sect1ons In tne,tirst s

- sect1on, the effects of organ1zat1ona1 cons1derat1ons on’ program '

ﬁ1mp1ementat1on are exam1ned Both the superv1sory sty]e and the

‘ycompat1b111ty of organ1zat1ona1 arrangements w1th1n each schoo] are
’con51dered In sect1on two the author stud1es the fo110w1ng
_character1st1cs of the des1gnated users~ (1) trust 1n author1ty, _':feixj_'*tf?'r

f%(Z) dispos1t1on to change, (3) group cohes1veness, and, most R g ) | |

' cr1t1ca11y, (4) the teachers or1entat1on to: program 1mp1ementat1onl_ f'

‘Those factors wh1ch have contr1buted to the teachers att1tude toward.”‘

"the new Language Arts program, at the commencement of the 1mp]ementa—';
/s

tion effortg are}1dent1f1ed in, the th1rd sect1on of th1s chapter

0rgan1zat1ona1 Cons1derat1ons L f‘* o 4

Each of the schools is-a- user system made up of two 1mportant

i ;and mutua11y dependent components the teachers and the

_adm1n1stration In thlS sect1on of the chapter the author exam1nes
j'the superv1sory sty]es of these adm1n1strators and the organ1zat1ona1
'f_arrangements for wh1ch they are respons1b1e o '

' x”Superv1sory Sty}e B

-

The superv1sory sty]e of the organ1zat1on s adm1nlstrat1on 1s

]

'}_'seen here as one factor wh1ch may affect the degree to wh1ch an S
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o

- 1nnovat1on is 1mp1emented by 1ts des1gnated users Serg1ovann1 and

'f'of Easts1de and Westside.-

d they wou1d need in order to 1mp1ement the program

Starratt (1971) def1ne superV1s1on as "a process used by those in

schoo]s Who have respons1b111ty for 0ne or another aSpect of the

| schoo] s goa]s and who epend d1rect1y upon others to hetp them ,

flach1eve these goa]s (p.vlo), The goa] in th1s cdge is the

-
<

: dlmp1ementat1onrof a new E1ementary Language Arts Program ;Thev

_superV1sory sty]es in quest1on are those of the school pr1nc1pa]s

’

The 5uperv1sory sty]es of the pr1nc1pa1s of Eastswde and

. wests1de schoo1s did’ fot - fac111tate the full and proper 1mp1ementat1on

N

f the new program In separate 1nterv1ews with -the 1nvest1gator,

' both pr1nc1pals 1nd1cated a lack of 1nterest 1n the curr1cu1um in

S T

genera] and the new Language Arts Program in part1cu1ar i They

'read11y adm1tted hav1ng d1ff1cu1ty under;tand1ng the program and

support1ng 1ts 1mp1ementat1on Consequently, these pr1nc1pals could

' not g1ve the1r teachers the encouragement and pract1ca1 ass1stance

z.,'

;

' of Education or schoo] system—based) change also. has a good‘chance‘ ot

L

by

Indeed when the teachers were asked ”are y0u aware of anyone 1n
th1s schoo] sys¢ em who js in an organwzat1ona1 pos1t1on to he1p you

but 1acks the know]edge and aB111ty needed " 12 out of 14 1dent1f1ed
the schoo1 pr1nc1pa1 '

In exp1a1n1ng the rat1ona1e beh1nd the1r r1a1ssez fa1re

att1tude toward curr1cu1um dec1s1on mak1ng, the responses of the .

pr1nc1pa1s were v1rtua11y the same when 1nterv1ewed Interna]

(schoo] based) change fs p0551b1e they sa1d because it 1s fOunded
L e Py .

on trust and on- gofng commun1cat1on However,.external (Depathent

ey / A }

- R A T S Sy
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of success if it enJoys the support of the schoo] pr1nc1pa1 - But as
: pr1nc1pa1s, both men felt that they had to be cautwous over which

'externa11y adopted 1nnovat1on ‘they decqped to back in _rder to.

protect the1r own cred1b111ty w1th their respect1ve staffs
Therefore ‘when the new Elementary Language Arts P gram was
1ntroduced for 1mp1ementat1on, both schoo1 pr1nc1pals dec1ded to (
ma1nta1n an att1tude of neutra11ty toward Jdt, at 1east unt11 the
teachers had formed their own op1n1ons on-it re]at1ve mer1ts Then
these pr1nc1pa1s wou]d g1ve the teachers the1r mora] back1ng Both
,f;adm1n1strators empha51zed that this att1tude of neutrallty was

never an act1ve oppos1t10n to the 1nnovat1on at any time.

" How the or1g1na1 “neutra]1ty” of these pr1nc1pa1s could have

o been 1nterpreted by their respect1ve staffs rema1ns a moot po1nt

jBut g1ven the teachers obv1ous needs for encouragement and _ L.

: ass1stance in 1mp1ement1ng such a comp]ex 1nnoth1on,_1t wou]d not S
have been d1ff1cu1t for these teachers to have perce1ved a 1ack of

active: support for the program on. the part of" the1r pr1nc1pals as
condcmn1ng w1th fa1nt pralse " Then, if. 1n expre551ng thelr own

 rese. \at1ons about the new program these teachers were to enJoy the

| moral back1ng” of the1r°pr1nc1pa1s, the1r conf1rmed oppos1t1on to

1mp1ementat1on wou]d undoubted]y be assured

3 Organizationa1"Arrangements } o o ‘3 | o
a In the1r 191J case study, Gross et_a1 found that one of the -
.:c1rcumstances that const1tuted a barr1er to the 1mp1ementatﬂon of an oo

1nnovat1on was the ex1stence of organ12at1ona1 arrangements wh1ch

o were 1ncompat1b1e w1th it. ( 139) For, quite apart from yet

T



' ‘lead time to make such arrangements

° 108 .

'c1ear1y related to ‘the school system's 1mp1ementat1on strategy, are
thoze adm1n1strat1ve accommodat1ons wh1ch enab]e, or at least |
fac111tate the process by wh1ch the 1nnovat1on is 1mp1emented 43

- The 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed several organ1zat1ona1 arrangements : " 'd:
_wh1ch tend to 1mpede efforts to 1mp1ement the new . program in - \i>

1anguage arts F1rst' The Elementary Language Arts Handbook (1973)

-and the Program of Stud1es “for E]ementary Schoo]s*(1975) are.two

pob11cat1ons of the Alberta Department»of Education. The ordering
and'distribution of these pub]ications,‘which were important to'
program 1mp1ementat1on were the respons1b111t1es of the sch601

P

N pr1nc1pals. But ‘with the except1on of ‘Gne teacher who managed to

-get a;c0py_of the Program»of Stnd1es-from h1svfac111tator, none of -

" the -teachers of Eastside Schoo] receTVedleﬁther one of‘these~: N
documents L e S '*,t .

Second “the pr1nc1pa1s both reported hav1ng d1ff1cu1ty f]ndlng
enough subst1tutes¢to take the p]ace of»teachers,who were expected
_to;ettend-1anguagelarts in—SerVicesanhey-complained of:insufficjent‘_

anally, although Easts1de and Wests1de were not affected the '.‘d,w
-fa11ure of certa1n other schoo]s to b]ock t1metab1e the]r 1anguage

Carts subJects (Read1ng, Wr1t1ng, Spe]11ng, etc. ) ‘did 1nterfere W1th _.
"‘»tattempts to 1ntegrate them, accord1ng -te)some fac111tators |

% ) S .

The Des1gnated Users 3

The prev1ous sect1on of the chapter dea]t w1th adm1n1strat1ve

factors wh1ch funct1on as barr1ers to program 1mp1ementat1on. -Inf . _';

©:

_th1s port1on of the chapter the adthor is concerned w1th 1dent1fy1ng

D L



SO R 109

those character1st1cs of the teachers of grades two and s%élwhtch
m1ght have a bear1ng on the outcome of any: 1mp1ementat1on effort

~at_Easts1de and Nests1de schoo]s,,v;p : . }7’

Trust in Authority

Both trom 1nterviews7and observations, the 1nvestigator detectedn'

Ca pervas1ve mistrust of author1ty among the e]ementary teachers of

[}

s Easts1de and Wests1de schoo]s However, because data gather1ng d1d

‘not commence unt11 after the 1mp1ementat1on strategy had been

“f_ deployed, 1t is d1ff1cu1t to determ1ne the extent to wh1ch th]S

- m1strust actua]]y predate'P.I.P; 'Nevertheless,.1t does seem fa1rus
tofassumeﬁthat this-attitude towards suDeriorS did not develop over
n1ght among these e]ementary teachers During his very first meetdngv

w1th the f1ve grades two and s1x;teachers at Easts1de -- the’school
s -

:'; whlch was. supposed to. be succesgfu11y 1mp1ement1ng the new: program :

“-— the 1nvest1gator d1scovered four teachers who read11y adm1tted 3§
]ack of understand1ng of,_and support for, the,new program 1n S b
1anguage arts These teachers had h1dden the1r true percept1ons of
rthe program from centra] off1ce off1c1a1s by f111ng pos1t1ve

4month1y reports 1nd1cat1ng progress 1n program 1mp1ementat1on v They'!'h'lk, .
| ﬂJust1f1ed this act1on say1ng that they cou]d not express ‘their ; di' . ;?\*g"

v‘_cr1t1c1sms on. a document to wh1ch they were requ1red to s1gn the1r']a -' EA

"name.l;-

. 1Th1s 1ssue of trust in author1ty is thorough]y documented 1n-
the succeeding chapter under the head1ngs "PrOJect Coord1nator b
and “Eva]uat1on 4 . _

Y]



If a]Towed to pers1st th1s Tack of trust could have a
. [

:;deb111tat1ng effect or program 1mpTementat1on efforts f For w1thout ”'

- Mtrust in their super1ors, cTassroom teachers w1TT not w1TT1ngTy i
v:undergo the psychoTog1caT uncerta1nt1es wh1ch attend the
1mpTementat1on of new currncuTa Nor WT]] they freeTy part1c1pate
'1n the often threaten1ng procedure of feed1ng back accurate
1nformat1on on the degree to wh1ch 1mp1ementat1on has been=effected
Without such 1hformat1on and other frank comments from teachers, the
1mp1ementat1on strategy is un]]keTy to’ be effect1ve in the Tong run,
~or be 1mproved in the short term

~

'D1spos1t1on Toward Change

In their survey of the T1terature, Rogers and Shoemaker (T97T)T51QI‘”
_found that "a system s norms can’ be a barr1er to change (p. 30) pl§ o
The soc1a1 systems 1n th1s case wou]d of course be the teach1ng
~ staff at Easts1de and wests1de schooTs | The norm which is most
re]evant to program 1mp1ementat1on 1s the teachers dTSpOSTtTOﬂV
'toward change 1n generaT But whatever had been the teachers
: att1tude toward change in generaT was cTearTy superseded by an_‘
overwheTm1ng]y negat1ve att1tude toward curr1cu1ar change
"_Interv1ews witl the teachers of grades two . and s1x revealed that‘

: recent changes to the curr1cu1um were not seen. ina pos1t1ve T1ght
:For examp]e when asked "how woqu you character1ze your exper1ence
‘w1th the new Soc1aT Stud1es ProgramV".wh1ch had been 1ntroduced 1nto |

I
_foTTow1ng responses

h_'the eTementary schooTs severa] years before the teachers made the



i) Arery'positive‘A" 3
1) esomewhat positive - 1
__jii).ambﬁvalent R | ~, '3f
iv) someuhat negattye | '143"
v) , uery neéative:'" e '_31
) owA

Just -how the1r exper1ences w1th the new Soc1a1 Stud1es Program <
was to have affected the1r att1tude to Tmp1ementat1on of the programr
"1n 1anguage arts s dea]t w1th more exp11c1t]y 1ater an th1s chapter
»under the head1ng “S1m11ar Exper1ences : _
o

7Group Cohesiveness

Group cohe51veness is the extent to wh1ch members of a group\are//

attracted to other members f the group , Thls factor 1s 1mportant

in p\anned change because accordlng to Cartwr1ght (1959) thOSe

“who' are strong]y attracted to other members of a group will be -
dfrgreatlyv1 f]uenced by the norms of the group | |

Although the pr1nc1pa1s of both Easts1de and West51de fe]t that
-the1r respect1ve staffs ”worked well: together;f from both observat1on
5~and 1nterv1ews the 1nvest1gator detected a s1gn1f1cant d1fference
'bet;een the two schools on th1s po1nt |

From ‘the 0utset of h1s f1e1dwork the 1nvestlgator observed a’

- greater degree Of group cohes1veness among the teachers of Easts1de.ff“;

| ﬁDur1ng h1s f1rst meet1ng w1th the teachers of grades two and sax,
' the 1nvest1gator was surpr1sed to f1nd h1mse]f w1tness1ng the SRR

cont1nuat1on of an ‘on- go1ng d1scuss1on on the mean1ng and mer1ts ofA

",the hew Language Arts Program _ The same teachers who:could not ;r '

m
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..
:bring'themselves'to crdtfcize the‘newhprogram on centrallofficel e
Heva]uat1on forms, were engaged in a 11ve1y debate on the issues as
_ they'saw them There was a]so ev1dence of d1rect b11;tera1 ,
co]]aborat1on among teachers, together w1th a schoo] atmosphere
wh1ch suggested that staff members had much in common and enJoyed
" -each other's company Th1s s1tuat1on may be attr1buted 1n part to
the sma11 s1ze of the staff (18 teachers) and the fact that most of
Jts members who were young, seemed to have much in common A

At Hests1de on the other hand there was~c1ear1y a 1ack of
,lgroup cohes1veness wh1ch resu]ted from the fact that the schoo]

_staff was 1arger (32 teachers), more ethn1ca11y d1verse and, on the

".who1e, somewhat o]der than that found at Easts1de O1der staff

o f’members seemed to have deve]oped more 1nterests outs1de the schoo]

| Th1s 1ack of cohes1veness at Nests1de man1fested 1tseTf in a number _

70f staff c11ques, of wh1ch the 1unch hour br1dge group was c]ear]y S

3 vthe most ev1dent Members of th1s group had what were, in. effect

"vreserved seats 1n4fﬁﬂkstaffroom where they p]ayed cards, ta]ked ;»
and lunched together ' B
Desp1te the h1gher 1eve] of group cohesxveness found at

Easts1de, in “the f1na1 ana1ysws 1t contr1buted noth1ng to program'b o

1mp1ementat1on At the outset of this study, four of the f1ve ’

- ‘teachers affected by the program s 1mp1ementat1on 1n that schoo]

bd1d not understand or SUpport the program Therefore,.1n the one |

J

'schoo1 where 1t d1d ex1st group cohes1veness actua]]y m111tated
‘ g

aga1nst 1mp1ementat1on of the 1nnovat1on by enﬁur1ng the near ff
’so]1dar1ty of 0ppos1t1on to the’ program ,b :@-

} o

e
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Users' 0r1entat1on t0 Imp]ementat1on IR

Degree of 1mp1ementat1on has been def1ned prev1ously as the

__extent to. whlch ‘the des1gnated users of an 1nnovat1on understand that

1nnovat1on, support it, are ut111z1ng it, and\possess the competenc1es

eded to ut1]1ze 1t on an on- go1ng basis. But even pr1or to the

’off1c1a1 adopt1on of a part1cu1ar 1nnovat1on, 1ts des1gnated users

.may possess ad ced stand1ng on: any one of these Tndlces of

1mp1ementation. The users comb1ned stand1ng on these fhdlee§ is

referred to here as the "users' or1entat1on to 1mp1ementat1on of

“the. 1nno%@tlon It s 1mportant to any 1mp1ementat1on strategy
;because 1t helps to determ1ne the magn1tude and the nature of the

' _1mp1ementat1on task.

For examp]e, if teachers were to ev1dence a c]ear’undérstanding
of the Language Arts Program before the 1np1ementat1on effort began,‘

then the’ task of 1mp1ement1ng th1s 1nnovat1on WoUTd‘b””made somewhat

easwer, and the 1mpTementat1on strategy cou]d be ta1lored accord1ngly.

Ten of the 14 teachers who were at the focus of th1s study sa1d -

- that they had attempted to'“1mp1ement" the new Language Arts Program

f‘ on the1r own before the Program Imp]ementat1on Process (P I P ) had

been dep]oyed at the1r grade ﬁeve] {n the next few pages the

i author w111 exam1ne the degree to wh1ch these teachers of grades two
‘fand s1x were poswt1ve1y or1ented to program 1mp1ementat1on or. were

”'f.»1n fact 1mp1ement1ng the 1nnovat1on at that t1me

Understand1ng the 1nnovat1on In a ser1es of structured

1nterV1ews, teachers were asked to reca]] the1r react1on to the new

program in 1anguage arts pr1or to. the1r forma] exposure to the
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tnnova ioh by p.I1.P. Of the ]4 teachers who were. 1nterv1ewed by.
the i vestlgator, 10 of them reported that they had very little
understandlng of the new program at that t1me - More spec1f1ca11y;‘:
12 of -the teachers adm1tted that not on]y d1d they not understand

- what-was expected of “them as c]assroom teachers, but they also .

1acked an u derstand1ng of the spec1f1c ob3ect1ves of the new R

. Language Arts\Program at the1r part1cu1ar grade 1eve1

\\\\\-;\' B §4pport for the 1nnovat1on “The teachers as a group were a]so '

_ towards 1mp1ementat1on of the new program when asked* ‘

K;’ : “How d1d you honest \. ct to the who]e not1on of br1ng1ng th1s '

B program into your classroom on a permanen Abasws?"zthe fo]]ow1ngf'

responses were recorded __» - 'v" :\\ : | )
i) very pos1t1ve\‘ : 2

711);_somewhat pos1t1ve\\; ;'_ 4_3.,:

'jiji) amb1va1ent o \ftf_ 5
qv). somewhatfnegative.ﬁ;'j" 2
V) very negat1ve o 'J ' o

These data re]ate to the Fa11 of 1975 It shou]d be noted that

these same teachers had or1g1na11y been much more SUpport1ve of the i

p Lnew Language Arts.programvwhen_they f1rst-became.aware‘of-1t 1n.]973.
Ten’of'fhe teaChers'intervtewed recalled teé]tnghpOSitive about the
program at that t1me know1ng that they wou]d have to 1mp1ement 1t |

(See Append1x A quest1on 9b).

'Competenc1es From the descr1pt1on contatned 1n the. prev1ous '

: chapter, 1t 15 ev1dent that- th1s new program in 1anguage arts 1s a
un1que one the proper 1mp4ementat1on of wh1ch requ1res teachers to -

have certa1n att1tudes, know]edge and sk1115 The fo]1ow1ng examp]esv“

o



o iteacher competenc1es prior to the deployment of P.I.P. 1t seems

3 dep]oyment of P.I.P. the teachers of grades two and s1x 1acked the

illustrate these competencies. ‘Among the attitudes requjred.of

~teachers is a favourabTe disposition’toward the:”actiye involvement -
of theﬂ§h11d” approach to 1anguage expansion. Teachers must also
_possess a- now]edg of the components of the program's curricylum

: mode] of commun1cat1ons | F1na11y, teachers need the sk1115 requlrgd‘

'to ut111ze the d1agnost1c approach 1n the teach1ng of language arts
The remaining competenc1es are identified and fully discussed 1n

' Chapter IX | | » | -

)

A]though the 1nvest1gator was,not in a pos1t1on to study

safe to assume that in the absence of purposefu] 1nstruct1on (forma1 |

'1n-serv1ce sess1ons), these teachers were not 11ke1y ‘to have acqu1red -

: such competenc1es on the1r own. The verac1ty of this assumpt1on was

fborne out by subsequent ev1dence wh1ch revea1ed that even after the .

competenc1es needed to ut111ze the program on an on go1ng ba51s
VTherefore, ra1s1ng teacher competen 1es to appropr1ate 1eve1s was

‘an 1mportant part of the 1mp1ementat1on task and ought to have been

. i N
an 1mportant goa] of the 1mp]ementat1on strategy e \

\
A

Ut111zatlon of the 1nnovat1on C1assroom observat1ons were\

not conducted pr1or to the dep]oyme t of P I. P in the Fa]] of 15&5
Neverthe]ess, there 1s cons1derab]e ev1dence 1nd1cat1ng that teachers ‘
"'were not ut111z1ng the 1nnovat1on Jt that part‘cu]ar t1me F1rst

as prev1ous1y 1nd1cated before be1ng exposed t' e]ements of the

\\\1mp]ementat1on strategy, the téachers c]ear]y la _ed both an under-
'"l_stand1ngﬂ f the Language Art\ﬁProgram and support for'1ts use 1n :

“the1r c]assro ; - Just. shown teachers also 1acked(r

: Second]y, as/

[

ns
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the cbmpetencies needed. to correctly utilize the new program on an

on—going basis. Thirdly, even after having benefited from P.1.P., ~ -

“

. subsequent classroom observatibn condUcted by the investigator was
to reveaT that teachers were st111 not ut111z1ng the new program as

11ntended by its des1gners and adopters

In summary, the teachers of grades two'and six at Eastside'and '

Wests1de schools were not 1mpTement1ng the new Language Arts Program
‘~on their. own pr1or to the dep]oyment of P. I P Spec1f1ca11y, they _
“understood very T1ttTe" of the program they Tacked support for 1ts

. use, were def1c1ent in the competenc1es required for 1ts on- go1ng
i ut1T1zat1on, and were, in fact, not us1ng the program at that t1me

' Therefore, 1f fuTT 1mp1ementat1on were to occur, attempts to overcome

each ofgthese defjc1enc1es ought to have been the,goa]s of P.1.P.

.

- Teacher Att1tudes Towards The Innevat1on

The 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed severaT factors wh1ch account for e

the Tack of teacher support for the new Language Arts - Program prior o

‘ to the depToyment of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy (P 1.P. ). FEach of

these factors lies outs\de the user system but all have had a _:i' i

profound 1mpact on the teachérs perceptlon of what‘the program is =

g aTT about An effect1ve 1mpTementat1on strategyswouﬂd have to

o address 1tseTf to each of these teacher concerns

_Adopt1on Process .

-
“

In the Spr1ng of 1973, the ATberta Department of Educat1on

_formaTTy adopted the new Language Arts Program wh1ch had been o

"_deveToped by ‘a CurrtcuTum,Comm1ttee under 1ts aeg1s,‘ Under the



REAEN

'f’Department of Education..

1nvest1gator d1scovered that the deve]opment and formal’ adopt1on of

- Schoo] Act (1970), sch001 d1str1cts throughobt the province were

requ1red by law. to ensure the 1mp1ementat1on of 'this program 1n

accordance with the prescr1pt1ve gu1de11nes set out by the

From 1nterv1ews w1th off1c1a]s of the Department of Educat1on‘

. and members of the Language Arts Curr1cu1um Comm1ttee, the -

" this 1nnovatlon were not based on a systematlc needs assesément. Nor

.'was the program ever p11oted and eva]uated before be]ng adopted by

N :
the Department for d1ssem1nat1on throughout the prov1nce However,'

”1'the textbook series wh1ch were. to be ut1]1zed w1th the: program

were p11oted F1na11y, nowhere in e1ther the deye]opment or adopt1on

processes d1d c]assroom teachers p]ay a s1gn1f1cant ro1e

: There 1s amp1e ev1dence to suggest that teachers 1acked support

u‘ for the process by wh1ch the new tanguage Arts Program had been -
N -

-\ N

-adooted F1rst, although the teachers tak1ng part in- th1s study

were unan1mous in attach1ng great 1mportance to a systemat1c needs

assessment pr1or to the adopt1on of such an 1nnovat1on on]y two :

| .teachers thought that th1s had been done at the prov1nc1a1 1eve1 1n

"Zthe case of the Language Arts Program F1ve teache s thought that

“this type of assessment had been conducted at. the S¢ h001 system

uleve1 before the program was adopted

"are adopted for genera] use. Yet on1y three teachers be11eved that

Second all 14 teachers reported attach1ng great 1mportance to

the p11ot ng and, eva]uat1on of new curr1cu1ar programs before they

th1s had been done at the prov1nc1a1 1eve1; and only six thought 1t

‘ had happened at the sch001 system 1eve1 in the 1nstance of the new

. 5' :
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Language‘Arts Program .
F1na1]y, 13 out of the 14. teachers who were 1nterv1ewed attached

.5great 1mportance to the p_rt1c1pat10n of c]assroom teachers in the

process by wh1ch new curr1cu1ar _programs are adopted Yet not a
xs1ng1e teacher fe]t ‘that . c]assroom teachers 1n the f1e1d had had a -
: SIgn1f1cant 1nput into the process by which: the new Language Arts

'Program had. been adopted

4 The'Imp1ementation Strategy

Teachers who were to have been act1ve part1c1pants in P.1. P

were def1c1ent in the1r understand1ng of th1s 1mp1ementat1on strategy

‘and how 1t was’ to he]p them. They a]so 1acked support for spec1f1c_

aspects of the process by which the prbgram—Was to haye been |

i1mp]eménted part1cu1ar1y the use. of fac111tators S
Dur1ng forma1 1nterV1ews teachers were asked to recall the1r

| react1ons to the 1mp1ementat1on strategy (P.1.pP.) JUSt prior tb 1ts

o dep]oyment in the Fa]l of 1975 Spee1f1cal]y, they were asked

g “To what extent d1d you understand the Program Imp]ementa "on Process o

'(P I. P. ) at that time?“ The fo]]ow1ng/teacher responses were oted:

i)’_ Comp]ete P_ o dp.
-ii)f:tonsiderable.»' e.f2‘a

'i11) some . g"-’ ,,Rf6."

'5y){ very 11tt1e S g
-Av) " none g -’f;"' f“ 2g..:f_te- f: i\j"

Then these same teachers were asked to what extent they upporte

. P I P ‘as. a strategy for 1mp1ement1ng new curr1cular programs. They
sa1d E



'-_‘both requ1re the e]ementary schoo] teacher to engage in cons1derab]e L .

LA :the prospects of hav1ng to 1mp]ement the new prOgram in- 1anguage

,i)-.‘complete - L2 o _r.:“ o N A
if) 'cons1derab1e . ?5 l, | B
1) s some’ _,:. o5 ' o ‘(' '."\F

"';viv).-very 11tt1e ,“ .bba - *,' .!“ .v}“-' v_‘t /fv. .

’ IPPV)’ 'not at all . :f]';_‘ - , | “,;7":',.'hvj“ ~_”:““¥
vi) D.K. 1 Y | o |

The above data presented the 1nvest1gator w1th the phenomenon
fnof teachers adm1tt1ng a 1ack of know]edge of the 1mp1ementat1on "
,fvstrategy, yet c1a1m1ng that they support 1t» Th1s contrad1ct1on

«may be attr1buted to the fact that these data were gathered from
teachers answer1ng g]oba] quest1ons As a matter of fact, 1n rep]y
to a subsequent quest1on concern1ng Spec1f1c elements of P I P 5h' B

-

~ nine of the 14 teachers did adm1t haang ser1ous reservat1ons

.'regard1ng fac111tator consu]tat1on v F1ve teachers a1so had

‘j‘reservat1ons about the in- serVTce sess1ons,5 :

- S1m11ar Exper1ences o :;.f: s _‘ ’ f RO 1~¥ }ﬁ'hft TE

8

Two years before the 1ntroduct1on of the new E]ementary Language
Arts Program another curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1on wasi“lmplemented" S

‘ throughout the Prov1nce of" A]berta Th1s new. program was in soc1a1'

e -~
&

H’r.stud1es and the new program 1n 1anguage art? wh1ch was to fo]]ow,

"v,lbore’a”str1§1ng resemb]ance to it 1n at least one 1mportant respect'"ﬂlf-f'bv:';7bb

- curr1cu1um deve]opment at the classroom ]eve] j; Vf..,,f,ff:;yfi

pl

‘of the 13 teachers who had had prev1ous exper1ences w1th the j‘“

" new- Soc1a1 Stud1es Program, n1ne of them fe]t that the1r react1on to:i”"
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A

14

| arts had been 1nf1uenced by their ear11er exper1ences w1th the

a
-

character12ed their exper1ence with. the new. Soc1a1 Stud1es Program

as negat1ve, three sa1d that 1t had been rather “amb1va1ent and'

on]y four thought of 1t as a pos1t1ve exper1ence

3
RY N
9

-

V1car1ous Exper1enCes

Another factor wh1ch undoubted]y 1nf1uenced the att1tude of
teachers toward the 1nnovat1on was the exper1ence that their fe]]ow
teachers had" undergone with th1s same program in 1anguage arts, at
other grade 1evels between 1973 and 1975 Of the T4 teachers
1nterv1ewed on1y four descr1bed the1r percept1on of the results of
the efforts of these other teachers as ”pos1t1ve R wh11e f1ve others
sa1d they were "negat1ye The rema1n1ng f1ve teachers d1d not know

o"

how to descr1be these resu]ts for one reas}n or another

-

Pre empt1ve Exposure N Ju

4

The teachers att1tudes to the new: program in 1anguage arts ‘were -

o

' affected by the1r f1rst attempts to ut111ze ‘the . new language arts

textbook W1thout wa1t1ng for in-service sess1ons in 1ts proper use to

L]

: &
-be‘he]d./ Of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed, elght character1zed the1r

react1on to th1s textbook as "negat1ve , f1ve sa1d it was "amb1va1ent"

e and on]y one teacher was "somewhat p051t1ve" after attempt1ng to

ut111ze the book on ‘her own. g d'{‘ S .u - ‘, 'l' '“_‘ o
‘ when the teachers were asked*"‘{l\ what extent do you fee] thatf
your react1on to the Elementary Language Arts Program at the S

beg1nn1ng of th1s year

9

975) was affected by your f1rst attempt to

&lr

'

.( \v_.
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program in social studies.. As a matter of fact Six of the teachers o

-,
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utilize this new textbook?" the'fo1low1ng,responses'werefrgcorded:

N o i)  great. 7»® - o
. i1) considerable R
- i) some :_ e oy,
Co i) '1itt]e S R
- V) n‘on'e’ o o i S
. tp'vi) N.A. - S j 1
§E@mggx | vA:ﬁ» ‘; : o ."p;~ . E

The purpose of th1s chapter has been to 1dent1fy those factors

~

- within the. des1gnated user systems wh1ch tend to fac1]1tate or
»f; o 1mpede‘1mp1ementat1on of the. new Language Arts Program
| The 1nvest1gator found key cond1t1ons preva111ng in: these '
user systems to- be 1ess than 1dea1 for the 1mp1ementat1on of th1s ﬂr :i
partlcularv1nnovat1on :F1rst “the superv1sory sty]es of the schoo] |
pr1nc1pals did not fac1]1tate the full and proper 1mp1ementat1on of
the new program 1n 1anguage arts
Second the 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed some orgﬁn1zat1ona1
B uarrangements wh1ch tended to 1mpede program 1mp1ementat1on ' Among '4~
these were the fa11ure of the pr1nc1pa1 of Easts1de to. make ava11ab1e
B to h1s teachers 1mportant program documents and the - prob]ems both '
pr1nc1pa]s had in prov1d1ng subst1tutes for teachers expected to F;‘H;g LI
_attend 1anguage arts in- serv1ce sess1ons | ' -.-»ér,i - : ;
Th1rd from 1nterv1ews and observat1ons the 1nvest1gator detected
'T(; i- a. pervas1ve m1strust of" author1ty among the teachers of grades two@ﬁ lo
L and s1x at Easts1de and Wests1de schoo]s If a]]owed to pers1st ﬂ

\

th1$ low 1eve] of trust cou]d have a deb111tat1ng effect on
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program implementation. . .

FoUrth these same teachers also had a negat1ve d1spos1t1on
toward curr1cu1ar change Interv1ews w1th these teachers revea]ed
':that the1r recent exper1ences w1th the new’ Soc1a1 Stud1es Program
had not ‘been pos1t1ve . | . - ; | ;“ -

' CFifth, the greater degree of qroup cohes1veness observed at |
Easts1de contr1buted noth1ng to pﬁbgram 1mp1ementat1on When f1rst
_1nterv1ewed byvthe 1nvest1gator, four of the f1ve teachers d1d ndt
“understand or’ support the program "f "‘7li'

Sixth, the: teachers of grades two and six at Easts1de and L
wests1de schoo]s were not 1mp1ement1ng the new Language Arts Program "
on the1r own pr1or to ‘the dep1oyment of ibl P. | ;

F1na11y, the 1nvestlgator 1dent1f1ed severa] factors that 11e _
outs1de the - user systems but wh1ch he1p to account for the 1ack of

teacher SUpport for the new . Language Arts Program gr1or to the

e commencement of the 1mp1ementat1on effort«1n the Fa11 of 1975



| CHAPTER VIIL

THE IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY:
_PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

v e
'Introduct1on R -

.‘n’?The PrOJect Perosal PR L e o 5v f_';- .°f3'_»g_;'-,ftﬁla A

; The 1mp]ementat10n strategy actua]]y ut111zed is the th1rd maJor

ffactor whxch accounts for the degree to wh1ch an 1nnovat1on i be1ng

1mp1emented. In the two preced1ng chapters the- author exam1ned the

' 0b3ect1v% attributes of the innovation (the new Language Arts Program)
A.*:and the character1st1cs of the yser. systems (Easts1de and~Wests1de'.

fschoo]s) The purpose of th1s chapter 1s to 1dent1fy those components

of this 1mp1ementat1on strategy wh1ch he1p to account for the degree

- to wh1ch teachers were 1mp1ement1ng the new E]ementary Language Arts

‘Program in the Spr1ng of 1976

1

. From 1nterv1ews he1d w1th the D1rector of Curr1cu1um, the PrOJect

‘ Coord1nator and the fac111tators of grades two and s1x together

Y-

w1th an aé&+y51s of progect documents, the 1nvest1gator was ab]e to -

1dent1fy the const1tuent components of  the Program Imp]ementat1on ;.‘>ﬁ'

agProcess (P I P R Among these are 1nc]uded the proaect proposal.

vthe PrOJect Coord1nator, the ro]e of the fac111tator, fac111tator- fh vﬁ,35
1vteacher consu]tat1on, demonstrat1on ]essons, teacher in- serv1ces, ."a;'i - o
‘.;anguage arts resource centres, resource mater1a]s, fac111tator ‘:-P‘J ‘

_des1gned act1v1ty un1ts, as we]] as=pr0gram documents, textbooks and

:prOJect eva]uat1on procedures LT e '-:p' _fl :itv ;-r'f*’ﬂ

v_u‘Fundmng. For most schoo] systems an 1mp1ementat1on proaect 11ke -f'f*

123
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P.I.P. coqu‘neuer‘bevuti]iZed without Spectal fundtng. ‘YThismfunding  -
'1was made available tofthe Edmonton‘Separate SchooifSystem'by E 0.F.

But the efforts requ1red “to qua11fy for these monies - had a profound ,f'-/'

1mpact on “the final formu]at1on and operat1ona11zat1on of the .
h1mp1ementat1on strategy 1tse1f

| Faced w1th unrea11st1c dead11nes, confus1ng E.O. F gu1de11nesﬁ
“, and ]ocal pressure to "get our share of the money,"vschool system

'off1c1als hurr1ed1y prepared a- paper ent1t1ed A Proposa] to the

'Educat1ona1.Opportun1t1es'Fund* Program Imp]ementat1on Process L
(June, 1973) , But because they had "been so preoccup1ed w1th the:;i -

i\draft1ng of th1s proposa] prOJect off1c1a]s were unable to carry out |

"a more deta11ed e]aborat1on on the 1nterna] work1ngs of P I P |

!

‘Consequently, the off1c1a] proposa] to E O F. became, in effect the
fwork1ng def1n1t1on of P I.P. ' )

As an operat1ona1 def1n1t1on of P.I. P th1s proposa] to E.O.F. j | e
fe]] far short of what was requ1red F1rst,l1t fa11ed to deal w1th -

the fundamenta] concerns ofprogram 1mp1ementat1on, such as an

~li.ana1ys1s of . the new. Language Arts Program, and a prescr1ptqve

"statement on: how teachers wou]d be expected to change 1n order'for =
Jyﬁp1ementat1on to be effected Second bland, po11t1ca11y mot1vated
prov1nc1a] obJect1ves, found in the proposa] to E. 0.F., were g1ven -
*7'h1gher pr1or1ty 1n 1nterna1 memoranda and 1nstruments of evaluat1on;.”>
’fthan the more mean1ngfu1 1oca] obJectlves for program 1mp]ementat1on
B The most. s1gn1f1cant 1nterna] P 1. P. document was a ]engthy _'
;*memorandum from Mary Coss1tt E]ementary Educat1on to H A MacNe11

1

| Super1ntendent ent1t1ed Program Imp]ementat]on Processx(November 6

~_197_3‘).1 This paper was on]y s]1ght]y more expans1ve than the proposa]

€ - : e



~ to E.O.F.

“P.I.P.

,;doing little to'makehmore'meanﬁngfu1_the full intent ot

'Goais of . P 1.p. Because there was no e]aborat1on on the

internal-

work1ngs of P.I.P., the “spec1f1c ob3ect1ves“ of the prOJect

11sted in the schoo] system S proposal to E 0.F. became the off1c1a1

obJect1ves of th1s 1mp1ementat1on strategy It was on the bas1s of

these ob3ect1ves that P. I P was evaluated by 1ts own prOJect

- off1c1a]s

- 1)

'To prov1de a . process through wh1ch teachers are d1rect1y

assisted in implementing a program in their c]assrooms B

’ for, the1r students

i)

i)

'To prov1de teachers w1thid1rect aSs1stance in the1r s

classrooms in order to develop -improved ]earn1ng
env1ronments for. their students

z.

To requ1re each teacher t0 deve]op techn1ques for 1ncreased B

. utilization of technology and new methodologies in order
" to improve the 1nstruct1ona] programs they offer the1r
‘students _ ) .

V)

Vi)

vii)

[N

‘To have each- teacher deve]op techn1ques which would 1ncrease

the 1nvo1vement of resource personnel in the learning -
environment. ~ These- resource peop]e wou]d 1nc1ude parents,,‘

jadults and teacher a1des

To. produce a teacher resource package wh1ch can be

- utilized by teachers 1n 1mp1ement1ng a. Language Arts program

- To. mot1vate teachers to cont1nue, in succeed1ng years, this® =«

implementation process to extend the1r 1mp§£ved 1nstruct1ona1

',techn1ques to ‘other subJect areas.

To meet: the expressed needs of teachers when they are

reguired to. implement a rev1sed program for the1r students in .

the1r classrooms

- v111)To d1ssem1nate mater1a1 resources regardzng the process and -

o Qpportun1t1es Fund Programllmp]ementation Process, June 1973;Q'

the product of th1s‘program (A Proposal ‘to. the Educat1onaL_

p6)

BeCause each of these “spec1f1c obJect1ves" necess1tates the 1

"aexpend1ture of fuﬁds, 1t is not surpr1s1ng that they should appear 1n

E 1
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a proaect proposa] addressed to E 0 F But each‘pf these "obJect1ves“

C-- none of wh1ch is "spec1f1c" -- 1s rea]]y a sta Ement of the 1ntent

’ of progect dec1s1on makers to supply certain educ F1ona1 services to

j' teachers who were. expected to 1mp1ement a new currlicula program '“'In

‘ other words,,these so ca]]ed spec1f1c ob3ect1ves are rea]]y the |

const1tuent components of an 1ﬁp1ementat1on strate~y known as P.I. P

But the obJect1ves“of the Program Imp]ementat1on P~ocess 1tse1f N

'part1cu1ar1y w1th respect to the)new Language ArtsNProgram, were - not

stated in th1s proposa1 or anywhere e]se , In thelabsence of such

ﬂ_‘obJect1ves, the mere supp]y1ng of educat1ona1 services to teachers

.' was. the so]e bas1s on. wh1ch the schoo] system conducted its own
'1nterna1 eva]uatwon of P I.P. In accordance with, the regu1at1ons
1jgovern1ng fUnd1ng, each prOJect had to subm1t a year end eva]uat1on of
':1ts werk., - b _' ; .

In Hrcer to carry out.a more'v1ab]e eva]uat1on of the effect1veness : -

-'of P I.P. the 1nvest1gator found 1t necessary to generate h1s own set : R

of 1mp1ementat1on goa]s and obJectlves, based on the nature of the

.,1nnovat1on and the schoo] system S 1mp1ementat1on strategy

: Imp]1c1t in the Program Implementat1on Process are: two pr1mary goa]s

‘f1rst to he]p teachers understand, support and ut111ze the new program o

“in 1anguage arts,‘ second to he]p teachers make fu11 and proper use of

. the. var1ous components of P, I P s 1nc1ud1ng consu]tat1on sess1ons,

[vdemonstrat1on 1essons, resource mater1als, act1v1ty un1ts, program

. _“documents,.textbooks and resource centres Each of these e]ements of :.

"*‘“th1s 1mplementat1on strategy has 1ts own obJect1ves wh1ch are 1dent1f1ed

;7-s1n the1r respectxve sect1ons of th1s chapter

Funct1ona14;ths. - The Edmonton Separate Schoo] System S proposa1 o
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to E.O.F. c]ear]y'indicates that P.1.P. was deSignedA"to prowide

teachers with the opportun1ty to d1rect the 1mp]ementat1on of a

program in ‘their c]assrooms" (p. 7) To this end, teachers of each

part1c1pat1ng grade were d1v1ded 1nto groups of approx1mate1y e]even v

people to - form G unct1ona] un1t " A “h1gh1y effect1ve" teacher ': : ';//4
in each un1t was to have been appo1nted fac111tator Members-of o |

-'_these functional’ units were to meet on a regu]ar bas1s to try/(f

ach1eve the obJectlves of the program and to 1dent1fy the S rv1ces

-»and resources requlred to achieve these ob3ect1ves
L‘owever dur1ng the second year of :P. I, P., meetinbs of these
' funct1ona1 un1ts were d1scont1nued because they proved to be |
1mpract1ca1 Accord1ng'to ‘the PrOJect<Coord ator, fac111tators,
who were expected -to cha1r such meet1ngs, were unab]e to handleﬁthe
-1nterpersona1 prob]ems wh1ch arose among teachers who could not see
. the need for these after schoo] sess1ons yet fe]t compe]]ed to attend; :
them. d“ ‘f', o j_ . BRI f AR vi.y - | d" o
Because these funct1ona1 un1ts had been 1ntended to g1ve teachers o

the opportun1ty to dlrect the 1mp1ementat1on effort the1r

B t’it'

IS

d1sappearance meant that P ) P. was c]ear]y a centra] off1ce strategy ﬁ

‘ ut111z1ng change agents (fac111tators) 1n the system w1de ' '?f'v‘.*
1mp1ementat1on of a curr1cu]a 1nnovat1on v Certa1n1y the c]assroom
bilteacher had 11tt1e d1rect 1nput 1nto the development and dep]oyment of

P.IP.

The Progect Coord1nator'

*.1 H

The Program Imp]ementat1on Process was to be coord1nated by a,
N

".h1gh1y successfu] teacher possess1ng a know]edge of both the new ,d
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'Language Arts Program and the tota] e]ementary program 'in addition,
this person was expected to exh1b1t qua]1t1es of 1eadersh1p and to
know how to 1mp1ement curricula programs. Among her dut1es, the
coord1nator of P.I. P. was: _

~a) v'D1rect1y respons1b1e for the 1mp]ementat1on and funct1on1ng ;»
. of the program and involved with fac111tators and teachers -
at the c]assroom 1eve1

| b) Preserv1ce the fac111tators through workshops S F

" c)- Deyelop on- go1ng programs ‘to ass1st the fac111tators 1nx"
o the1r da11y 1nteract1ons w1th teachers

o d)‘ 'Prov1de the funct1ona] units w1th those services they B
' © request wh11e part1c1pat1ng in the program

j~fe)' fD1rect the deve]opment dB a resource-package ' ,
t) D1rect the evaluation of the prOJect (Proposa] June‘1973)
F»The Progect Coord1nat;r who was a]so the schoo] system S .' _
_Superv1sor of" E]ementary Language Arts, was part1cu1ar1y we]] qua]1f1ed

in the content area of the 1nnovat1on Indeed, she was h1gh1y .

‘recommended by off1c1als of both ‘the séhoo] system and the Department

of Educaﬁlon A]though she was we11 qua11f1ed 1n 1anguage arts, the ’
.‘PrOJECt Coord1nator 1acked spec1a11zed tra1n1ng in' the managemént of
' maJor curr1cu1um (1mp1ementatmon) proJectsv Furthermore factors beyond :
"\her contro] great]y 11m1ted the effect1veness of her efforts

Ass1stance to fac111tator . It was the coord1nator who forma11y

se]ected the teachers who were to serve as language arts fac111tators, v
| and 1t was'. the coord1nator who was respons1b1e for the1r act1ons,

A]l 15 fac111tators reported that they felt- that they had "a '
s1gn1f1cant amount of freedom and f]ex1b111ty'1n carry1ng out the1r "‘.vff

ro]es as fac1]1tators But 13 of these fac111tators saJd they _::'

’"w0u1d have benef1ted from more d1rect1on



5

Unfortunately, P.I.P. d1d not have a fu]] t1me coord1nator

Aside from her dut1es assoc1ated w1th P. I P the PrOJect Coord1nator ’

‘also served as Superv1sor of E]ementary Language Arts, In this
capac1ty she was respons1b1e for grades one to six,. 1nc1ud1ng 1n-
»serv1ce, budget and the eva1uat1on of materials for the-

' Instruct1ona1 Media Centre (I M C ).

Both the PrOJect Coord1nator and the fac111tators agreed that thef

"1mp1ementat1on of a. curr1cu1ar1nnovat1on such as:the new Language'

. Arts Program requ1res a ful] t1me coord1nator ' Accord1ng to the .

- Director of Curr1cu1um,,the cost of a prOJect coord1nator was ‘not -
covered by the Educat1ona1 0pportun1t1es Fund (E. 0 F ) and the school
._board felt 1t cou]d not carry the cost of a full t1me person |

Superv1sory sty]e. In the context of a co]]aborat1ve approach

to change, en11ghtened superv1s1on assumes that the change agent and '

the c11ent form a partnersh1p of trust and mutua] a1d Accord1ng to" :’)

“ Havelock (1973) "Nh11e 1nnovat1on is genera]]y d1ff1cu1t it can

:abecome 1mposs1b1e 1f there 1s a bad re]at1onsh1p between the change g"'

EI

' agent and h1s c11ent" (p 43)

As the person respons1b1e for operatlona11z1ng P I P the Progect

Coord1nator was very much a change agent bound to. both her
fac111tators and the teachers in a work1ng re]at1onsh1p wh1ch was
cr1t1ca1 to’ the goal of program 1mp1ementat1on v Unfortunatcly th1s
' f-re]at1onsh1p was underm1ned by two 1mportant factors

| F1rst from h1s very f1rst encounters w1th the grade two . and s1x
| teachers of Easts1de and westSTde schools, the 1nvest1gator detected

N

a pervas1ve m1strust of author1ty, part1cu1ar1y that author1ty

o

. assoc1ated w1th the central off1ce But because teacher att1tudes t‘“‘
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"werebnot‘examined prior to the aﬁobt1on of tﬂf Language Arts Pro}F“’/<x
1ni1973, it is 1mpossib1e-to knqw if this. m1strust predates P.I
However, there is absolutely no. evlidence to suggest ‘that the Project
Coordinator or other school bogrd )ff1cﬁalf were aware of th1s

s1tuat1on e1thep/before or dul1ng h;ogram 1mp1ementat10n o . N

Second th&_Broject Coord1nat r was also ‘the school system S
Superv1sgriof Elementary Language Arts. - In the 1atter capac1ty she

' had an on- go1ng duty to superv1se and eva]uate the performance of

¢

SN N classroom teachers -- tea:he;sdyho, in the face of a d1ff1cu1t¢and

-

demand1ng new - program needed.all the encouragement, supportgand
_ass1stance that a Pr Ject Coord1nator would prov1de In'other words;.
the eva]uat1ve ro1e of the superv1sor m111tated aga1nst thev |
"collaboratnve ro]e requ1red of the coord1nator | .
The consequences of th1s role conf11ct were to be seen most c]ear]y
in the frustrated efforts of the coord1nator to gather from wary |
'fteachers and fac111tators re11ab1e 1nformat1on on the degree to wh1ch
' 1mp1ementat1on of the 1nnovat1on was tak1ng p]ace TWelve of- the 14
‘_fteachers 1nterv1ewed reported hav1ng reservat1ons about the new :
Language Arts Program even after the1r first in- serv1ce Yet not one.
-of them took these reservat1ons to ‘the Proaect Coord1nator and on]y
four teachers c1a1med to have taken the1r prob]ems to the1r fac111tators
jLFour teachers spec1f1ca11y attr1buted the1r 1ack of act1on to a "fear y‘h
v of author1ty,? wh11e two others sa1d they fe]t they wou]d not be '=*»’;Q
’ 11stened to anyway - Fac111tators had a s1m1]ar m1strust |
| when the Proaect Coord1nator was" asked how approachab1e she felt '
| "1she had been 1n re]at1on to fac111tators w1th prob]ems concern1ng the v‘v»
_:d; . program or: P. I.P., she sa1d "fa1r1y access1b]e,f but Tless so th1s year

‘.



’than in the past. In fact, of the 11 fac111tators who adm1tted
hav1ng reservat1ons about the Language Arts Program or P.I.P., on]y
f1ve of them persona]]y brought these to the attention of the'

coord1nator W1thout th1s two -way commun1cat1on wh1ch arises out of

a trust1ng re]at1onsh1p,‘there can not be that exchange of 1nformat1on v N

and ass1stance SO v1ta1 to the on-going assessment and 1mprovement of”

an 1mp1ementat1on strategy S B

The Faci]itator's R01e

Of aﬂ] 1ts components, the most un1que e]ement of P.1. P , and’ a]so'

T

its most 1mportant one, was the fac111tator For it was the

b_fac1]1tator who was’ to run teacher 1n serv1ces and consu]ted w1th the ‘

\F'teachers, it was the fac111tator who' taught demonstrat1on 1essons .

- and c1rcu1ated new 1nstruct1ona1 mater1a]s, and it was the

I

fac111tator who organ1zed the resource centres and prepared

' 1nstruct1ona1 un1ts‘

N

In each year of the three- year phas1ng—1n process,‘16 "h1gh1y

; effect1ve" c]assroom teachers were: to have been chosen from the

L 131

‘ teachers of the two grades affected ' These teachers were to serve asfi :

fac111tators for a one year perlod after wh1ch they were expected to

o return to. the c]assroom, from where they wou]d be ab]e to cont1nue

\
ass1st1ng the teachers of the1r schoo] w1th the 1mp]ementat1on of th1s

L“new program.

and Summer of ]975, a tota] of 16 teachers were
CFREIN

In the Spr1ng

‘:se1ected to be fac111tators for the f1na1 phase of the proaect . Each_‘5

was respons1b1e for ass1st1ng approx1mate1y 12 teachers in: var1ous

" schoo]s w1th the 1mp]ementat1on of the new. Language Arts program in-

v



. ff1'The 1nVesttgator was - sohintr1gued by this'response’that he dec1ded'

grades-two or six. (’;:;\10"

grade Six fac111tators, to ether with e1ght grade two fac111tators,

: _were able: to complete the _975 76 school year.

Th1s sect1on of the chapter 1s d1v1ded 1nto two parts The f1rst -

part dea]s w1th the crqter1a and procedure for the se]ect1on of .

"fac11 tators The second port1on is concerned w1th the or1entat1onv"

‘ ,program wh1ch was des1gned to prepare teachers to be fac111tators

Cr1ter1a for seﬁect1on Accordxng to the PrOJect Coord1nator,
who reported that she had comp]ete control over the se]ect1on of
'fac111tators cand1dates were chosen on the bas1s of the1r B

' “reputat1on as good c]assroom teachers ' Each successful cand1date

' had been 1nterv1ewed by the coord1nator, but the1r personne] f11es had’“

-”not been checked as part of a screen1ng procedure |

- Nhen the fac111tators themselves were asked what they be11eved
were the most 1mportant cr1ter1a used 1n the se]ect1on of the v
‘-rfac111tators for grades two and s1x, four of them sa1d "the so]ut1on

'lﬂ

to a p]acement prob]em, three sa1d "exper1ence," wh11e three other

ffbfac111tators thought that “no. cr1ter1a“‘ex1sted at al], and JUSt one f

Ll

: ’7;,sa1d "good 1anguage arts teacher '; Four fac1]1tators fa11ed to

”respond Ed th1s 1tem on the quest1onna1re

~ to pursue it further in a follow= =up questionnaire. F1nd1ngs on.
“this are discussed under the head1ng De51re to Serve 1n th1s
,:sect1on of the chapter . D -

4

e i]]hesS'of'one faci]itator*'oh]y'sevenf
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‘la third thought 1t -was because they had been “recommended by the1r

L1ke the1r fac111tators, c]assroom teachers did not . know what

' cr1ter1a formed the basis for the se]ect1on of ]anguage arts :

- fac111tators when asked what they supposed this. bas1s to have been, ";

“_‘51x of the 14 teachers sa1d that they had assumed the fac1]1tators'

“were good 1n 1anguage arts," wh1]e three others thought . 1tuhad been

a random se]ect1on," i.e. -> 1o bas1s at a]] Two teachers freedy

aadmltted that they d1d not know what the cr1ter1a were, one teacher

'ffe]t that 1t was based on "1nterest " another sa1d "connect1ons,".rkd o

-

'{schoo1 pr1ﬁé1pals "

In rep]y to a subsequent quest1on, e1ght of these 14 teachers sa1d ;f}

that for the1r part they,d1d not consider: the cr1ter1a that‘they had

1dent1f1ed to: be adequate for the se]ect1on of fac111tators Four

D

’other teachers thought the cr1ter1a suff1c1ent and two. othersi"dld not

know " when asked for an exp1anat1on, the teachers who found the

;current ba51s for app01nt1ng fac111tators 1nadequate c]almed that such
w-cr1ter1a shou]d have 1nc1uded courses 1n 1anguage arts (seven),_.}d
,persona11ty (f1ve), exper1ence at the appropr1ate grade level (three)

S and eXper1ence w1th the program in quest1on (two)

Formal 1nterv1ews revealed that on]y ha]f of the teachers thought

vthat those who - had been chosen to be,fac1]1tators possessed the

competenc1es needed to\carry out the tasks expected of them

';Interest1ngly enough 12 of the 15 fac111tators thought that teachers
"on the who]e be]1eved the1r fac1]1tators to have these competenc1es

In the quest1onna1re adm1n1stered to them, fac111tators were asked° - v

. n -

,;v\y

f'fto 1nd1cate what they thought)ought to be the 1mportance attached to a ;';yf;{sfvﬁ
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number of" g1ven crig

end they were g1venna= wh1ch was later ass1gned the fo]10w1ng

~values: "extreme" -4, "great” - 3 "moderate" - 2, and "11tt1e" - 1.
'Coded responses -on each cr1ter1on were given the1r appropr1ate
weight, tota]]ed and then’ compared and ranked in descend1ng order of

perce1ved 1mportance. See Table 3.

. TABLE 3
Fac111tat9rs Rank'Ordering of Criteria
3
Proposed for the Select1on of Fac111tators

Ver,

in the selection of faci]itators ' To this -

Ranking . ' _— ; ‘briteria o L '1gmi- Tota1sv
k:-l_ TPersona11ty (ab%]ity to get.along_with7othere)’ | _' 52
‘;g bRecord as a c]assroom teachér (in]generai) "’a : ‘;49
‘3v S Record as a;teacher of']anguagevarts .—fbﬂ ‘ ’t;ff 48
4 ° Curriculum development skills . - i"v S 41;w
f 5 .n"_4~Creat1ve ablllty ¢ ._ N N ‘ ,\;46
_P’S . { mLeadersh1p qua]1t1es (organ1zat1ona1 ab111ty) - 40.ﬂ
v..g} 5 . :_Exper1edee in the grade 1eve1 1nvo]ved S -?'- '}@ 40
| ,:6_" o Capacity for hard work ~ ,'” i'j _vavL » u39
7 Cour:es in the New Language Arts - o ';"_35
o1 Severa] of the cr1ter1a proposed to the fac111tators for th1sj

-, question came directly from suggest1ons whith emerged from A
¥ teacher 1nterv1ews e
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The two most outstanding features of this rank ordering of

Y

criteria ‘proposed for the selection of facilitators are the emphas1s 5

} 'wh1ch fac111tators p]aced on "persona11ty,“ and the.low pr1orutywwhzch

they gave "courses in the new Language Arts. leen the demand1ng {

£
N

role of the change agent and ‘the d1ff1cu1t1es facn§1tators‘ f' By
. \ L- T »
‘encountered W1th d1fferent persona]1ty types, 1t is easy 9. see¢Why

‘_"the ability to get’ a]ong w1th others"" 1s cons1dered an 1mportant R

. B . . ) . st .
cr1ter1on : o I - ‘ ) ' '\

i
§
l
§
$
H
i

But why did fac111tators regard "courses 1n the new: Language Arts

. as the Teast 1mportant ‘basis for qua]1fy1ng a teacher to become a ;
fac111tator7 In T1ght of the1r own prob]ems in understand1ng and ) ]
‘commun1cat1ng the essence of th1s new program, this view wou]d seem |

.untenab1e Indeed 1t wou]d appear that: the 1ow pr1or1ty g1ven this.

_~cr1ter1on is more a ref]ect1on of what is than what ought to be. For '
not a s1ng1e fac1i1tator had ever taken a course in the new 1anguage‘
‘arts | |

“From the forego1ng it seems c]ear that beyond the prescr1pt1on '

that they be - "good classroom teachers," -no cr1ter1a weré ut111zed in

the recru1tment and se]ect1on of fac111tators ‘ But g1ven the nature - <t

of the spec1a11zed work expected of them, the 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed

ot hree cr1ter1a wh1ch he cons1dered fundamenta1 to the se]ectlon of "

&

, fac111tators ' 1nterest profess1ona1 exper1ence and academi.  ack-

. ground Other cr1ter1a such as. the ab111ty to work w1t' r ers,?arean' ,-'f’

,1mp11c1t part of many personnel se1ect1on processes and are not: dea]t

with here L RPN ._i ‘ “‘!.;, e BRI
Lﬂ§§§g§§_ F1rst none of . the 15 teach'is chosen to be fac111tators T

:had SO. much aS/read the Elementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) pr1or o .7;;W
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to being appointed to the position in 1975. Second, by their own

? admjssion, not one_ of these fac111tators had sought the Job of

facilitator on his or her own 1n1t1at1ve. Seven fac111tators

reported that they had been encouraged by, someone -- the area ’ ' -
“super1ntendeht"(three), the fac111tator from the prev1ous year (three)v

or the prOJect coordj;ytor (one) --}to app]y for the position.’

Another seven fac111tators claimed to have been recommended for the

iqob by someone. centra1 off1ce adm1n1strators (three), the1r schoo] " "H-(

- principaﬁ (twO) the fac111tator from the prev1ous year {one) -or by '

I.Persons unknown (one) " One fac111tator fe]t'she had been pressured -

into accept1ng the Job\‘

when spec1f1ca11y asked, four of the 15 fac111tators'said/that they

PSPPI

: would have preferred another pos1t1on within the school system or . - J§“°IA~

"outs1de 1t at - the t1me of the1r appo1ntment as fac111tator, , A11 four ..
went on to say that if they cou]d have turned down the Job then»they _

| would have done so. But the real reason . for these fac111tators o
acceptlng a: Job wh1ch they did not want did not emerge unt11 they were B
'=Spec1f1ca11y asked "D1d _you fee] that‘fa11ure to accept it m1ght be

: he]d aga1nst yOu?"_- A11 four fac111tators said "yes", 1nd1cat1ng that

they be11eved that 1t was the author1t1es 1n centra] off1ce who m1ght .’= f

ﬁv

ho]d th1s refusa] aga1nst them
In response 'to a. d1rect question 1n the second part of the1r

‘\quest1onna1re two th1rds of the fac111tators frank]y adm1tted that

- p}the1r appo1ntment as fac111tator had been re]ated to one of a number of_. -

ﬁ& S o .

'lpJacement problems F1ve fac111tators sa1d that the1r app01ntment had:f

to do w1th the1r “request for a transfer," four reported that

‘U

v1trhad to do w1th "the surp]us of classroom teachers," and one

-

. SR R R S
& o : S .« :
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f‘f_)'> receaved un1vers1ty tra1n1ng 1n e]ementary educat1on

\"g h w ' : o . .' L : .

- fac111tator saﬂd his appo1ntment was related to "the so]ut1on to a

persona]fty conf11ct " ," T - R L "l

Professional exper1ence " With thefexception of one}person who - ,fi i

had’ been a principa], a]] the facilitators of. gradeS‘two -and si had»d'

served as teachers in the1r respect1ve grades the year before.\_ Four
'.of these fac1]1tators had themselves been the rec1pient of the j | o h‘é

serv1ces of a 1anguage arts fac1]1tator whlle teach1ng other grades ;

during 1973- 74. But three of thesevfour fac1]1tators felt: that the*imdw - |
{‘exper1ence of hav1ng had a fac1]1tator had not he]ped them to under-~’1 'fl_ - E
Vstand their new ro]e T " L f»" ‘

Of the 11 fac111tators who had not had a fa0111tator wh1]e ﬁv" ,h: A'v

teach1ng, s1x had tr1ed to 1mp]ement the new program on their own, in ‘

',the grade 1n wh1ch they were current]y sekV1ng as-‘a fac111tator . vk

' However, four of these fac111tators dad not’ cons1der th1s exper1ence u
4 a . .
o . . bo .
to have been a pos1t1ve one ST s

Ei
- LA

Academ1c background Of the 15 fac111tators tak1ng pan$,1n th1s7

study, 13 had un1vers1ty degrees or d1p1omas 1n educatton 'wh11e two
"had. ne1ther When asked what thelr 1ast un1vers1ty degree or d1p10ma 1_ .

';had been, ten fac111tators Sald a B Ed two sa1d aﬁTM Ed. ,‘and one

'“fvreported rece1v1ng a d1ploma Abﬁ of these weﬁe dated between 1963
vand 1976 'f'-'_?'-. e v__,jﬂ?r\ BT *; o

4]

.'\h,y.

It is partftu]arly 1nterest1ng to note that e1ght of the 13 -

'fac1L1tators w1th un1Vers1ty degrees §r dpromas in educat1on had -
2 i

ftaken them 1n the Department of Secondary Educat1on 0n1y f1ve of the

f: 115 teachers who served as fac1]1tators for grades two and six had

,: Not a s1ngle teacher chosen to be a 1anguage arts fac111tator for
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1475-76 had majored in 1anguage arts 'What*is more; not one of these
. F
fac111tators had taken a un1vers1ty course 1n the new e]ementary »; w’f;au

\_ o

'QLanguage Arts, desptte he fact that such co”fses had been ava1]ab1e

for - a number of’%&arsa In\fact, seven out of the 15 fac111tators

'had never taken any un1vers1ty course of dhy k1nd 1n e]ementa;x

/'1anguage arts However when asked 1f they had recent]y taken ' ""<:v
un1vers1ty courses wh1ch had ° proven to be of some ass1st§n&e to them _

in understand1ng the new. Language Arts Program and 1n he1p1ng them to

C et e TS

."-1carry out the1r dut1es, three of the fac111tators sa1d yes. ThESEv‘

C conf1dent to say »"yes" when asked: '"Do you persona]]y fee1 that

: courses were 1n Read1ng, Eng]1sh as a second ]anguage and o V_»?'

Educat1ona1 Psycho]ogy

-

Desp1te the forego1ng, nine of the fac111tators were suff1c1ent1y

_ your profess1ona1 exper1ence and academ1c tra1n1ng (as of September 1,
[ 5 R L)

1975) were suff1c1ent for- the requ1rements of th1s Job as-a o

'f'fac111tator of ‘the E]ementary Language Arts Program7" o

, .

Fac111tators or1entat1on program . In September of each yéar of

_the three—year phas1ng in per1od the teachers who. had been se]ected

-~

'-jto serve as fac111tators were g1ven an or1entat1on program under the o

d1rect1on of the Proaect Coord1nator The or1entat1on for the |

faC111tators of grades two and s1x took ]ess than three weeks and
‘accord1ng to those who attended featured the fo]]ow1ng maJor top1cs
‘w1th the fo110w1ng approx1mate t1me a]]otments | B |
_ 1)f ;"1ocat1ng and evaluat1ng 1anguage arts mater1als" F- four days,,".‘
:tii) .“the ph11osophy and the theory beh1nd the new 1anguage arts
7= three days, | ' |

n'iiﬁ) "operat1ona11z1ng the new program“--— three days, ' i‘3

. . N . v
(e 3




. Of the n1ne fac111tators who found the a]]ocat1on of t1me to

;_ iv) "duties of the. fac111tators" -- one day;
1'. ) { ‘ l

-v)y "how tohapproach teachers (consu]tat1on)" -- one day.

- Of the 15, fac111tators tak1ng part in th1s study, the maJor1ty

ngne ) found" the “t1m1ng," “top1cs covered" and the "a]]ocat1on of -

L8

time to topwc"'1nadequate However mos t fac111tators (10) were

‘sat1sf1ed w1th the ﬁgurat1on" of the1r or1entat1on program

Of the: n1ne fac111tators who fe]t the "t1m1ng" of the program was

g~w

1nadequate e1ght saad they thought 1t shou]d have been he]d before

schoo] oommenced,‘1 e R dur1ng the summer

E1g

.$hou1d have gen 1nc1uded . _ . _]‘ R e

-

:top1cs 1nadequate four sa1d more t1me ought to be spent on dut1es of .

the fac111tators, three thought that more time on ‘the use of the

‘itextbook was requ1red, and three fac111tators felt. “pract1ca1

'*cons1derat1ons" needed more attent1on

When asked what they 11ked best about the1r or1entat1on, s1x

"A;fac111tators sa1d the "comprehens1ve 1ocat1on of mater1a]s,"] f1ve
,’ ’sa1d the "opportun1ty to work w1th other fac111tators," three 11ked

3Ithe "frg@dom, f]ex1b111ty and re]axed atmosphere" of the or1entat1on'

per1od TWo fac111tators 11ked the opportun1ty to study the .

ph1losophy and theory of. ‘the program SR

]..

Fac1l1tators had been g1ven the opportun1ty to fam1]1ar1ze '
~themselves with a wide range of. ]anguage arts mater1als found
outs1de the schoo] system ' _ , S

139 .
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An ana]ysfs~of the topics*covered bynthis orientation'program
1nd1cates that it had two bas1c goa]s first,. to familiarize the
' fac111tators with: the new Languageﬁ%rts Program and. 1ts mater1als,
‘second, to fam111ar1ze fac111taté§s With their role in the overa]]

strategy of P. I P. o 3 o 1..§$ | |

The Langugge Arts Prognam By itself this orientatjon

‘.v

prodram was.not partncular]y-effective 1n helping fadi]itatbrs to :
'understand"the sz program in language arts vSpecifiea1]y; oVer.half
of the. fac1]1tators reported understand1ng "very 11tt]e“ of the
program back in October Just after complet1ng the1r or1entat1on

tra1n1ng . S g
) ' : X § ‘

In response to a ser1es qf‘mpre’Specific.questions referenced to
the same time frame (0ctober,'1975),-a majoritj'of the‘facilitators

“admitted that they had 1acked a c]ear understand1ng of" the fo110w1ng S

';‘program matters

‘bi) What was expected of the1r c]assroom ‘teachers.

_ e : R o*egé.'i‘“;‘
grade level. - CRARN

BRI

ii)  The spec1f1c obJect1ves.of the;program at thetr'particu1ar

-111) The overa]] goa]s of the entTre E]ementary Language Arts -
| Program | }' '}. ' | -
) How the textbook was to be ut1]1zed by teachers | v
| - 0n the other hand e1ght of the 15 fac111tators d1d fee] that they -"

-had an understand1ng of the genera] goa]s of the program at the1r

: “grade Tevel in October. R

It shou]d be noted that when these fac111tators were asked the same
"ser1es of quest1ons in the Spr1ng of 1976 the vast maJor1ty of them

i c1a1med a clear understand1ng.of the_Language.Arts”Program and.related .
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matters. _’ ' o

The role of the fac111tator The genera] dut1es of tha .

fac111tator were out11ned in the P. I P. proposa] to E 0.F. ‘
a)e Ut111ze 80 percent of the1r 1nstruct1ona1 time in d1rect
c]assroom ass1stance to each teacher 1n the funct:ohal,uaat

b) = “Prepare, organ1ze, eva]uate develop with teachers those -
~ resources needed by the uhit members .

c) Interact w1th other facilitators and the coord1nator to. »
_ensure that the functional unit receives those services
required to achieve the1r obJect1ves (Proposal, June 1973,
P. 8) : S : L S - -

The PrOJect Coordinator‘conceded that beyond this statement,

‘.fac111tators had not been g1ven a real JOb descr1pt1on ~In faCt

=

R 11 of the 15 fac111tators reported that "a ‘lack of c]ear gu1de11nes

and obJect1ves for fac111tators" was what they ]1ked 1east about thewr -

'or1entat1on program

Because of th1s def1c1ency in the1r or1entat1on, 14 of the 15

fac111tators reported that. they d1d not have a clear . p1cture of what

Athey were expected to do as fac1]1tators when they first started to

u*v1s1t the schooTs fn October of 1975 Not know1ng the1r dut1es was a

T cause of‘concern for most fac111tators but s1x of them went on to say -

J

spec1f1ca11y that it made them fee] 1nsecure in the1r JOb as a

L

_fac111tator : "f\\‘_~ o f\ﬂ_. f ) ?

It shou]d be noted at in the Spr1ng of 1976 when fac111tators

.were aga1n asked 1f they
to do 1n carry1ng out the1r ut1es as. fac111tators, ]O of- them sa1d

"y 1 but f1ve were st1]1 saytng "no." -

In add1t1on to know]edge o%\the1r dut1es, those who. were chosen to

=
\

: \,
‘v\

~ be fac111tators had to have c7fta1n sk1]]s.s As change agents, sk111

141

_ d a c]ear p1cture of what they were expected:_n
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in human re]at1ons was essent1a1 Although 14 of -the 15 faci]itators

had character1zed the1r re]at1onsh1p w1th teachers as "pos1t1ve,ﬁz}

near]y ha]f of them (seven) said that they fe]t 11ke an "Jht51dar"

1n{most of “the schools in which they served as a. fac111tator

| Consequéht]y, when- asked 10 facilitators stated ‘that they would have

'.11ked to have been g1ven some preparat1on in human relat1ons to he]p

3.

-them estab11sh a good rapport with the1r teachers
Fourteen fac1]1tators descr1bed the re]at1onsh1p among members of

" their own fac111tator grade group as pos1t1ve : Furthermore,«'

fac111tators were unanimous in their be]1ef that grade group cohes1on R

was 1mportant to the successfu] ut111zat1on of. fac111tators ' Yet, in

rep]y to a direct quest1on, 1] fac111tators said’ the1r orientation’

- program cou]d have benef1ted from the 1nc1us1on of a group dynéqgis'

type of exerc1se

From the forego1ng 1t s c]ear that a s1gn1f1cant number of Vl'

4

fac111tators quest1oned the va]ue of the1r preparatlon tO‘be a.

‘..fac111tator of the new Language Arts Program Therefore when the
S
quest1on was put to them, fIn summary, do: you cons1der th1s

h;ers?“ 1t is not surprrslng that 11 fac111tators sa1d "no "o

the c]assroom teachers was an 1mportant part of the fac111tator s
" role and-anjxntegral component‘of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy,u fAs an
" important part of,P;I;P;;'facilitator¥teaoher'consultation,shareshin

g

P
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its primary goais of program 1mpKEmentat1on and the proper use of the
'components of P.T.P- in ach1ev1ng this goal. * From these two basic

- goals the 1nvest1gator has de11neated a number of const1tuent

obJect1ves for consu]tat1on Consu1tat1on shou g ass1st teachers 1n

A

i) understand1ng the under]ylng ph1losophy oggthe pngﬁram, R
ii) understandjng the ob3ect1ves and methodo}bgy of¢%hepjﬁ

A i @ .
iii) utilizing the textbook; i oy
- R S T
iv) utilizing the facilitator; '
v) uthizing the resource centre;.
“vi)  utilizing the activity units; N I

L

vii) utilizing,new resource materials;
o oviii) mak1ng new mater1als

Consu]tat1on t1me . Near]y ha]f (seven) of. the fac111tators

3

‘reported that,,on the average, they consu]ted w1th each teacher "tw1ce

month]y" regard1ng 'some aspect of tne Language Arts Program or P T.P.

'Ten fac111tatorslsa1d that altogether they he]d consu]tat1on§<"ten

g,t1mes or- 1ess," while one fac111tator said that she met w1th her

&
teachers on a week]y basis. ~ Surpr1s1ng1y, four fac1]1tators d1d not

i ’,1nd1cate the- frequency w1th wh1ch they consuTted with the1r teachers

- when asked " o = : o B .4F

As for the 14 teachers from the two schools. tak1ng part in th1s
study, all seven grade Six teachers reported that they had consulted '
with their fac111tator from one to three t1mes The frequenty with ,ﬁ
wh1ch the teachers of grade two had: the oppprtun1ty to consult w1th '

thelr fac111tator varied from the two teachers who sa1d “every t1me

o she was out to the school " to ‘the one teacher who reported hav1ng had

o consuTtat1on w1th th1s same. fac111tator ~The grade two fac111tator’d
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said she based the amount of attent1on she gave individual teachers on
their expressed W1111ngness ‘to be he]ped

o Twelve of the 15 fac1]1tators exper1enced d1ff1cu]t17trxjng t6’f1nd

time for consﬁﬂtat1on sess1ons w1th their teachers By way of

'explanat1on, six of them reported that teachers did not like to Tose
| their»tree time or'preparation periodsge'fivevmore said'their
teachers were Just too busy and one fac1]1tator reported that “some
’teachers quest1on the value of E\nsultat1on " Indeed' the'vast S
"maJor1ty of fac111tators fOund it necessary to work these. consultat1on
'fsess1ons in whenever poss1b1e before classes in the morn1ngp at
recess and dur1ng noon hours, preparat1on per1ods, and even dur1ng

: c]asst1me ‘ Most fac1]1tators had consu]ted w1th teachers after school
'agd some even used the te]ephone to do so at n1gh§ ‘ |

Th1ﬁ§§€h of the fac111tators thought that it was of extreme or : ,

:great 1mportance that (a f1xed) t1me be. arranged to a]]ow teachers the

' opportun1ty to consult with the1r faQ111tators The rema1n1ng two _

: fac111tators thought this was of mgQ

-

de ate 1mportance —_— e

fac1]1tator-teacher consu]tat1on was not based upon c‘assroom

N/

vobservat1on by the fac111tator ’ Only two of the fac111tators o

Bas1s for consu]tat1on A]] 15 fa S 1nd1cated that

| cons1dered th1s necessary in order for consu]tat1ons to be most
ifru1tfu1 _ Indeed nearly ha]f (seven) of them thought teachers wou]d
fee] threatened 1f observed wh11e other. fac1]1tators sa1d such 1essons |
'w0u1d be "unrea]" anyway | .

Nhen asked for an a]ternat1ve to c]assroom observat1on which m1ght'
‘serve as a bas1s for fac111tator-teacher consu]tat1on the. largest B
number of fac1]1tators (six) suggested="a 301nt plann1n9 and team‘t[Q

N
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teaching approach "

A]]ocat1on of t1me to top1c Both faci]itators and teachers'were
-

'asked how-much t1me the fac111tator spent discussing various spec1f1ed

aspects of the new Language Arts Program and 1ts 1mp1ementat1on

strategy (P.I. P ) dur1ng these consu]tat1on sessions. The

.,respect1ve responses of these two groups were character1zed by

consistent1y h1gher readings from fac111tators than from teachers on".

“each item. These responses were recorded separately using the code:-

ifﬂt great ///» ..' ;*_ , B 5 N | ) :it

:-ﬁi."considerable - 4 '-Q_}
v little _y‘//' - 2
{v{'v none v.u/f . f'_' R

|
\ ,/

';Because'of‘the 1imfted scope of this stud% only 14 teachers.who"

“were served by just two of the 15 facilitat®rs took part in. thlS study
- along with altl. 15 fac111tators. ; A]th0ugh 1t is 1mposs1b1e to
'?genera11ze from these 14 teachers to all teachers of grade two. and

ooosix in the schoo] system, Jt i 1nterest1ng to note that the v1ews of

their" two Fac111tators were cons1stent w1th those of the maJorlty of '

wne facilitator. °n a]most all: 1tems concern1ng the a]locat1on of

consultat1on t1me t. topic. As it happened no 1ess than 10 of the

15 fac111tators c1a1med that at 1east "some“ t1me had been spent

bd1scu551ng each of those aspects of the new program and P I. P. . /1“

1dent1f1ed by the 1n'ﬂst1gator as poss1b]e subJects for consu]tat1on

A]though only *he e1ght grade two fac111tators were 1nvo]ved w1th‘3;

activity units, proport1on to the1r number these fac111tators fe]tf

that more oo~ sultat1on t1me had been spent on “how to ut111ze the




. | & . _ .
act1v1ty un1ts" than on- any other top1cA However, fac1]1tators as a

« 1.4‘

~group chose "how to’ ut111ze new resource mater1a1s," first, and "how

Lo ut111ze the textbodE" second, in terms of the amount of

;consu]tat1on time devoted to top1cs

E&;ept fop those items dea11ng with the. ut111zat1on of the

fac111tator s servwces and act1v1ty un1ts, on dh1ch they fe]t that :

5

:‘"some" t1me HAd been spent the maJor1ty of teachers sa1d "11tt1e"‘or

' “fh ‘:d§¢1ng,consu1tat1on sess1ons w1th the1r fac111tators

no time ha: e spent d1scuss1ng the Language Arts Program or P. I P

i

v wh11e not w1sh1ng to quest1on the s1ncer1ty of the fac1ﬁ1tators

" nor the accuracy of thelr v1ews,,the 1nvest1gatbr chose the teachers

assessment of the al]ocat1on of t1me to top1c as the bas1s for

df determ1n1ng the effect1veness of fac111tator teacher consu]tat1on in -

meet1ng the pr1mary goa]s of P. I P f There are. two reasons for th1s.

"preference F1rst wh11e both, teachers and fac111tators have vested

\"top1c, the prem1um in th1s 1nstance was certa1n1y on. that of the

fac111tators : For it was- the fac111tator who was’ respons1b1e for 'V;-"gr‘

146

u ,1nterests in the1r respect1ve assessments of thé a]]ocat1on of t1me to R i

restab11sh1ng and ma1nq§1n1ng th1s type of contact w1th the teacher va,*dt'

"Second, it 1s the teachers~--»the1r udagngtand1ng, support

}1mp1ementat1on. As the c11ent system, teachers pertept1ons of the

competenc1es and act1ons (- who are the foca] po1nt 1n th1s study of

.‘._‘8 ""‘ L

_albeen g1ven s " consultat1on tlme the maJor1ty of teachers thought i":

" :irvthat thei

r~a]]ocat10n of - consu]tation t1me to top1c are,mere cr1t1ca1

As 1nd1cated'§f1ab1e 4 w1th the except1on of the top1c "how to

', best ut111ze the fac1]1tator s serv1cesi" wh1ch most teachers fe]t had

w0
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“}'6 b how to ut111ze act1v1ty un1‘

TABLE 4 - °
Rank 0rder1ng of Spec1f1ed Consu]tat1on
':Top1cs Based on Teacher Percept1on of the -
Amount of TTme Spent D1scuss1ng Them ‘
e
Teacher's' Ranking g i Amount of Consultation Time® -
of Topics ‘ e R =
' R ¢ .C» S..alL - N> o Total:
1.; how to best ut111ze the ‘ , ) o T
o fac1l1tator s serv1ces 00 1 7 42 35
’1Q5 how to utilize mew resource N LT - ’1 o
matemals : , .05 184 4 3
how to ut111ze the textbook R o 0. 5 .5 4 29
3. (the program s) obJect1ves and' : F?f'v: - . (-_?. -
7 methodology - o 0o 1.2 7 4 2% 7
4. .how to. ut111ze the resource s SR . e
centre - I .00 2.5 1 23

the’ uqder1y1ng ph1losoph“* £

the program. '>2]3;_j7

0o 3.7 15

aﬁcdde: great (G), consi@?raé?e (L), 56me (S) 11tt1e (L) and none (N)}f

;'b By themselves the teadhers of;grade two would hqve ranked th1s toplc S

Just ahead of how to ut1¥ﬁze the textbook,\hw1th a tota] equ1va1ent.

3 - .:e' . ,A L ' L »t(!_;\(
. : . D ’ SR B : ’
s . ! - .
EE \ . o
B . : °
BAYS : -
, 2 . - o
§ '-,“
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top1cs with them Indeed, despfte its importance to implementation,

"j n1ne of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed sa1d that "no" t1me had been spent 2

i d1scuss1ng "the under1y1ng ph1losophy of the program“ dur1ng o
consultat1on sess1ons ._‘

Although on]y the seven grade two teachers were affected by - o
i act1v1ty un1ts,3four of these teachers thought that some . i B '<v." -
) consultatlon time had been spent cons1der1ng how * to. ut111ze them L) |

Demonstrat1on Lessons i,f1 B o E
“~N . Ctaa . . :-:

As part of the attempt to br1ng teachers "d1rect c]assroom L

-

ass1stanqe" in the 1mp1ementat1ohgof the new Language Arts Program,

fac1]1ta had as-one of their duyties the teaching of demonstrat1on - ;/

]essons to the pup1]s of the teachers to whom they had been ass1gned

~ The frequency with which these 1essOnScwere taught var1ed greatly

/

The maJor1ty of fac111tators (e1ght) reported that on: the average

they taught s1x demonstrat1on 1essons or 1ess for each of the1r }"‘, R

/
teachers F1ve fac1]1tators taught from 12 to 16 t1mes per teacher

and two fac111tators c]almed to haVe taught once a week/for each of
_m

the1r teachers. I L ,: oS
The demonstrat1on lesson was an 1mportant component 1n the Program '

Imp]ementat1on Process. : Yet typ1ca11y the purposes of these

demonstrat1on lessons were never e4p11c1t1y stated caus1ng confus1on

K ampng the fac111tators who were expected to teach them. when asked ;"f
' what the pr1mary purpose of the demonstrat1on 1esson was, seven
fac111tators sa1d "to 111ustrate the use of new mater1a15 Only

.fféf fac111tators thought 1t°was “to 111ustrate new teach1ng ’

techn1ques," wh11e three sa1d 1t gave teachers a chance "to see the
S “-j“ . - f,~f"/// ' '
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gprogram in action.' L
of course each of thesé responses has me:1t But even a:
chsory exam1nat1og/of the new Language Arts. Program wou]d revea] 1ts
;Hnethodology t:rbe a s1gn1f1cant departure from that found in the
prev1ous 1anguage program The new program s methodo]ogy, which 1s
a d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of 1anguage arts, is concerned fif”
with 1nd1v1dua] needs - E]even of the’ fac111tators, together w1th *
o the1r Proaect Coord1nator, character1zed the attempt to meet _ | ?I
, 1nd1V1dua1 needs of students as of great 1mportance to the new
Language Arts Program,. | - H _ | '
Qiﬁall ‘the components of P 1. P., the fac1]1tator S demonstrat1on -
' '1esson would appear to have been the most appropr1ate means of
Atransm1tt1ng this methodo]ogy to the teachers who were expected to o
ut111ze 1t , But g1ven the fac111tator S ro]e, spec1f1ca11y the |
re]at1ve1y short per1od of t1me spent w1th pup1]s w1th whom they were o

jnot rea]]y fam111ar, the demonstrat1on 1esson was not a sultable means”

' for present1ng to teachers the d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of : <1

'11anguage arts Ten of the 15 fac111tators agreed that these lessons

.cou]d not be expected to show the c]assroom teacher how to

_ operat1ona111e the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on of 1nstruct1on.n The 1nvest1gat0r

1

-sought a]ternat1ve means for ach1ev1ng th1s goa] ) ';» o

o -
-"d.)h

Look1ng for an alternat1ve to classroom observat1on as a bas1s for g
fac111tator-teacher consu]tat1on, s1x fac111tators had prev1ous1y

isuggested "a Jo1nt plannlng and team teach1ng approach " Nhen a]l 15 f

Lfac111tators were askef how valuab]e th1s same approach wou1d be as-an an

:'*alternat1ve to the demqnstrat1on 1esson 10 of them sa1d 1t~wou]d be

" of great or extreme Q;;Dé\to ‘the: implementat1on of the new. program._;u"b ST
. 7 A:' , - o . S g N . . B v ‘4 A . . 1 . __‘ -. - l . ’ .?;»"', . ‘I‘
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' The Proaect Coordinator agreed that th1s would be a “much better way

I —

of transmitting ‘the - ‘pragram'’ s new methodology _;

Demonstrat1on 1essons had other shortcom1ngs wh1ch 11m1ted their

effect1veness Demonstrat1on Tessons were taught.]arge]y in - e

/

&
‘ 1so]at1on from what the regu]ar classroom teacher happened to be do1ng

in 1agguage arts at the t1nmg%’ when asked 1f this were the case a1]

14 teachers sa1d "yes," even though one of the1r two fac111tators

/d1sagreed A]together, 11 of. the 15 fac111tators adm1tted that th1s i

- was in fact true. All of the. teachers sa1d they were not expected '

tg-do preparatnon 1essons prior to the fac111tator's demonstratlon .
1esson, . nor’ were they expected to repeat the demonstrat1on 1essqn LN
somet1me dur1ng the year 'E1ght of these‘teachers a]so reported

that they were not expected to do fo]]ow up 1essons, 'although sixf'
R . T

' .others sa1d they were.

On the who]e, demonstrat1on ]essons were unrea11st1c from the

-;,po1nt of v1ew of tbe classroom teacher , Thg maJor1ty of teachers
".(n1ne) and fac1]1tators (e1ght) agreed that the 1arge amount of f’

< _preparat1on t1me involved in these demonstrat1on 1essons ‘made. them .

‘.1

.,unrea]1st1c for teachers N1ne of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed a]so

B c1a1med that the 1engthy demonstrat1on 1esson was not rea11st1c 1n

'terms of the t1me taken to teach it. Only one fac111tator agreed

[f'W1th th1s v1ew ff.,v '] . _'7'-‘ SRR b" f-u=,uf.}>e o

i
/

As - far as the appropr1ateness of the demonstrat1on 1esson for the

~:1pup1ls be1ng taught was concerned both teachers and fac111tatorsw"

1 J
.found themse]ves in. agreement A]] 14 teachers and 11 of the 15,"

1.
fac111tators con31dered these 1essons ppropr1ate _
-'1 A1though'the fagh11tators ma1nta1ned that the1r~demonstrat1on,<
) f . :"/ < R ; =

LS
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]esspﬁs were appropr1ate for’ the ch11dren they taught, most

Lmas
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fac111tators (e1ght) we{/;also prepared to adm1t that a 1ack of {{‘y”

'fam1]1ar1ty w1th these c1asses they were eXpected to teach did

. adverse]y affect the fac1]1tator S attempts to make the demonstration

' glessons appropr1ate for these children. :‘ f - .

_The pup1ls react1on to the1r demonstrat1on 1essons was

g characterized'as pos1t1ve by 14-of'the'15‘fac111tators ‘While- some-

what 1ess enthus1ast1c, nine of the 14 teachers did support this .

v;iassessment attr1but1ng the favourab1e reactlon of pup1ls to the fact

‘that the exper1ence was "new and d1fferent "

* .Teacher In- Serv1ce '

Three one- day 1n serv1ces in-the new Language Arts Program were

scheduled for smalﬂ groups of teachers in grade two and s1x . The
hftrst in- serv1ce sess1ons were he]d dur1ng the months of November,
'December and January, the second 1n February and March and the th1rd

- in- serv1ce took p]ace 1n Apr11 and- May., These teacher»1n-serv1ces,

";wh1ch were he]d at the 1anguage arts resource centreSY had a varlety ’

'w'grade Concerned

-”of formats organ1zed under the d1rect10n of the fac111tators of the

)

In the d1scuss1on wh1ch fo]]ows, the author w111 dea] f1rst with

" the genera] effect1veness of ‘these 1anguage arts in- servlces, before f

:'mak1ng a more detalled exam1nat1on of the f1rst of these 5%551ons

'

i':x;_The”{griégteacher in- serv1ce has been s1ng]ed out for spec1a1

- ‘attent1on because of 1ts 1mportance 1n estab]1sh1ng for the des1gnated

"'users, the foundat1on upon wh1ch 1s erected an accurate understand1ng

Uof and full support, for a curr1cu1a 1nnovat1on.- L

R
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In service goa1s Desp1te the fact that the goa]s of the

. teachers' in- -service were not exp11c1t1y stated beforehand “the -
1nvest1gator was, ab]e to deduce these from what was c]early expected

of - teachers by both the new program and P.I. P As a const1tuent part
: T~

of the school system s 1mp1ementat1on strategy, the teachers in-
\ _ .
service was pr1mar11y 1ntended to he]p them understand support and

_ ut111ze the new program in language arts But to achieve. th1s, the

u1t1mate goa]s of P. I P., the- teachers 1n serv1ce a]sq had a more

\

1mmed1ate goa] of heLp1ng teachers understand how to ut111ze the

:-'var1ous components of P 1p. SR | Vg.

In-service effect1veness * Before an assessment of the

effect1veness of these in- -service’ sessions in ach1ev1ng these goals .

o could be undertaken, it was first necessary for the 1nvest1gator to

de11neate from.thes two broad goals, the fo110w1ng const1tuent

9b3ect1ves :
O

i)"' -to underst nd the under1y1ng ph1losophy of the program’;; _— fﬁ,?}fju

t:ii) to understa d the obJect1ves and methodo]ogy of the program,;u'rlff”:‘“

iii) to know how

‘iV)b-vto know Jiow o utilize the fac111tator,.-

LA

v). to know how t,’ut111ze the resource centreg - - 7 S

*ut111ze the act1v1ty un1ts, n;J:j'

¢

.ut111ze/new.resource mater1a]s;, SR

vi) 'toﬁknow'hOW t
vhviij] topknow,how-.
.v111):t0{make heW-ma‘ rials. ‘"5"f".u' g d}uiwd »o .}fi
| ’.Tak1ng each of these bJect1ves 1n turn, the f1e1dworker asked ,hf.‘hlb'
i each teacher to rate the *a]ue of the in- serv1ce sess1ons in terms of -
actua]]y'ach1ev1ng;these obJecttyes._: Responses were’%ecorded us1ng

. the code:

to'ut111ze the textbook, fﬁl ," -7?;v}.'-yff?f.ef;itff*“f



1;._ great' | = - .5
if. considerable ,U o= | 4
iii. some S . 3
iv. little = 2
. none o ‘g Co e o

X

‘fThe same bas1c procedure was repeated w1th the’ fac111tators, the ¥

only d1fference be1ng the 14 teachers*° ihjgrv1ewed wh11e the 15

fac111tators were given a quest1onn;fre’ _*ﬁ,s . .
Most of “the teacher respondents fe]t the 1n service had been of

“great“ or "cons1derab]e" va]ue in he1p1ng them “to ut111ze the

act1v1ty un1ts" and "to make new mater1als 4 But at 1east ha]f of

"the teachers of grades two and Six at ‘Eastside and wests1de schools
| &
found the1r 1n serv1ce tra1n1ng of "11tt1e" or_no va]ue 1n he1p1ng

| --&hem to understand the Language Arts Program 1ts ph1losophy,

4obJect1ves and methodology. Nor d1d they. f1nd the 1n serv1ce program

' part1cu1ar1y usefu] in 1earn1ng how - to ut1112e those e]ements of .f*

- PRI, P or1g_ga11y des1gned to Hé;p them‘1mp1é§ént the new program

B the textbook fac111tator resource centre and reSOurce mater1als
On- the other hand the maJor1ty of fac111tators thought the
'j1n serv1ces were of “11tt1e" or no va]ue on on]y one | of these ii
ob3ect1ves he1p1ng the. teacher "to ut111ze the textbook "oon each
\ of the, other obJect1ves at 1east 12 of the ]5 fac111tators found the
\1n serv1ces of “some" va]ue or greater Indeed ‘the 1argest s1ngle
'__'number of respondents on these obJect1ves 3e1ected “some

Ana]xs1s The fa11ure of teacher 1n—serv1ces to make a‘i

s1gn1f1cant contr1but1on to program 1mp1ementat1on may be exp1a1ned 1n¢

‘“’{]part by a lack of prec151on 1n the organ1zat1on of these 1n-serv1ces

.‘\; : ;
N i
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. Without explicit1y stated, objectives, these in-services had

- no_real sense bf purpose or4direct10n Consequent]y, they tend to

g.be devoid of priorities and perspectlve Spec1f1ca11y, an

exam1nat1on of . top1cs covered, and the a]]ocat1on of time to tOplC

c]ear]y 1nd1cates a: preoccupat1on w1th 1nstruct1ona1 materia?;,at the

expense of an understand1ng of the very program with which they were

to have been uSed : Indeed one and -one- ha]f of the three 1n serv1ce'

- days were dedlcated to. the mak1ng and order1ng of 1anguage arts

1nstruct1ona1 mater1als _ |

For the1r first 1n-serv1ce, instead of rece1v1ng an overv1ew of
the new. E]ementary Language Krts Program, and the strategy for its
1mp]ementat1on, grade two teachers were exposed to 1anguage arts

games Fo]]ow1ng a br1ef 1ntroduct1on to th1s top1c, the rest of the

e day was taken up w1th the making. of such games.ﬂ»-

The fac111tators of grade s1x, on the other hand ‘went to greater

: }pa1ns to prov1de the1r teachers w1th an apprec1at1on of the =

.substance of the Language Arts Program and the . components of P.I. P

durlng the1r f1rst in-service. . In. fact they d1str1buted a handout

fdea11ng w1th these topics in some deta11 _ Unfortunate]y, f1ve of
, the seven grade s1x teachers tak1ng part in th1s study adm1tted that B

?they had not read through th1s handout

‘. L
et L

The second 1n serv1ce for the teachers of grade two featured an

'apparent1y successfu] presentat1on of act1v1ty un1ts or 1esson plans i
B

which had been deve]oped by the’ fac111tators . In the afternoon,-

teachers were g1ven the opportun1ty to exam1ne and order commerc1a1]y

B ava11ab1e 1nstruct1ona1 mater1als

Grade six teachers took up,ha]f of“their,second‘inzSerVice dayh‘- g

aa
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i

bra1n storm1ng and shar1ng 1deas in 1anguage arts, ‘the other haif of.
the day was g1ven over to the order1ng of the1r resource materials.
Two fac1]1tators quest1oned the va]ue of: hav1ng teachers order
.mater1als for. a program, the 'substance of wh1ch they have yet to

' understand Th1s exerc1se took one ~hakf a day.

The th1rd in- serv1ce for the teachers of grade two’ had two top1cs ﬁﬁﬁ"hl

"Art in the Language Arts," and "The L1brary A Communlty Resource " j'i"
Wh11e both tdpﬁcs are more.or ]ess re]evant to the 1mp1ementat1on of

the program, they are st111 rather per1phera] in terms of the more
immediate concerns of the teachers themse]ves. Nowhere were the
"teachers of grade two given -a c]ear understand1ng of the new program =

wh1ch they were: expected top;;vqh

. For the1r f1na] 1n -service

the teachers of grade six had their
game- mak1ng sess1on Dur1ng that part1cu1ar a]] day in- serv1ce, each

' teacher was expected to produce e]even cop1es of one part1cu1ar game,

- -Slnce each teacher made a d1fferent game, an exchange of these ~games

‘would make it poss1b1e for each teacher to go. home w1th ten d1st1nct

']anguage arts games : "'/-;

-

~ 4

3

‘In terms of the a]]ocatyon of time to top1c, six. of the ]5 :
| fac111tators thought that "the p ogram objectives for each grade

']eve]" ought to have been g1ven g

_eater pr1or1ty, wh11e three :

.fac111tators sa1d "the mak1ng of gabes" shou]d have been g1ven 1ess.»ff

v

Another factor contr1but1ng to t'e ]ack of . effect1veness of teacher~‘

in- serv1ces was the tota] t1me made a
: \

teachers N1ne of the fac111tators t'”ught that three one-day

11ab1e for the preparat1on of

*Jn serv1ce sess1onswere1nadequate O‘ these e1ght fac1]1tators fe]t

:four days were needed for teacher 1nqser‘1ce sess1ons

o

.«
T
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‘The first in-service. The1r first forma] encounter w1th an

1nnovat1on is of cr1t1ca] importance to those who are expected to

1mp]ement 1t - 'For 1t 1s here, dur1ng the f1rst in- serv1ce that a.

g c]ear presentat1on of accurate 1nformat1on and pursuas1ve arguments ‘

wou]d he]p to estab]1sh for 1ts des1gnated users, the. foundation upon

wh1ch 1s erected a c1ear understand1ng of, and a pos1t1ve att1tude

f'towards the 1nnovat1on in quest1on

UnfortunateTy,_1n th1s case the f1rst in- service session fa11ed to

:g1ve teachers a bas1c understand1ng oﬁ the Language Arts Program wh1ch‘;

they were requ1red to 1mp1ement in grades two and six. - Of the 12
S~

teachers who actua]]y attended th1s f1rst 1n serv1ce ‘seven teachers

a vreported that they had expected an 1ntroductory overv1ew of the -

.(. )

program dur1ng th1s sess1on Yet when asked "Spec1f1ca11y, dur1ng‘v;

f»thts in=- serv1ce sess1on was any effort made to tell you what the new

.E]ementary Language Arts Program was a]] about?" 10 of the. 12 |

teachers who had attended sakd "no " when the 1nvest1gator B

pursued th1s po1nt, seve_/d; these 10 teachers went on to state that

"no. effort had ever been made to formaL]y te11 the teachers what the - -

"'program was a]] about

RO

The f1rst 1n-serv1ce a]So 1acked c]ar1ty 1n the way it presented

the new Language Arts program to the teachers _ Of the 12 teachers

;,who attended th1s sess1on, e1ght had reservat1ons regard1ng the way 1n_:

v

__wh1cﬁ the new program had been presented to them.' Becgpse of the way L

‘1t had been d1scussed at th1s 1n serv1ce on}&wthree teachers came |

iaway with the v1ew that the Language Arts Program was- "a proven o h ' 5f7'1
“”f1nnovat1on “} N1ne others thought “1ts va]ue st111 open to quest1on " g';hﬂ';_,;

HJLS1m11ar1y, on]y f1ve teachers sa1d “yes" when asked 1f they felt the




frequency w1th wh1ch each was ment1oned these cr1t1c1sms were

.relat1ve]y minor compared to’ those uncovered through.d1rect f

i:assoc1ated with the timing and sequenc1ng of the f1rst in- serv1ce for

157 -~

program had "really been carefully thought through." = An equal number

‘had said they felt it had not Four of the Tatter c1ted 1ts "1ack of

"clar1ty and coherence. Two, other teachers saxd that they d1d not

know if it had been carefu]@y thought through

' For.the1r part, 11 of. the 15 facilitators reported haV1ng

reservat1ons about the quallty and effect1veness ‘of the f1rst in-

_serv1ce that they had offered to teachers But in terms&of the o

o

:\quest1on1ng of teachers and fac111tators - o

There were two quite d1st1nct a]though re]ated prob]ems : : f{.?
R

fteachers - First, it was he]d too 1ate in the schoo] year Meet1ngs

of sma?] groups of teachers, organ1zed by fac111tators were he]d }'1,t:»r

from late November (1975) to Janﬂary (1976)' Th1s meant that ‘some:

' teachers d1d not attend the1r f1rst 1anguage arts in- serv1ce sess1on i;

-'unt11 Half the schoo] year was over. ~ Ter of the ]5 fac111tators

sa1d these sess1ons shou]d have been schedu]ed ear11er ?*

As a d1rect consequence of the t1m1ng of the f1rst in- serv1ce,

' teachers were not know]edgeable of the role and proper use of the g 'f?

-~

: fac1]1tator before the fac1]1tators were sent out to the schoo]s As

o a matter of fact, some teachers had been rece1v1ng such v1s1ts frOm

v

';the1r fac111tators for three\months before their f1rst in- serv1ce ‘was A

u'he]d- TWe]ve of the JS fac111tators felt that teachers shou]d have

attended ]n serv1ces f1rst f By wayJof explanat1on, seven of them f

(.c1ted the 1nab311ty of teachers to make "1nformed" requests of thelr

- fac111tators when 7%2 1atter v1s1ted the1r c]assrooms.‘{ “In other words.. i -

-,‘), : . . . - . . . Vo . © . BRI




max1mum use of ‘the fac111tator s”
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forma] 1mp]ementat1on effort

new-Language Arts Program could be bu1]t5:'”Because of the way ‘it was

ipresented to them,.seven of the 12 teachers who attended th1s

in- serv1ce character12ed the1r react1on to the program as

amb1va1ent." ~ Only five others had-pos1t1ve~fee]1ngs about it.

ResourCe'Centres

As part.of the Program Implementat1on Process, resource centres 5
were estab11shed in two schoo]s © one on the north side of the c1ty

the other in the south end Commerc1a]]y ava11ab1e 1anguage arts.

"'mater1a1s, purchased for the new program were organ1zed and d1sp]ayed

at these centres, from wh1ch they were ava1]ab1e to both fac111tators

fand teachers Fac111tators were expected to fam111ar1ze themselves

with the mater1a]s 1n the resource centre ) that they cou]d exp1a1n

to teachers in the f1e1d the purpose and proper use of these

i nstruct1 ona] mater1 al S

o

~ For fac111tators w1thout a schooT'to call their'own these :

'.resource centres became "home base " At these centres fac111tators
Amet for mutua1 support to make mater1als and to deve]op ]esson p]ans.

' And it was here that the teachers in- services were he]d

A]though extens1ve1y ut111zed by the- fac111tators, the resource e

R centres were not v1s1ted and ut111zed by the c]assroom teachers on Lo
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their own initiative. AIl 1& teachers who were interviewed -had
v1s1ted these centres but only for the purpose of attend1ng in-service
sessions. Nevertheless, a]] c1a1med to have had t1me to exam1ne the
‘mater1als wh1ch were ava1]ab1e there.
Wh11e nine of the 14 teachers taking part 1n this study fe]t S

pos1t1ve ‘toward the idea of these centres, a maJor1ty of these

* teachers found the resource. centres 1naccess1b}e e1ght in terms of

~

bdistance to trave], and 13 in terms of t1me ava11ab1e These
resource fac111t1es were c]osed at 4: 30 p.m.

. Nhen spec1f1ca11y asked if %?ter1a1s which- were ava11ab1e at these
_ resource centres cou]d be better made ava11ab1e through the

| d1str1but1on fac111t1es of the Instruct1ona1 Media LCéntre (I M C. )

12 of th *14;teechers and 13 of the 15 fac111tators sald "yes

schoo] system s strategy for 1mp1ement1ng the new’ program 1n e]ementary

language arts. It was be11eved that through the use of d1fferent

' ‘_mater1als, wh1ch are compat1b1e w1th the ach1evement of spec1f1c L'

program obJect1ves, "the classroom teacher can more eas11y plan for '

uand extend 1nd1v1dua1 pup11 success“ (Coss1tt November 1973 p 4)
One of the dut1es of the fac111tator was to eva]uate new vf.;. o

f1nstruct1ona1 mater1als and “exp1a1n to teachers the1r 1ntended

-purposes and appropr1ateness for 1nstruct1on, as we]l as. demonstrate

i Q he1r use in a classroom s1tuat1on" (Coss1tt November 1973 p 4)

- f“The 14 teachers taking part in th1s study were asked w1th what

“efrequency new mater1a]s were brought to them by thelr two fac111tators




»rv1s1t the1r schoo]s as regu]arly because of the1r work on act1v1ty i

:~Act1v1ty Un1ts

160

’ A]] seven grade Six teachers said. “almost week]y“ bgt the responses of

: grade two teachers were somewhat d1v1ded F1ve of the grade two

’teachers reported that they were brought such’ mater1als from one toF

three tlmes, two teachers sa1d they rece1ved them on four or five :

.occas1ons It should be noted that grade two facilitators d1d not -"' r

e

',un1ts

Most teachers reported that the mater1a]s wh1ch the fac1]1tator

brought them were. usua]ly used by the fac111tator in the1r

"demonstrat1on 1essons Of the n1ne teachers who sa1d so, six were 1n‘

'grade s1x and three were . 1n grade two . But n1ne of the 14 teachers

e

a]so 1nd1cated that the 1nstruct1onal mater1als wh1ch fac111tators

brought out to them were not re]evant to what they were do1ng in the1r

ta, fc]ass at that part1cu1ar t1me ' S1x of these teachers taught grade

s

Six, Neverthe]ess, the teachers of both grades were unan1mous in

_the1r belief that they wou]d eventua]]y\be ab]e to ut111ze these :

' ;resource mater1a]s in the1r 1anguage arts classes

. "\'.,..‘,7 - e et
In add1t1on to the mater1als found 1n the resource centre, from . ’

v

_where they were c1rcu1ated by fac111tators, the teachers of grades -?,g7f
| »ftwo and s1x were each perm1tted to se]ect and purchase $100 00 worth

ooof 1nstruct1ona1 mater1a]s}for the1r class. Th1rteen of the

fac111tators thought th1s was a good 1dea | But two fac111tators

'::opposed 1t on the grounds that "the teachers 1acked the know]edge and

/

5't1me requ1red to order materlals se]ect1ve1y

h

‘e

B By December 1975 the fac111tators of grade two had become o




' course of act1on prescr1bed by the P 1.P. proposa] to E. 0. F Based‘

o fa‘c'f a

B v
4 ' e ..

“dlssat1sf1ed w1th the progress be1ng made in. the1r efforts to he]p

teachers 1mp]ément the new Language Arts Program ~ Under cons1derab1e

pressure from the teachers they served these fac111tators embarked on

¢ ¥

an a]ternat1ve approach 1nvolv1ng the deveTopment of Tesson p]ans

wh1ch they cal]ed "act1v1ty un1ts o The creat1on of these act1v1ty ‘

un1ts represents the most s1gn1f1cant departure from the- or1g1na]

v on the mater1a] found in the teacher s gu1de to The world of Language,‘ ﬂ

' these comprehen51ve 1esson plans were, for the teachers of grade two, -

o a t1me sav1ng 11nk between theory and pract1ce _ In add1t1on, they

¢

were bas1ca11y se]f suff1c1ent, 1 -e. ; teachers wou]d not have to p;f’

search for resources in order to ut111ze them

Funct1on1ng separate]y from the fac111tators of grade s1x, the '

61

T

r ,'fac111tators for grade two adopted th1s course of actlon w1thout ask1ng

the perm1ss1on of the D1rector of/éurr1cu1um They Just1f1ed th1s o

e

'om1ss1on w1th the credo *"“It 1s eas1er to get forg1veness than 1t 1s

- to,get-perm1sston," _.Indeed, off1c1a1,approva1,was g1ven'after5the,v~;~a N

Adm1n1strat1on S react10n o Because the preparat1on oﬂ these :fﬁ_“

)

l fac1]1tator v1s1ts to schools ceased - But, because of some »Q_’;fjf\
- yadm1nlstrat1ve sTlp-up, grade two teachers 1n some schoo]s were not

4"1mmediate1y not1f1ed of th1s change, wh1ch d1d further damage to the
;r,gcred1b111ty‘of P. I P (part1cu1ar]y the roTe of the facilltator) and

'-:‘by assoczatxon, the Language Arts Program itself As a resuTt by

| 'f,:?schoo]s. Unfortunate]y,:these comp1a1nts which were heard before

L fTesson plans woqu requ1re the1r fuTl attent1oh aTT grade two :f”ﬁ"}ﬁ;}at77“ =

"j

'February central off1ce began to get some negat1ve feedback from the ;fegrf]fff:f
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) the‘fruTts of the grade tnd faci1itat0rsf'1abour':%re produced Tn the
| Spring d; T976;‘1ed‘to‘a,deCWsien bytthe|Directdr of Curricu1um‘t93

) ?deny<thé grade six faci11tators their.request to deVelop simi]ar :
-ﬁlesson p]ans fdr/their teachers The D1rector of €urriculum o

s =
<

- cr1t1c1zed this dev1at1on frcm P. I.P. as encourag1ng a "cookbook
‘ ﬁpproach" which k1115 the creat1v1ty of teachers and takes up too mu%?-
df the fac111tators t1me in- 1ts preparat1on\ ‘ ‘;;' .
But 13 of the 15 fac111tators tak1ng part 1n this study felt that
the new. program cou1d not be taught w1thout the further deve]opment of ' g
the contents found in the teacher s gu1de to the textbook Wh11e
. agree1ng w1th th]S v1ew both the Assoc1ate D1rector of Currlculum 1@
Language Arts for the Department of Educat1on, and the schoo] system S

! "Kl Lk

PrOJect Coord1nator for P I. P . p]aced the respons1b111ty er th1s

Ry )
o‘.‘- o, R . 'T e
deve]opment at the feet of the é]assroom teacher . f o s
o . / u ' ' '
i~ ,‘ o Teachers react1on ‘ whatever the 1e§ of adm1n1strators, the
/V v react1on of teachers to these new lesso& p1ans was.. c]earﬂy pos1t1ve

when 1nterv1ewed shortly after the d1s rﬁbut1on of these act1v1ty un1ts, | ;

a]] seven grade two teachers sa1d that they had had a chance“to study

F‘ z  ; v these un;ts and to try us1ng themc1n the1r c]asses. ' Nhen asked to'\;
~“ i fndicategthe1ré§a1ue the fo]low1ng teacher responses-were recorded
T __&:;Vji._‘COnsﬁderable’l :Jt;'-nv>” - 2;A;f ';i?h%'~- \ /
a-f. ‘;efaAs m1ght be expected a]l of“these teachers were cenv1nced that the 'E_-”f -
| preparat1on of such act1v1ty un1ts had been a valuab]e use of the | | |
s ; N L

‘vtv o I R . T ' o
DA | . Lo . g o ~ ¥ (G-



,:jw1th the 1nnovat1on,' (b) aiter the fﬁrst formal presentat1on of the

*,‘c'was estab11shed aga1nst wh1ch changes 1n the teachers understand1ng of ':.7[l_f§ (

e [ 163 .

: fac1]1tators time. Nevertheless,‘three(of these~teachers reported
that they had not been suff1c1ent1y tra1ned in .the use’ of these

_activity un1ts L .

The 1mpact of act1V1ty units. Designed fors the use of the . S o

\
teachers of grade two, theSe act1v1ty un1ts were 1ntended to. help ‘them

-

ut111ze the new.. program in. e]ementary language arts wh1ch they did.
s
But the teachers who were given. these lesson p]ans ‘also showed

et

ev1dence of a greater understand1ng,of and support for this ; f | \g,“;

v1nnovat1on as a’ resu]t of the availability o@ thése act1v1ty un1ts '
To study the 1mpact of these leSSOn p]ans on teachers, the |

v;1nvest1gator compared the grade two ang grade six teachers self- ¥

prrofessed understand1ng of and support for the new Elementany

Language Arts Program after the f1rst in- serv1ce, .and then aga1h after

' the 1ntroductqon Qf act1v1ty un1ts - Because’ &ﬁ&se components of o

- PLILP. were dep]oyed at sbec1f1c po1nts in t1m 5. 1t was p0551b1e to.

study the1r effects merelylby referenc1ng "; eries of quest1ons

< addressed to teachers to g1vén po1nts in t1me _ ( ) 1n1t1a1 contacflﬁ& ’
AN e .
ﬂ -1nnovat1on (the first: in- serv1ce) (c) aftew the teacheqs f1rst

"attempt to ump]ement 1t (somet1me after the flrst 1n serv1ce SESSlpn)

'

'~and f1na11y, (d) the "current s1tuat1on," foT]ow1ng the 1ntroductaon of ' . |
Vact§W1ty un1ts in the Spring of.l§76 F-A " ‘f_,: ld'_ ) 3 1f‘ii’V :g{')'gt;;

‘ ; Thus w1th "1n1t1a] contact“ def1ned as "when the teachers farst
. o

'}became aware that a new: Language Arts Program was to be: 1ntroduced ﬂ t, “-(7\;»”

'-gor 1ndeed, was be1ng 1ntroduced 1nto the elementary grades," a base 11ne N f" *f%'

l:ffiand.support for the 1nnovat1on cou]d be d1scerned over t1me

o

Y R

LY
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At
. et

Understandlng the program when teachers were asked to what

- extent they understood the new program’ in 1anguage.arts when they

f1rst became aware of 1t the fo]]ow1ng responses were recorded |

.giving the 1nvest1gator h1s'"base 11ne":

. complete : 'r‘,‘l s f 0.
ii. con;mderah]e'.;‘ o ;} _? ; R »~ | §§~n
1ii. some N S 2 T
iv. Htﬂe* Qfﬁa< | e oy , ']

| '.v;"noneA gl o K | - . /

” ; € Using a Lgkert -type sca]e (‘cor‘np"ha"'teil = 5' cons1derab1e"»- 4)
"Some" = 3 very 11tt1e" = 2, and "not at a]]" -’1), the respOnsés

o8 of]teachers were recorded we1ghted and- computed for each t1me frame o ;

Tab]e 5 revea]s how the teachers understand1ng of the 1nnovat1on'

. .

:evo]ved over tlme fw; SIS

e TABLE 5 |
Understand1ng of the Program by Teachers _: R A

o of D1fferent Grades at G1ven Po1nts 1n T1me’ o }

.

) 3
<

s a0 T Initial F1rst »f;, First = Current.
e e - - Contact - -In- serv1ce N Tr1a1 . Situation o

»

Grade 2. .15 o '1‘5?_5'- BT e
e R L SR

PRI,

Total . 433 o3 a0 4g.
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Ana]ys1s of Table 5 1nd1cates that the f1rst in-~ ~service se5510n
by 1tse1f had re]atlvely 11tt1e 1mpact on the teachers understand1ng
' of the 1nn0vat1on However, the f1rst attempt (tr1a1) to 1mp1ement

the new programt fol]ow1ng that first in- serv1ce sess1on ~does appear ,

t

to have had a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact on teacher understand1ng ‘But the
q}argest 1ncrementa1 change occurred between the f1rst ‘trial and the -

current s1tuat1on " Jump1ng e1ght points, this change 1n teachers
understand1ng came about fo]10w1ng the d1str1but1on of grade two
act1v1ty un1ts ' Indeed a s1mp1e compar1son of the f1gures wh1ch
make up these® tota]s revea]s that 1t was exc]us1ve1y the teachers of
grade two who accounted for the overall change in teachers |
understand1ng of the 1nnovat1on from "f:rst tr1a1" to the "current
s?tuat1on'" _,-" o |

The dramat1c 1mpact that act1v1ty un1ts had on 1mprov1ng teachers

"t.

reported understand1ng of some of the more spec1f1c components of th1s
"1 1nn0vat1on can a]so ‘been seen. The teachers who were 1nterv1ewed
were asked 1f they had a c]ear understapd1ng of: (a) what was(expected
o of them as c]ggsroom teachers, (b) the spec1f1c obJect1ves of the

),

- program at the1r grade 1eve1 (c) the general goa]s of the program at5

.‘-.:1 their grade level and f1na]1y, (d) the’ overa]] goals of the" ent1re ;5,

E]ementary Language Arts Program ' Tab]e GbEhews the distr1butgbn ‘of

i' 9051t1ve responseS/to these quest1ons over t1me ,
: Unt1] the appearance of act1v1ty un1ts, none of the grade'two ‘_ )
teachers c]a1med to have had an ‘un rstand1ng of what was expected of o
| them by the new program ' Nor d1dd§hey report understand1ng spec1f1c N
obJect1ves of the program at the1r grade 1eve1 But w1th the

d1str1but1on of these lesson p]ans, six of the seven grade two teachers

1-"



“';l;‘1n (a anJ b) above In both 1nstances, nelther ‘the: f1rst in- serv1ceJi--

166

, T TABLE 6
' Teacher Understand1ng of Specific Components , E
- . 3
of the Innovatjon at Given Po1nts in Time ‘
Initia&- First - First . g Current
. Contact ~In-service Trial =~ Situation
Grade - - 2 6 T° 26T 26T 26T
. Understood : . : : '
a) duties of I o S
teacher 022 022 022 6 2 8
b) specific o ' o T
 objectives = - 0 0 33 %6 3 9
;c);'genera]'QOals -2 3% 3. 4.7 4 4 8
| ) overall goals® 2 2 ¥58 55 10
AT  : ib;h' : '.] g : : :- l..b i\~v’ ,. .:>(vf - ;rf;' ;f.fj"
L . . . ot _‘»_, N . ’ Y ' ’ ’ -
The symbol ”T" .refers to the totaJ number of teachers who
' understood at a spec1f1ed po1nt &n t1me ’ . ,
’ ’K‘ kS - h ? '
:Jo1ned two grade s1x teachers to account for the "current situat1on” o
e .

‘th ;nor he f1rst grval had’ any apprec1ab}e Jmpact on teacher understand1ng.a‘r7]

ma

‘But the teachers understand1ng of the overa]] goa]s of the ent1re-'ht '

@

o Language~Art5 P”°9ram and the genera1 goals of the pnogram at the1r al

) ~>r ,'c-," B -

,part1cu1ar grade 1eve1 did, 1mprove as ‘a- resu]t of the ' f1rst in- serv1ce.;"v

8

f'HOWever, ne1ther was affected by the teachers' "f1rst tr1a1"‘

'.act1v1ty un1ts had on]y a 11m1ted 1mpact on’ the teachers perce1ved ﬁgt -
e , . S




167

Support for the program The vast maJor1ty of the teachers

1nterv1ewed claqmed to have found the prevlous program in ' \ d*
';1anguage 1nadequate when asked if they personal]y could see a need
J‘to change the old program when they 1n1t1a11y heard about the néw
‘Language'ArtsfProgram, 12 teachers said "yes," one said "no" and
another’said.he.did not know. . These responses “did not change for any1)
.of the given points of time. \ . v
Teachers were also asked to what extent they “could see the new
Language Arts Program as a viable response to th1s need: to change the

¢
old program, when they f1rst heard about the 1nn0vat1on ‘_The_

fdﬂ]ow1ng responses were recorded from these teachers:

i,b"complete]y o N A
”ii.w-cOnsiderab1y_, o | - _-" 3
§ii. some . T o 3
iv. ery 11tt1e.., o 3
wvati none R ,l' o fngﬁ T

\
. Us1ng a L1kert-type sca]e ("comp]ete]y =5 andi"none“-= l),fthe';\-'
_Iresponses of teachers to th1s questnon were we1ghted and computedb |
yBy compar1ng f1gures for each t1me frame one can see how teacher
vpercept1on of the new program, as solv1ng the prob]ems of” the old

"evolved over t1me ‘kTh1s is. dep1cted in Table 7 ‘ f ,_1] .._' 2

" Table’ 7 cTear1y 1nd1cates that‘on1y dur1ng the f1na1 per1od L

of the qnvest1gat1on‘dﬁd teachers be to see the ‘new program ‘as v“-tj;;g

‘_;overcom1ng the def1c1enc1ee»of the o]d Th1s change n V1ew 1s'f_'“

,probably traceable to a s1mu1taneous improvement in the teachers

o Jnunderstanding of the new E]ementary Language Arts Program But s1n¢e =

““i_s1x of thé e1ght po1nt 1mprovement from "flrst tr1a1" to "current

¢ bty

e it e Lt T
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TABLE 7

;o

SUPPOrt for thevInnovationrby_Teachersﬁ

of Different Grades at Given Points in Timev

Initial .

' First First “Current‘
Support by - . Contact In-service = Trial - Situation
“Grade 2 18 Q9. 19 2% |
RENR R LA
“Total” T3 % . 36 44 )
o | s S :%} L .
s : #

: s1tuat1on" car be attr1buted to the teachers of grade two th1s change

» ‘

3

L

seems c]early the: resu]t of the appearance ogﬂact1v1ty un1ts, 1ntended

exc]us1ve1y for theiy use.

0.

¥%‘= L : J

S1m1]ar1y, act1v1tyﬂun1ts had a profound ]mpact in overcom1ng the

S
“tProgram 3

@. ¢
RS .

reservat1ans that grade two teachers had had regard1ng the ob3ect1ves,

content methodology aqgfmater1als (textbook) of" the new Language Arts

Teachers of: both grades were asked how they honest]y reacted to

the who]e not1on of br1ng1hg the Language Arts Program 1nto thelr

" classrooms on a permanent bas1s, when they had farst heard about’ the

v e

* recorded:

;1nnovat1on,(1;e;, "1n1t1a1‘contact_);

,

i
il

gL

<

‘U

LN PR

very positive""
somewhat pos1t1ve

P amb1va1ent j' o
@

‘ Therf0110w1ng respdhses were
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& . '
jv. somewhat negative 2 J
v. very negative . . 1

Using a Likert—type'3ca1e'(“very posﬁtjye" = 5 and ”uery negative"
= 1), values were ass1gned each teacher response, grade-based sub-
totals were taken and totals were/ca1cu1ated This prdcedure
was repeated w1th the response /to the same quest1on referenced to
Aeach of the other g1ven per1¢é§ of . t1me Table 8 wh1ch contalns L
-these f1gures, revea]s the extent to which teachers felt pos1t1ve about

' br1ng1ng the 1nnovat1on into. the1r c]assrooms on a permanent bas1s
&._ .

_;f\{

TABLE 8
» ‘ . O
' Support for Persona] Imp]ementat1on of the Innovatiqn by
.Teachers of D1fferent Grades at G1ven Points in T1me
.\"'x - S o
In1t1a1  First . First Current
Contact ﬁIn—servite < Trial = Situation -
- . | ! ) - : . ") . ?
Grade . 2 s 19 e e 29
I - FER S S
Total . - e e 4 - 53
A]though the teachers tak1ng part in th1s study were equa]ly g;
i ‘;:v;_ vd1y1ded between grades two and s1x, Table 8 shows a marked d1screpancy

between the att1tude of the two groups tdward the new Lﬁnguage Arts

Program when they f1rst heard about it. At the outset grade two- ”7t

'v teachers were much 1ess posiégve about 1mp1ement1ng the new program

LT ) . . . . - : Sy
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‘.
‘and remained'that Way,up-until thelddstribution,of_actiuityaunitsﬁ
'v‘hdur1ng the f1na] t1me per1od o :‘- f.i’"“ 'fnz"_hu S

But what had been the- more\pos1t1ve att1tude of grade six

teachers dec11ned sharp]y after the f1rst 1n—serv1ce sess1on unti] it

¢ 17

c]ose]y approx1mated that of the grade two teachers after the "first
trial® w1th the 1nnovat1on ' The 1nvestlgator has been unab]e to
'ascerta1n why 1n1t1a1 support for*persona] 1mp1ementat1on was o] h1gh

among the teachers of grade s1x, or why it dec11ned o] markedly

fo110w1ng the1r f1rst in- serv1ce

:u.

Teacher responses dur1ng the “current s1tuat1on" s1gn1f1ed a .
A

marked shlft of op1n1on in favour of persona] 1mp1ementat1on Th1s'

was due, in. 1arge part to the teachers of grade two who accounted for

‘ 10 of the 12 po1nts of 1mprovement 1n the overa]] att1tude of teachers.

[

Aga1n, the on]y explanat1on is the pos1t1ve impact that activity un1ts"

had on those who rece1ved themv-- the teachers of g%ade@§WO |
Apparent]y the exper1ence of the first 1n serv1ce sessdon. actua]]y :”

had - a negat1ve effect on the teachers of grade s1x. The1r att1tude '\\%>'

became more negat1ve toward ‘the adea of persona]]y 1mp1ement1ng the :

’

new program 1n,1anguage.arts.

Lo

1

Program Documents '

"[; The prov1nc1a1 Department of Educatlon 1ssued two maJor documents .g';ildlb

.,_.’dea]1ng w1th the new Language Arts Program The Program of Stud1es ST

for- E1ementary Schoo]s (1975), wh1ch 1nc1udes a short prescrapt1ve '4

' statement of the program, and- the ETementary Language Arts Handbook
‘(1973), wh1ch is a deta11ed out]1ne of the new program Sits ‘

ph1losophy, goals and methodo]ogy

- ——— S

.
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The ordering and distrihution ofﬂthese documents for teachers,

wh1ch 1s norma]]y the respons;b111ty of the schoo1 pr1nCIpa1 was not |

an exp11c1t component 1n the strategy for the program ‘s 1mp1ementat1on ;

-h(P I.P.). - Neverthe]ess, because these documents are the off1c1a1 and

.most def1n1t1ve statements on the new program, and are therefore

’cr1t1cat to anzunderstand1ng of it, they are‘regarded as an 1mp11c1t

‘part of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy _ Consequent]y, the u]t1mate ;

\ l‘

',not read the sect1on dea11ng with- 1anguage arts ‘ W1th the

'except1on of one teacher who managed to get a copy of th1s pub11cati

from his. fac111tator, the staff of one schoo] (Easts1de) had not

; rece1ved this_document . B

: o , td}'gwr , .
L1kew1se, none of the teachers of th1s same schoo] ever rece1ved

.ja copy of the E]ementary Language Arts Handboo&rwh1ch out11nes the new.

fprogram The.grade two and s1x teachers of the other schoo1

ff(wests1de) did not rece1ve th1s handbook unt11 November or: Decemberaof |

o

’1975 -~ well after 1mp1ementat1on had commenced | In fact one
‘futeacher d1d not. rece1ve it at all. Af’ﬂ;"fh.f ;:- :'. L "{‘e

',ﬂOf the eIght teachers who rece1v%d the document seven or on]y

'"fhalf of . the tota1 number of teachers tak1ng part in: th1$ study, c1a1medngﬁ7

V”'to have read the E]ementary Language Arts Handbook Of those who had y

-

o a

,"s1x teachers sa1d they had read 1t to “some" extent

‘/_.

Loy
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The teachers'who read the handbook did not as a_group have-a

'pgsitivé reaction to it. Three of the seven teathers characterized

the1r reaction a; "some hat negat1ve," two were "amb1vaTent" toWard a
i . .
St and onT two teachers felt "somewhat" ‘positive about 1t Those o

.A}ts Handbook ETeven fac111tators aTso sa1d that mbst of the1r

: ‘t cﬁﬁrs had probabTy not.read the Tanguage arts sect1on of the

teachers who held a "somewhat negat1ve" view of the handbook aTT

._ry

c1ted the d1ff1cu1ty they had in- understand1ng the document *;'

When asked the1r views, 12 of the 15 fac1T1tators est1mated that-

most of the1r teachers hadfnot actuaTTy read the Eﬁementary Language

Program of Studies for ETementary SchooTs Such seem1ngTy frank

views coming from fac111tators shoqu not be surpr1s1ng in T1ght of

' the fact that it is the schoo] pr1nc1pa1 and not the fac111tator who

| ‘was off1c1a]]y.responsgb1e for the d1str1but1on of these:pub11cat1ons,

The Textbook ~ . .

There 1s a tendency to assoc1ate a curr1cu1ar program w1th 1ts

textbooks and other mater1a]s But the new Language Arts Program is

. understand support and ut111ze th1s program the textbook and other

' strategy

- )

et even as.a’ component of P. I P . the new Tanguage arts
<v

textbook (more spec1f1caTTy tts proper use) is 1tse1f an ob3ect1ve of

the 1mp]ementat1on effort

. \."

' not 1ts textbooks However because they may be used to heTp teachers

~ -

reTevant mqi;r1a]s are regarded ‘as 1ntegra1 parts of the 1mpTementat1on .

172

\...

AT] of the teachers who took part 1n th1s case study had been g1ven

Y

The woer of banguage textbook ser1es for the1r grade ]evel t'

f . these teachers were not ut1T1z1ng these-textbooks 1n the1r cTassrooms

LRV

S S



When teachers'were asked' "To what extent do y

u. depend on -the new .

.

1anguage arts textbook for the teach1ng of language

fo110w1ng responses were recorded:
~i.v ‘ geat‘extent
R cons}derab1e extent
'iij;_some extent
ﬁv. very 11tt1e

uv.: not at all

' Th1s assessment by teachers was in fundamenta] agreement w1th those

N L w o

2 "

‘made by both the fac111tators and the 1nvest1gatof

1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed two majc exp]anat1ons for this s1tuat1on

f1rst teachers were not: happy wvth the new- textbook or the process by

!

the.program s adopters.

Att1tude toward the text ‘ The.provincial'Department‘of Education

G"gfﬁ:iarts Language and How to Use It, The WOrld of Language and the

‘teachers not utilizing the textbook they had been g1ven7

,wh1ch 1t had been chosen Second w1thout proper-tra1n1ng, teachers

dwere 1ncapab1e of ut111z1ng the new textbobk in the manner intended by \f

was respons1b1e for select1ng three ser1es of textbooks for 1ts

.reconmended list of books to be used w1th the new. program in 1anguage

. But why were

}_;1Ne1son Language St1mu1us Program ) Cd§

"Q‘i,select1ng from the Department s recomme@ded 1lst the textbook ser1es»

N Jur1sd1ct1on

.'M,

N .

traﬂ off1ce off1c1a1s 1n each

t.ﬂschool d1str1ct were expected to estab\gsh the1r own procedures for
'whlch was to be ut111zed by each of the e]ementary schoo]s in the1r

Arthgugh the D1rector of Curr1cu]um for the Edmonton Separate f _
e |
\School Systﬁm sa1d that he had assumed that the cho1ce of textbooks

173
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»haﬁmb%en ]eft up to the schoo] staffy th1s was not the case at e1ther
P &",( : .
Easts1de or wests1de ‘ The teachers at both schoo]s d1d not’

v.know on what bas1s the Department had chosen The WOrld of Language for

'uf1ts recommended list, nor d1d they kn¢w on wha't bas1s the: SChOO]

;"Asystem had ass1gned them th1s part1cu1ar textbook series; 1

If the teachers were unsure as- to how the dec1s1on had been made

'N

- regard1ng the se}ect1on and ass1gnment of textbooks they ere

unequ1voca1 in their v1ews as to whom ought to have been respons1b1e

. for choos1ng the textbook series to be used in a schoo] 1 A]] 14

w.teachers 1nd1cated that thgy preferred that a “comm1ttee of teachers"

from the schoo] concerned }be respons1ble for se]ect1ng from the
=N

/

Department s recommended 1tp¢ the textbook that teachers would be

'expecteé to use. The reasoE?g1ven was that teachers have both w
.pract1caT/exper1ence and a knowledge of the1r own puplls need§ In
fthe case of s1x of - these\peachers f;he adv1ce and asswﬁtance of the

Language Arts Superv1sor woqu be.ut1]1zed By th1s comm1ttee of -

- teachers, in reach1ng 1ts dec1sﬁonV . A]though somewhat Iess emphat1c, -
-‘,:the fac1]1tators were 1n fundamenta] agreement w1th teachers on the

;f 1mportance of the teachers ro]e 1n select1ng textbooks

But not only were they unhappy w1th the process by wh1ch the new
A

‘textbooks had been chosen, teachers at Easts1de and Wests1de seﬁools

. ?39'13 o w were a1so cr1t1ca1 of what was for them “the product of that process

\The WOr1d of\Language, Even after the 1ntroduct1on of grade two

\- . 'i. R " . \\".». .

17 1 kpparent]y the Superv1sor of* Language Arts had made th1s cho1ce for d»,

t e teachers of Easts1de and wests1de 1n 1973

o . N N R f ST o : PN
;
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R

act1v1ty un1ts when al] of- the teachers tak1ng part in th1s study were i

asked f0r the1r react1on to this. textbook ser1es, the fo110w1ng }h~

~.
A
b

responses were recorded CoL 'ﬁ»,,‘ : R
B P very_p951t1ve LT e o R
" ii. somewhat positive

- < iii. ‘ambivalent

g oo N

-iv. somewhat negative

v, very negat1ve ‘ T ’;"u; -0

J.

-7
L

'Ut111z1ng data gathered from teachers fac111tators and the Proaect -_n;ﬁ;
| Coord1nator, the 1nvest1gator was ab1e'to 1dent1fy factors wh1ch o bf:ll“".'.fl

st

; account for the teachers negat1ve d1spos1t1on toWajd th1s textbook

L
o ser1es F1rst the new. textbook was: considered to be 1ncompat1b1e
i LR — e i

.. With the exper1ences of- the te chers tak1ng part 1n,th1s study, al] of

~ whom c1a1med that the proper use of the textbook wou]d necess1tate/a ,A-' :;'3a~”

fcons1de;abby heav1@r wonk 1oad for teachers Both the Proaect ,f{‘j f—:;.'ﬂE-' :

: teachers concerned 'f~:7,uijf;"e"*ff ,' :jf_‘ 5\?ﬂ~ﬂ7

\ Second among the more. spec1f1c cr1t1c1sms that;they had of the

!.'

V text n teachers sa1d that there were “not.enough exerc1ses," four fwlf?ﬂ"'f':"*‘

\ . o .
Jp— ' ‘;‘ ¢ o o I o [ B ' S s et
LT i CRIRN o : R N iR ‘ P I Y o SRy, . . : . Loeame T Ll
’ . ! - . . v : : : ~ EA . . . : IRy B S ° “« . : ! N

B » h ORI S “ R S
f1ffra,»7f]?‘] It was. preC1se1y for th1s reason that grade¢tﬁgif§§ilitatorS{T'“ :
S '»;,& dec1ded to develop activ1ty un1ts;§;ﬁ, S T

l

R
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» good

a
[

|

/

‘iCTaimed that its reading level was "too difffcu]t," and thrée more

"teachers thought~that insufficient attention had been.given to-the

"bas1cs of Tanguage" 1n ‘the -text. ,'T .

o

’ In add1t1on, aTthough the maJor1ty of them fe]t otherw1se a

v

g ~s1gn1f1cant number of teachers (s1x out of 14) cons1dered the new

textbook to be 1nappropr1ate for the" pup115 th_yAwere then teach1#g

They c1ted a vocabu]ary’ h1ch was too d1ff1cu]t and an asufﬁment

JT number of exercises.

Desp1te the forego1ng, 13 of the 14. teachers 1nterv1ewed sa1d

that they cou]d also see advantages to the new Tanguage arts textbook

ser1es, The world of Language . N1ne of these teaéhers found that 1tv:

LS

Ut111z1ng the textbook Jgﬁt how reversable ‘the teachers over-fﬂ'vw" s |

o~

| aTT negat1ve att1tude toward the new textbook m1ght have been rema1ns

a moot po1nt No concerted effort was made to heTp teachers

ut1]1ze correct]y the Tanguage arts textbook wh1ch they have been .

glven : Indeed program 1mp1ementat1on was’ off to a bad start when

The WOer of Language textbook was d1str1buted to teachers who were -

perm1tted to use 1t before they had been tralned in- 1ts proper use

.1

The resu1t1ng exper1ence w1th the new text had been negat1ve for most

Y

of these teachers.‘_ Consequent]y, TO of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed f

a

reported a change in the1r 1n1t1a] react1on to the book: seven

teachers fe]t more negat1ve towards 1t, and on]y three fe]t more e

-

pos1t1ve towards the textbook Therefore, when 1t f1n%ﬂly came t1me

for the teachers of grades two. and six to beg1n 1mp1emen€'ng the new

program, many of them had already had negat1ve exper1ences w1th the :

ol
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“mot1vates the k1ds," wh11e f1ve “others thought the mater1aTs were (zu];,



% f'. ‘ . : ' : . .‘ S
nen text, and bynextension, with the_Language Arts Program with which 7

it was assoc1ated h o } { s ':v , g

But not on]y had they not attended in= serv1ces before attempt1ng e

to make-use of the new book all 14'teachers tak1ng part‘1n this study

A

'said that they,had never been tra1ned in the "proper use of the new

*

textbook" at any t1me . N1ne of these teachers termed the in- serv1ce

o

ksess1ons wh1ch were he]d of ]1tt1e or no va]ue in he1p1ng them to

7'ﬁut111ze th\\text _ F1ve others thought they were of . some‘ya1ue

‘jf!;'What 1s more, nﬁne of the teachers saad that Tittle or no consu]tat1on

V L

';*551t1me had been spent w1th the fac111tator d1scuss1ng how to ut111ze the L

new textbodk F1ve teach“rs thought that "some" t1me had been spent

on th1s top1c i fﬂ : 5;31”
" But whatever d1tttcu1t1es they had expertenced 1n usmng the book
”i\ﬁ'~were hard]y a11ev1ated by the teachers themse1ves, none of whom had -
(Q;‘eVer taken the t1me to read‘thrdugh on the1r own. the teacher S gu;de
whtch accompan1eslthe pupuls textbook :
. Cw
| As noted in the f1rst chapter of. th1s work thts case stu}§,1s; 16 .E,; iw\%rH

part, an externa] eva1uat1on of the effect1vene$s of a strategy
tdeve]oped by a schoo] system to he]p 1ts teachers 1mp1ement a newv‘ fj:_t‘%F
*_'program 1n e]ementary language arts , But w1th1n that strategy, i
known as’ thé Program Imp]ementat1on Process, the schoo] system )
’»ldev1sed 1ts own procedure for carry1ng out an 1nterna] eva uation of
vP.IlP; Progect documents c]ear]y spe]] out the ro]e of th1s

T

1nterna] assessment



. -4 . . %
;In view of the ‘fact that this prOJect has as its
- basic objective the development of a process
: ~whereby the introduction of ‘a new program is
» - facilitated, evaluation procedures wild be in
terms of-assessing those processes which are v
. developed to prov1de teachers with opportunities
to utilize. the various resources needed to meet
the objectives of their 1anguage arts program
(Mary - Cossitt, p. 5)

Thus the off1c1a1 role of the 1nterna] eva]uat1on ns bas1ca11y
format1ve That 1s, 1t is 1ntended to 1mprove the 1mp1ementat1on
| process wh1]e gt is st111 fluld by prov1d1ng prOJect dec1s1on-
'n;makers w1th a cont]nuous feedback of 1nformat1on on the effect1veness
bof the strategy be1ng ut111zed However, the eva]uat1on 1nstruments

used 1nd1c te that the rea] purpose of this eva1uat1on of P.I. P was

'to ma1nta1n fund1ng by E O F. Th1s 1ncent1ve program requ1red an ‘

f1nterna1 eva]uat1on from each prOJect at the end of each year

In the1r 1971 case study, Gross et al. found that “Deve]opment

\

3?94and dffect1ve operat1on of workable systems of feedback are needed to

‘f}-ﬁensure that d1ff1cu1t1es w111 be p1np01nted analyzed and that steps”

' :w1]1 be taken ¢o reso]ve them" (p 210) .- - But in the case of P.I. p.

Y

""3;}two maJor factors 1nterfered w1th the feedback of re11ab1e 1nformat1on

‘to prOJect dec1swon-makersi” F1rst,avpervas1ve m1strust of author1ty

Ed A

on the part of both teachers and fac111tat0rs d1storted the purposes

'of the commun1raf1on Second each of the 1nstruments utilized. in "

T
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. thJS'eva] Foon ‘;edure had - ser1ou defects wh1ch made 1t-v1rtua11y“;

'.Tuseless in xs5sessing the effect1veness of P I. P

A 1ack 01 Lrust. The process of commun1cat1on depends very much

"'”}upon the nature of 1nterpersona] percept1ons It 1s the content1on of

ifif”7Castello and Za]k1nd (1963) that since percept1on serves to gu1de the

"'.person S. behav10r 1n his soc1a] env1ronment any unfavourab]e



perception'and set can lead to cutting down on our_interactton'with'

.

others (p. 21) .

In th1s case, teachers who const1tuted the c11ent system perce1ved »

‘the Project Coordlnator (who was a]so the1r E]ementary Language Arts .
.’Superv1sor) and to some extent the fac111tators (who'served as her
1.agents)*to‘be eva]uators And because the program wh1ch they were R
rekpectEd to imp1ement was one w1th wh1ch.they-were,not personally:

fam111ar,‘teacherslf:}t part1cu1ar]y exposed and vu]nerab]e .Yetr'

these -same teachers were be1ng asked to comp]ete eva1uat1on forms‘
supp1y1ng feedback data, the 1nterpretat1on of wh1ch cou]d ref]ect
' adverse]y pn them as. c]assroom teachers R
Consequently, w1sh1ng to appear ne1ther'1ncompetent nor:
o uncooperat1ve many teachers f11ed reports and made 1ess than frank
l”ﬁobservat1ons to their super1ors : Because these erroneous reports o
were: pos1t1ve they were eager]y rece1ved by. proJect off1c1a]s as

vev1dence that all-was we]] f." : o ”f!s o o '»",': :' A

. Iron1ca11y, those few teachers who were courageous or foo]hardy =
’enough to record the1r gr1evances aga1nst the new Language Arts '9¥-“’
| Program or P I P. were, in fact character1zed as being uncooperat1ve, L

o

oftice bfficials when

:1ncompetent or possably 1azy, by centrat{

d'i.1nter”1ewed by)the 1nvest1gator

;4 teachers 1nter-'

f“,‘ Az‘ y

,-\‘ .y

ttent1on of someone 1n author1ty A]] four'\



.‘to anyone 1n author1ty, four teachers spec1f1ca41y attr1buted the1r

1ack of act1on to a fear of authorlty, while two others felt they o

‘ wou]d not be 11stened to anyway The rema1n1ng two teachers gave no

. exp]anat1on foqathe1r 1nact1on‘ _ : R
- B . . . 9

Wh11e/teachers had d1ff1cu1ty approach1ng the author1t1es

"regard1ng problems they were hav1ng, they were w1111ng to d1scuss
~cextain of these matters with the1r fac111tators | For example, nlne
©of the 14 teachers said that they fe]t free to be perfect]y frank w1thy !

5~'the1r fac111tators 1n stat1ng their’ views ‘on the new Elementary

i v ~
' Language Arts Program - 0n the other hand when 1t came to stat1ng
* ¥
their v1ews on "the role and performance of the fac111tators 1n

. l genera11" not one teacher fe1t she could be frank w1th her fac111tator§f

‘Here, teachers seemed less concerned w1th fear and more concerned w1thi
]‘a des1re not to offend the1r fac1]1tators :with whom they empath1zed 1
| _ Th1s commun1cat1on barr1er between subord1nate and super1or was |
B dup]1tated in the re1at1onsh1p between fac111tator and PrOJect \
‘»:'_Coord1nato_r.f The under1y1ng cause appears to be 1dent1ca1 a 10w

A

Tevel of trust ' In the second ha]f of their quest1onna1re, -

<

vfac111tators were asked 1f they "had ser1ous reservat1ons w1th respect

o some aspect ‘of the new Elementauy Language APtS Program or. P I P

as a. strategy for 1ts 1mp]ementat1on ‘ E]even out of the 15
'respondents adm1tted that they had such reservat10ns but on]y f1ve of ' '_:

Ajy,these c1a1med to have brought them to - the attent1on of the Progect

A\rw«,“" 3
] 0f course;. e ; :
important communlcation; Tmpt1es

S Sty
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Lo 181
L Coord1nator "on the1r own 1n1t1at1ve Interviews with, facifitators dj
revea]ed the1r concern to be w1th how their cr1t1c1sms wou]d be _=5 o

U

rece1ved by the1r super1or.

The-quest1on is: | who is respons1b1e for the estab11shment of ,' i ;;i::;

S adequate commun1cat1on? Who must take the 1n1t1at1ve 1n prevent1ng

or overcom1ng the deb111tat1ng effects of commun1cat1on barr:ers

wherever they ex1st7 C]ear]y ‘this: is the duty of the prOJect 1eader-vca
| sh1p . For it is management who must prov1de an atmosphere wh1ch

1nv1tes ahd a]]ows the subord1nate to speak frankly ' ;' -

- Ev1dence of the verac1ty of th1s contentlon comes: from the

fac111tators who were asked "Assum1ng that you had ser1ous '_ .

reservat1ons regard1ng the Language Arts Program or P I1.P., wou]d you'

have fe]t free to frankly express your v1ews on these matters 1f

spec1f1ca11y requested to do SO by the coord1nator of the progectV"
Fourteen of the 15 fac111tators sald yes o | | ’
Nor were the fac1]1tators themse]ves part1cu1ar]y open to the
'E?PL;:/express1on of reservat1ons by the1r teachers. Twelve of the |
fac111tators adm1tted that the teachers s a group were not asked
:t spe01f1ca11y how they fe]t about the new Language Arts Program or

P I P. dur1ng the f1rst or second in- serv1ce , Th1rteen fac111tators

Sa1d th1s was not done dur1ng the th1rd 1%;serv1ce e1ther

»,' : Eva]uat1on procedures = Among the 1nstruments of format1ve

: eva]uat1on ut111zed by P.I P were the Fac111tator s Month]y Log

el

wh1ch deta1ls each fac111tator S "spec1f1c Tn
R

‘hx prOJect" ) the Teacher s Month]y Report "ad51mp1etquest1onna1re for N

vements in th1s

each of s1x spec1f1ed months and a second teacher questionnafre

adm1n1stered at the end of each year. ent1t1ed Eff1cacy of the Program

: _‘.c L

8 N



Implementatfon‘Process"fnvMeeting the Needs ot‘tanguage Arts Teachers.

Based on data gawhered w1th the use of. theseanstrUments, the

: Progect Coord1n%£or to]d the 1nvest1gator in June 1976 that she
' ©
g be11eved‘that P.I. P had been respons1b]e for-successfuTTy

',_1mp1ement1ng the new Language Arts Program in grades’ two and six.
Because th1s conclus1on was at var1ance w1th that of the 1nvest1gator,
",the Tatter undertook a fa1r1y deta11ed exam1nat1on of ‘the evaTuat1on

'1nstruments ut111zed in th1s prOJect

—

F1rst a number of fac111tators' Togs were stud1ed by the , j\\\\;;\

invest1§ator. These reports give T1tt]e more than an. account1ng of '
how theffacjlitators apport1oned the1r t1me 1n carry1ng out'the1r
:various duties. By 1tseTf such 1nformat1on has 11tt1e vaTue as a

tooT for eva]uat1ng the effect1veness of the fac111tator dr P. I PA,‘

The 1nvest1gator aTso made a study of the Teacher S MonthTy Report

-',another 1nstrument of format1ve evaTuat1on The cTassroom teachers

’Arwho wer adm1n1stered th}s quest1onna1re were asked to check the most

'1ate_response;t-Pdef1n1te1y yes,?;?yes"‘or,-no change" to- each.
vof three'statementS' : ‘t' ' R f'QA' o

J;T. I th1nkbthat the 1earn1ng env1ronment of my Language Arts

cTasses has 1mproved du

2, 1 th1nk that my teach1ng tec

- ., ut1]1ze teach1ng aids (tape recorders, overhead prOJectors, .
Ietc.) in my Language Arts c]asses has 1mproved due to P I P
_ 3. | I think that 1 am now more competent to involve the human

' resources of the communlty (parents, teacher a1des, guest

u»vspeakers, etc ) to suppTement my Language Arts cTasses due to}

: _P.»I'.‘P’."'

18

gl



/AN

On this same instrument teacher§ were asked to give concrete
{ examp]es of each of the above statements "if applicab]e ' ana to )
' 1nd1cate how much time was spent by the fac111tator in their 1anguage

arts c]asses dur1ng the reported month. o »f,‘

F1rst, as cr1ter1a for 1mp]ementat1on,’the'three,statements found

LY

on_ this form fail to do justice to the ‘complexity of this new program

anit was outlined-1nithe‘ETementary'Language Arts Handbook (1973).%.

-Each of these statements is eﬁther'tOO‘conventionaI or- too“nebulous to - ° i
P represent; eveh‘in a superficia] way, SO much.as\a portion of the
essence of ‘this 1nnovat1on wh1ch teachers were expected to 1mp1ement

Second “the Teacher's Month]y Report is not a d1agnost1c type of

eva]uat1on 1nstrument ‘Each statement attr1butes ah 1mprovement 1n

o

'iﬁﬁ_v'e '-cond1t10ns of 1earn1ng to P.I, P proper, rather than to any. of its.

E const1tuent parts, such as demonstrat1on 1essons or teacher in-services.
- . . /
Consequent]y, th1s 1nstrument was of no help 1n d1st1ngu1sh1ng those

. components of th1s 1mp1ementat1on strategy which were effect1ve from

B

those wh1ch were not o |

: ?Q;n Th1rd th1s eva]uat1on 1nstrument a]so has a bu11t in amb1gu1ty
wh1ch was not corrected at any t1me throughout thesthree year durat1on”
of its use | whether or not the teacher response "no - change," made on
'the second or subsequent month]y reports, was, to mean‘"no change to ';[;
date" or JUSt “no change over: 1ast month" was unc]ear |

»F1na1]y,;the des1gn-and use qg this part1cu1ar eva1uationiform'gig'

not encourage frankness on the part of . teacher respondents To. begin

w1th, 1nstead of e11c1t1ng the teachers 'react1on to the effect1venessai;g

‘of P.I.P. in helping them to 1mp1ement the new Language Arts Program, :.

“'{'each'criter1on,statement-was coucheg in the 1nt1m1dat1ng:terms of



- teache

& .

“»
rteacher cdmpetehée; e.g., “I th1nk that I am now more competent to
1nvo1ve the human resources of ‘the commun1ty . . - to supp]ement my
;‘Language Arts.cTasses due to P. I-P ‘! Nor d1d the ]ower ha]f of th1s
form, wh1ch so]1c1ted from teachers Va concrete example of an_

.1mprov§ment " make’ comparab]e prov1s1ons for spec1f1c examp]es of
)

respond nts requ1red to sign the1r names to their eva]uat1on forms,
. but 1n\ any cases these forms were persona]]y collected by the

'teacher fac111tator

The other forma] eva]uat1on 1nstrument 1nc1uded w1th1n P. I P. by

-

' the des1g Frs of th1s 1mp1ementat1on strategy, was ent1t1éd

d1ff1cu1t1es or P. I\P fa111ngs - In add1t1on, not on]y were

‘184

\/

' Eff]cacy ofi the Program Imp]ementat1on Process 1n Meet1ng,the Needs of -

Language Ar&s T%gchers Adm1n1stered to teachers at ‘the end of each

o year]y phase\of th1s three-year prOJect -this 1nstrument was to serve

a formatlve eva]uat1oh funct1on » It cons1sted of n1ne statements of

o teacher "needs to be met so as to 1mprove the qua]1ty of the1r
g1mp1ementat1on of a new program " ‘

‘(J)'lMore time is requ1red’by teachers to study the d1fferent
: ~ components of- the new Language Arts program '

"r}(2) Teachers shou]d have the opportun1ty to part1c1pate in
. training sess1ons g1ven by competent and . know]edgeab]e ;
_1nd1v1duals FSTE . Y

. jT(B)i;Te s need to increase the1r knowledge on how to use the: "
o 'v't(phy51c 1 resources of the commun1ty in an effect1ve c]assroom

"“fmanner ;‘Qf T .,;$1a~ 4 .
(4) Teachers need to increase their know]edge on how to 1nvo]ve
the human resources of the commun1ty in the1r c]assrooms

" (5) Teachers need to deve]op their competency in the use of
- -various forms of technology 1nc]ud1ng telev1s1on, tape
recorders, var1ous prOJectors and pr1nted mater1a1s



(6) Teachers have to become more- familiar with the new methods
of 1mpart1ng knowledge to students -

,5' ) . _e};
(7) Teachers ‘need to Tearn about the new learning theor1es,_, S
- grouping procedures and other methods wh1ch coqu 1mprove o
'.the*classroom Tearn1ng environment. R

(8)P'Teachers need to learn how to deveTop ahd use mater1aTs so ,
o as. to meet’ ‘the individual needs of the1r students. B

(9) .Teachers have to develop and Tearn how»to use the students S
in the teaching process. , » |

The d1rect1ons,to th1s annuaT survey spec1f1ed 1ts purposes "tp
~assess the efficacy of" P I. P “in meet1ng these.. needs f For eachvot
‘7‘these ‘nine needs, teachers were asked 1f they perce1ved Ehe need to
' be 1mportant 1f P. 1. P had been successfuT in meet1ng th1s need and
'wh1ch component of P. I P. had contrlbuted most to meet1ng th1s need7
r_-Teachers were aTso asked what kind of process (PfT.P._or'some.other)
'woqu be best su1ted to meet each need ‘
1In assess1ng thxs quest1onna1re the 1nvest1gator d1scovered that v'f.‘
‘\f1t does not, “in fact evaTuate the "eff1cacy of the Program
"ImpTementat1on Prociss in meet1ng the needs of Tanguage arts teachers
. who were attempt1ng to 1mpTement a new program ‘ Rather, 1t 1s
bas1ca]Ty an assessment of the extent. to wh1ch teachers feTt that
. P I P had succeeded 1n meet1ng a number of generaT goa]s in teacher
)r1n serv1ce tra1n1ng e, g ; "Teachers have to become more fam111ar w1th

fthe new methods of 1mpart1ng know]‘ége to students ; Seven of these '

n1ne teacher "needs" faTT 1nto th1s category ' Of the rema1n1ng two,‘ |

A}

- _?none need dea]s w1th the des1rab111ty of the teacher 1n serv1ce 1tseTf
and the other -< the onTy one to’ do 50 -- concerns 1tseTf w1th the
’-:1nnovat1on° '“More time is requ1red by teachers to study the d1fferent

,components of the new Language Arts Program



o evaTuated

;2 :whether or»notfP,I,P}»was successfuT'in'meetfng such'needs )s not
particular]y germane here \ The prob]em is that these "n%gds" do not
on the who]e, represent the‘bays in wh1ch teachers would have to
'--change 1n order to effect 1md1ementat1on of the new Language Arts -
L

Program “In the context of qh1s 1mp1ementat1on effort "needs" are

essentwalTy those wh1ch are der1ved from def1c1enc1es in the current

status of teach\
uT

n cr1ter1a wh1ch have the1r or1g1n 1n the
’1nnovatioﬁlits,

E

ST TR ’ ' ‘
For<examp1e, an ana]ys1s of th1s 1nnovat1on revea]s that 1ts
| 'proper 1mp1ementat10n wou]d requ1re teachers to possess sk111 in the

d1agnost1c approach to the teachlng of ]anguage arts. But a
&

:"pre11m1nary survey of 1ts des1gnated users 1n September wdqu have o

shown that these teachers Tack this sk111 . Therefore, rect1f1cat1on

"of th1s def1c1ehcy ought to have been both a specific obJect1ve of

.P I. P and consequent]y, one of those "t /cher needs" by wh1ch
vaei :
.effect1veness of that 1mp1ementat1on str tegy cou]d haVe been

"\-.x'
%

There were other dﬂff1cu1t1e5)vfth th1s part1cu]ar eva]uatlon form o

Kad

_(e g., 1ts complex format), but because they were re]at1ve]y o :;;//,T

(R

'1ns1gn1f1cant when compared w1th observat1ons and cr1t1c1sms a]ready

1ﬁ_made, they are not dea]t w1th here y* '

¥SUmmary;1¥[

In order to 1mp]ement a’ new- program 1n Tanguage arts, the

Ahlmplementat1on Process The P pose of th1s chapter}has been to ?f"m"

'_1dent1fy those components of th1s 1mp1ementat1on strategy wh1ch help to ‘

ca




. @.
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B account for the degree to wh1ch teachers were 1mp1ement1ng the new .
E1ementary Language Arts Program 1n the Spr1ng of“1976 ‘
_ In the abseqce of a more deta11ed e]aborat1on on' 1ts 1nterna1
F‘J_ operat1ons, the off1c1a] P 1. P proposal ‘o E.O. F became in effect N
a work def1n1t1on wh1ch was to prove 1nadequate F1rst the proposa]
fa1]ed to dea] W1th program 1mp1ementat1on Second, 1t gave b]and
| . po11t1ca11y mot1vated prov1nc1a1 obJect1ves too h1gh a pr1or1ty
Th1rd, 1t lacked the prec1s1on oﬁ an 1mp1ementat1on strategy
What th1s P I P. proposa] to E. O F referred to as "spec1f1c
ft obJect1ves," were_not the obJect1ves of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy
They were 1ts const1tuent parts, represent1ng the. de11very of o elfr:”
'.. educat1ona1 serv1ces to teachers ‘ Consequent]y ?he 1nterna] o
Aevaluat1on of P.1. P - wh1ch was based‘on these e1ght/"spec1f1c
ob3ect1ves,“‘cou1d never have ver1f1ed program 1mp]ementat1on or
proven the effect1veness of P I. P | - v ‘ o
, In order to eva]uate ‘the effect1veness of P. I P the 1nvest1gator 7
found 1t necessary to generate has own set of bas1c goa]s, wh1ch he
‘“: cons1dered to be 1mp11c1t in the Program Implementat1on Process.,
qust to he]p teachers understand support and ut1i1ze the new program ";.,a'lh
“in. 1anguage arts. Second to he]p teachers make full and proper use -
, N -

of the various componEnts of P. I P.

Funct1ona1 umts C0ns1st1ng of approx1mate1y 'e]even teachers a'i

a fac1]1tator, these un1ts were one of the or1g1na1 components of th1s
i

. 1mp]ementat1on strategy Meet1ngs of the members of these un1ts were

| d1scont1nued because they proved to be "1mpract1ca]“ dur1ng the f1rst

i,_e '\ year of_,h1s prOJect The1r purpose had been to prov1de teachers




_ - f
~vthe1r classrooms Lo

Proaect Coord1nator "~ The Proaect Coord1nator was a]so the jv'

- el

Superv1sor of E]ementary Language Arts for the school system Th1s C

"'s1tuat1on caused two serious prob]ems f1rst because she was not a

| 3iher own 1n1t1at1ve, 1ndeed four fac111tators sa1d they would have

Ol t1me coord1nator, the fac111tators were not g1ven the amount{g;~\>_
| d1rect1on they fe]t ‘they needed v Second because she was also a '
’, superv1sor, the Progect Coord1nator was seen as an evaluator mak1ng i
'”her seem Tess: approachab]e for both teachers.and fac1]1tators
A]thOugh an expert 1n 1anguage arts, the Proaect Coordwnator
’ lacked the expert1se requ1red to’ superv1se the 1mp1ementatnen of a
' comp]ex curr1cu1a 1nnovat1on and to carry out an on- go1ng eva]uat1oni ‘
lof the 1mp1ementat1on strategy being ut111zed " |
Fac111tator There was no systematlc approach (1nvolving
';f estab]1shed cr1ter1a) to. the recru1tment and se]ect1on of teachers toA“

ey

'be tra1ned to serve as’ fac1]1tators under P I P ' Consequent]y, pn]ybw

"rone ha]f of the teachers who were 1nterv1ewed fe]t the fac111tators
possessed the competenc1es needed to -carry.: out the task expected of
' them | The 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed three cr1ter1a wh1ch he fe1t wereg'

fundamenta]ato fac111tator se]ect1on ‘ 1nterest profess1ona]

' exper1ence and. academ1c tra1n1ng

ol

F1rst, not one fac111tator had sought the Job of fac111tator on-

_‘:_( ",4'.“'. , B

- preferred other pos1t1ons at the t1me of the1r appo1ntment ' A]together\ﬁﬁ

g

-_ftwo th1rds (10) of the fac111tators c1a1med that the1r appo1ntment as ji \}(;\\<;<'f

hfac111tator had been re]ated to a p]acement prob1em w1th1n the school

system j j.\f‘ » }q_*.'f-: e T R . ~.\? '

Second as far as profess1ona] exper1ence is concerned w1th one i,V;j’” ‘,ﬁ

L8 i



b educat1on .: | . | .:‘ - - : - o .
fj-'._ ;;E/)Gr{Sftat1on program wh1ch was des1gned to prepare fac111tators
= by h€lping them to uhderstand the new Language Arts Program and carry

- out the1r dutles as fac111tators was 1nadequate The fac111tators

ST 189

» o

o

e except1on all of the fac111tators had spent the prev1ous year tea¢h1ng

the grade 1n wh1ch ‘thy were current]y serv1ng as a fac111tator

Beyond that whatever prev1ous exper1ence the facilitatcrs had had

¥ 4
©

.‘Fﬁg with the new Language Arts Program (e.g., teachlng 1t in another

+
/

. ‘grade) was not cons1dered to have been very pos1t1ve : ”, T

Th1rd desp1te the1r own v1ews to the contrary, fac111tators a]so

Iacked the academ1c tra1n1ng requ1red 'to fu]f11 their duties. Of

LY Q

the 15 fac111tators tak1ng part in th1s study, not onelhad maJored in

1anguage arts Not one had taken-a course in the new 1anguage arts

In fact, seven of these fac111tators had never taken any k1nd of

N

cburse in e]ementary ]anguage artss : What 1s more, two th1rds of the

. fac111tators had not rece1ved un1vers1ty tra1n1ng 1n Tementary

themse]ves were cr1t1ca] of 1tsv”t1m1ng,“ the "top1cs covered" d
the "a]]orat1on of t1me to top1cs," a]though they fe]t the durat1on of
B '/

the or1entaf1on program was: suff1c1ent

”tf&ut the rea] proof of the shortcom1ngs of th1s preparat1on comes
from the fact that. fac111tators adm1tted ‘that, fo110w1ng the1r t’a

or1entat1on, they understood "very 11tt1e" of the Language Arts Program S
& o

In add1t1on, because they had never been:g1ven a rea] JOb descr1pt1on

or part1c1pater deve]op1ng one, fac1]1tator5~sa1d that they4d1d“not "
have a c]ear p .ure of what they were expected to do-as . fac111tators

The fac111tators fe]t that the1r or1entat1on wou]d have benef1ted

9. . N

Wfrom the;inc]us1on of meet1ngsaw1th fac1]1tators from:prev1ous years,

St

‘ ) ) g Q
< c : P .
. ’ i B .
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preparation_jn‘human4re1at1ons, and more specifical]y‘from trainfng

in group dynamics for those facilitators be1onging.to the same grade-

group. !

Fac111tator teacher consu]tat1on  As the facilitator visited

‘the schoq]s and teachers to which she had been ass1gned, she was
,expected to consu]t w1th these teachers The investigator 1dent1f1ed
_the purposes of these d1scuss1ons to be twofo]d f1rst to he]p
teachers understand, support and ut111ze the new program in ]anguage
arts; and second to he]p teachers make fu11 and proper use of the '
components ‘of P. I P . e I NN |
.The frequency w1th.which these consultation sessjons.were held
var1ed cons1derab]y from one facilitator respondent to the next  But
10 fac111tators reported that they had he]d consu]tat1ons w1th most of
the1r teachers "]O t1mes or less over the eht1re schoo] year
Indeed fac111tators exper1enced cons1derab]e d1ff1cu1ty try1ng to f1nd
“time for consu]tat1on sess1ons w1th their teachers, since none had been
_a]]ocated’spec1f1ca11y for th1s-purpose Consequent1y3 the vast
maJor1ty of fac111tators thought 1t was of extreme or great 1mportance
that a fixed t1me be arranged for- th1s purpose
Faca11tator-teacher consu]tat1on was not based on c]assroom"'*
’observation;‘which facilitators correctIy,assumed would,be a
b,t threatening:experiencegfor their teachers; h Asked tor:an;alternat‘;e

- basis for this consuTtation; §ix fati]itatorS‘suggested a-joint
> ’

p1ann1ng and team- teaeh1ng approach

From the two purposes or goals of fac111tator teacher consuxtat1on

o

L wh1ch he had 1dent1f1ed the 1n~est1gator was ab]e to de]1neate a

serTes of obJect1ves. Tak1ng each obJect1ve in turn, teachers were

-7



L'matter contained there1n Except for 1tems dea11ng with the

“‘their fac111tators.
PY.]
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_asked how much t1me their fac111tat0rs had Spent discussing'the‘subject

S

"utilization of the fac111tator s services and activity 6h1ts, on wh1ch

they fe]t'"some"'t1me had been spent the ma30r1ty of teachers sa1d

"Tittle" or no time had been spent dlscuss1ng various aspects of the

- Language. Arts Program or P.I. P dur1ng consu]tat1on sess1ons w1th

'Demonstration'1eSSOns . Fac111tators had as one of the1r dut1es

' the teach1ng of demonstrat1on lessons to the pup11s of the teachers to .

 whom they had been ass1gned ~ The purposes of these demonstrat1on : (

1essons were not”éXp]icit]y stated,. caus1ng some confus1on among the
facilitators expected to teach them Neverthe]ess, the 1mportance of
methodo]ogy to the Language Arts Program, together w1th its

demonstrabi]ity, would seem to make 1ts commun1cat1on of this

)meth odology a "natural" goal of the demonstrat1on 1esson

But ngen the fac111tator S ro1e, spec1f1ca11y the re]at1ve1y f

vshort per1od of time she had to spend w1th each c]ass of pup1ls with -

‘whom she was not rea]]y fam111ar, the demonstrat1on 1esson was not a
-su1table means for present1ng the d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng
of 1anguage arts " As an a1ternat1ve to .ne demonstrat1on 1esson, "ax

aJo1nt p1ann1ng and team teach1ng approacr was seen by both

o facT41tators and proaect coord1nators as a better means of transm1tt1ng '

the program S new methodo]ogy to classroom teachers

!

Demonstrat1on 1essons were’ taught 1arge1y 1n 1so]at1on from what

the regu]ar c]assroom teacher happened to be do1ng in 1anguage arts at .

w
the_t1me _ And from thg po1nt of v1ew of the c]assroom teacher, these;

'1essons,were 1arge1y unrea11st1c in terms of the amount of preparat1on
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time 1nvo]ved and the t1me taken to teach them. Nevertheless, both L
D G
teachers anc fac111tators thought demonstrat1on lessons were

‘\ppropr1ate for the children be1ng taught

Teacher 1n serv1ce A]though goa]s for 1n~serv1ces were not

estab11shed by prOJect off1c1als, the 1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed two ' f‘-’ \ 3

bas1c goa1s for the in- serv1c1ng of teachers f1rst ‘to- he]p teachers

6’

understand, support and ut111ze the Language Arts Program, second, to

o he]p teachers understand.how to ut111ze the varJous components of

P.i.P.' From these two broad goa]s ‘the 1nvest1gator delineated a
serfes of e1ght ob3ect1ves The teachers were then asked to rate the:':
value of the1r in-service sess1ons in terms of these obJect1ves |

" With the except1on of he1p1ng teachers’ “to make new mater1als; _ SRR
the teachers of grades two and six ser1ously quest1oned the value of
these 1anguage arts 1n service sess1ons v Spec1f1ca11y, at least ha]fr.
- of them found teacher in- serv1ce tra1n1ng of Tittle ox no va]ue in . | f‘ﬁ
» he1p1ng them to understand the Language Arts Program 1ts ph1losophy,'k‘
'obJect1ves and- methodo]ogy . Nor d1d they find the 1n-service program :
usefu] in learning how to ut111ze those elements of P.I.P. or1g1na11y

bl

des1gned to he]p them 1mp1ement the new program the fac1]1t tor,\\\

el resource mater1als, resource centres and the textbook. However, ~

taken by themse]ves, the teachers of grade two d1d feel }hat the1r
. 1n serv1ces had been most va1uab1e in he]p1ng them to ut111ze the |
gract1v1ty unzts

The ma30r1ty of fac111tators, who were respons1b1e for organ1z1ng

teacher in- serv1ces thought that they had been of 11tt1e or no
:-va1ue on on]y One of these obJectlves he1p1ng the teachers "ut1112e

‘the textbook."i On each of the other obJect1ves, at 1east 12 of the 15
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‘ fac111tators found the 1n service of "some"'value or greater S , - f_:}ff

vz

In addition, it was found that the ch‘,_\

Of t0P1CS; the a]]ocat10n ,'»¥15~?

:5Lof t1me to top1c, the sequenc1ng ‘of. topics and the tota1;t1meztaken for

-the 1n serv1c1ng of teachers were a11 1nade9uate

A

The 1nvest1gator s1ngled out the f1rst teacher in- serv1ce sess1on :

fﬁfffor spe¢1aTuexam1nat1on because of 1ts 1mportance in estab11sh1ng the

oundat1on upon ”h1ch could be erected an accurate understand1ng of

and a pos1t1ve att1tude towards the tnnovat1on 1n quest1on

.Unfortunate]y, the first in= serv1ce fa11ed to g1ve teachers a basac\\kraafg

understand1nggof the Language Arts Program | In add1t1on tO 1t5

-‘dfa11ure to g1ve teachers a good 1ntroductory overv1ew of the program,

" the f1rst in-service 1acked c]ar1ty in: the way it presented the new BT
Language Arts Program to the teachers ConseqUent]y, the f1rst
3:1n serv1ce sess1on fa11ed to estab11sh a. f0undat1on upon wh1ch teacher

pport for the: program cou]d have geen bu1Tt -

_ Another prob]em with the f1rst in- serv1ce was. the fact that 1t was

\

' he]d too 1ate in the schoo] year. As a result teachers were not

in- serv1ced on ‘the ro]e and Proper use of the fac111tator before 'w :Pf | o 'vmi
,fac111tators were sent out to them in the schoo1s Because they had | :
not been in- serv1ced on the new Language Arts Program and the role. of

the fac111tator in P I. P s teachers were 1ess ab]e to derive max1mum h

benef1t from the serv1ces of their fac111tator

Resource centres Commerc1a11y ava11ab1e 1anguage arts mater1als,

':.purchased for the new\program, were organ1zed and d1ssem1nated from

two resource centres. A]though extens1ve1y ut111zed by the

E fac111tators, these resource centres were not used by the teachers as

1ntended. ' Wh11e fee11ng pos1t1ve towards tha 1dea of these centres,_»,

-~

N .
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" the teachers found them somewhat 1natcessib1e in terms of bothwdistance

”fi and t1mes ava11ab1e Teachers sa1d that they feTt that mater1als

found at these resource; centres coqu be better made ava11ab1e through

the d1str1but1on fac111t1es of the Instruct1ona1 Med1a Centre (I M. C ).

Resource mater1als One of the dut1es uf the fac111tator was to

evaTuate new 1nstruct1ona1 mater1aTs and "expTaln to teachers the1r;
- 1ntended purposes and appropr1ateness for 1nstruct1on as weTT as
demonstrate their use in a cTassroom s1tuat1on ' Nh1]e most

teachers reported that the mater1aTs wh1ch ‘the fac111tator brought

Y | them were usuaTTy used by the fac111tator in demonstrat1on 1€ssons, .

these mater1aTs were not reTevant to what they themse]ves were do1ng

\\\1n the1r cTasses at that part1cu1ar t1me

\\\\Act1v1ty un1ts The creat1on of these Tesson pTans by the

vﬁ fac111tators of grade two represents the most s1gn1f1cant dev1at1on
- from the or1g1na1‘oourse of act1on prescr1bed by the P. I P proposaT
to‘E O‘F‘ Based on the mater1a1 found 1n the teacher s gu1de to the

WOer of Languag_, these act1v1ty un1ts were deveToped for use by the

teachers of grade two. They were. to be a t1me sav1ng T1nk between

o theory and pract1ce S In add1t1on, these Tesson pTans were bas1caTTy

seTf suff1c1ent, i.e.s teachers wou]d not have to search for resources

o

in order tocut1T1ze them
The react1on of grade two. teachers to these Tessons pTans was

pos1t1ve They found them vaTuabTe and were convinced that the1r

preparat1on had been a worthwh1le use of the fac111tator s t1me In-“\

add1t1on, teachers 1nd1cated that " the1r understand1ng of and supporf

' for the new Language Arts Program had been pos1t1ve]y affected by the

' deveTopment of act1v1ty un1ts 1n the Spring of 1976

~




Program documents ’ The A]berta Department of Education jssued

a tw0wma30r documents dea11ng w1th the . -new Language Arts Program

: Unfortunate]y, the vast maeor1ty of teachers had not read the

"prescr1pt1ve statement found ~in the’ Program of Stud1es for ETementa_y_ . L .f

S

Schools - (1975), and ha]f of the teachers had not read the Tementary

'Language Arts Handbook (1973) Those who had read the handbook an

'1mportant deta11ed account of the new. program, d1d not as a group’ have
-} a pds1t1ve react1on to 1t Teachers w1th a negat1ve view of th1s

document attr1buted 1t to the d1ff1cu1ty they had 1n understand]ng i(;

2

: the handbook Most grade six teachers aTso fa1Ted to read an .

1mportant h ndout g1ven to them at the1r f1rst in- serv1ce

Text» ok. ATT of the teachers tak1ng part 1n this study had been . o

- given. the World of. Language textbook ~But- teachers d1d not know on

' what bas1s the Department of Educat1on had chosen th1s book for 1ts'
'recommended list, nor on what bas1s the schoo] system had se]ected
th1s text from th1s T1st and ass1gned 1t to certain. schools w1th1n 1ts
W'Jur1sd1ct1on : ATT 14 teachers 1nd1cated that they woqu prefer that '
| "comm1ttee of teachers" from the sch001 concerned be- respons1b1e for

ISeTectTng.from the Department S recommended 11st the textbooks that

teacherS‘in that schooT are to use. Fac111tators were 1n fundamenta]
'agreement w1th teachers on this po1nt |

But not onTy were they unhappy w1th the process by wh1ch the new

textbook had been chosen, teachers were also unhappy w1th the product

S of that process the World of Language book 1tse1f ; The teachers _'"f”_, an
": negat1ve d1spos1t1on toward this textbook was due to a number of |
’ 1mportant factors ' F1rst the teachers attempt to ut111ze the new

| Tanguage arts textbook on theqr own, before be1ng 1n serv1ced on 1ts
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" proper use by their faCi1itators, was a:negative experience for most
.of them Th1s situation Was not he]ped by the fact that none. of the
teachers had taken the time to read through the teacher' s manua] which
accompan1es the pupil's text Second, a s1gn1f1cant number of
‘teachers (51x out of 14) cons1dered thesnew textbook ser1es
1nappropr1ate for the pup11s they were teaching. Ih1rd, all.of the

teachers ‘agreed that the "proper“ use of the new textbook would

'“’necess1tate a cons1derab1y heav1er work load for them. On this Tast

' po1nt both the PrOJect Coord1nator and the fac111tators were in bas1c o
' agreement w1th the teachers .‘

Obv1ous1y, the1r overwhe1m1ng1y negat1ve att1tude toward the text
accounts, 1n 1arge measure,:for the 11m1ted extent to wh1ch teachers ‘

'were depend1ng on. the new textbook for the teach1ng of 1anguage arts

“,3'But no prov1s1on was made w1th1n P I P to correct th1s s1tuat1on

f1rst all 14 teachers sa1d that they had never been in- serv1ced on
"the proper use of the new textbook " and second most teachers
-: c1a1med that 11tt1e or no consu]tat1on t1me had beerr spent w1th the.
_ fac1]1tator d1scuss1ng how to ut111ze the new textbook |
v"“k Eva]uat1on The Program Imp]ementat1on Process had bu11t w1th1n
' th, 1ts own procedure for an on- go1ng 1nterna1 eva]uat1on .'The v
off1c1a1 role 6f th1s evaluation was bas1ca11y format1ve it was»mi
supposed to 1mprove the 1mp1ementat1on process wh11e 1t was st11]
- f]uld by prov1d1ng proaect dec1s1on makers w1th a cont1nuo feedback
tof 1nformat1on on the effect1veness of the1r strategy Bui;the real
'.and very pract1ca1 purpose of th1s eva]uat1on effort as ref]ected in
’ the des1gn of 1ts 1nstrumentat1on was to ma1nta1n E. 0 F fund1ng
o Each E.O.F. prOJect had to be eva]uated by 1ts own schoo] d1str1ct at

—_

N
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the end of each yeah,
: Efforts to carry d t an adequate 1nterna1 evaluation of P.I. P
were thwarted by two m:;ér factors - First, there existed a pervas1ve
m1strust of author1ty on the part of ‘both teachers and facilitators,
wh1ch gave r1se to a d1stort1on of communication from subord1nate to
~super1or Th1s s1tuat1on was further aggravated by the fact that the
/,,PrOJect Coord1nator (who was. ‘also the Superv1sor of E]ementary
- Language Arts), and to ;some extent the fac111tators themse]ves, were
perce1ved as evaluators by their subord1nates C]ear]y, it was the .
duty of . the proaect 1eadersh1p to take the 1n1t1at1ve in prevent1ng or
ove:com1ng the deb111tat1ng effects of this barr1er to commun1cat1on
" Second]y, each- of the 1nstruments ut111zed in P.I. P. s eva]uat1on
_ procedure had one or more of the f0110w1ng defects:
i) a ]ack of sens1t1v1ty to the teachers fee11ng of 1nsecur1ty, -
if) ;fa11ure to adequate]y represent the essence of the new
. Language Arts, Program,‘
o jii) structura] flaws. creat1ng ambiguity and other prob]ems,
'jv) fa11ure to 1dent1fy spec1f1c components of P. I P wh1ch,m1ght .
e dhave contr1buted to program 1mp1ementat1on. : B

L



CHAPTER IX
DEGREE OF IMPLEMENTATION.

°

Introduction:

In the'orevious three chapters the author'attenpted;to“ddentity
those factors which facilitated ox impeded.imp1ementation of the new
:ﬁ'E1ementary Language Arts.Program'in the grade two.and Six claSSestat ’
.Eastside andvWestsjdevschools.' The‘purpOSe Of,thisfchaoter is to g
establfsh the aCtua] degreejtodwhich‘these.teachers were-imp]ementing
th1s 1nnovat1on dur1ng -April and May of 1976. 0ff1c1a] 1mp1ementat1on
of. the program was to has% commenced in these two grades dur1ng the
Fall of 1975, 4 | | | -

The degree to Which this inndvation was. being.implemented by itc'
'des1gnated users was estab11shed through an ana]ys1s of data gathered

-from teacher 1nterv1ews, fac111tator quest1onnaﬁres and c]assroom
observat1ons But before he could ascerta1n the degree'to wh1ch
: 1mp1ementat1on of the new Language Arts Program was be1ng effected |
: Vthe 1nvest1gator had to def1ne the fundamenta] character1st1cs of
| the 1nnovat10n and ‘the concept of. 1mp£qpentat1on.;
| Accord1ng_to those officia1s of the bEpartment offEducation:ahdc
' .the Edmonton Separate.Schoo1ZSystem who are,tin'their.reébectdve ; ‘l,

Jur1sd1ct1ons, mo§t d1rect1y concerned w1th the Language Arts Program,"

L)

" the essence of th1s 1nnovat10n for the teachers is one of methodologx o

and Eh11osoghx In a. Ju]yg%ﬁth 1976 te]ephone 1nterv1ew w1th the

'author;-Dr._M.F.oThornton, Assoc1ate Dtrector.of Curr1cu1um for the

-]98” o
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. Department of Educat1on, 1dent1f1ed these two elements of the
: 1nnovat1on as const1tut1ng the essence of the program. Th1s view was
concurred in by Miss Mary Cossitt, Supervisor of Elementary Language
N
"Arts: and PrOJect Coord1nator of P.I.P. for the Edmonton Separate _ ’

System v o _ |
) The concept of 1mp1ementat1on has a]ready been def1ned in Chapterl
: Ii's rev1ew of the ]1terature According to that def1n1t1on,.1n order
for 1mp1ementat1on to take p]ace the des1gnated user must
i;' understand the 1nnovat1on and how it is to be'. ut111zed
, 2.; support the 1nnovat1on as the answer to a percewvedvproblem;
| '.and be mot1vated to ut111ze 1t persona]]y, |

d

N _actua]]y be ut111z1ng the 1nnovat1on as 1ntended by 1ts
.developers and/or off1c1a1 adopters, | | \

4. possess the’ competenc1es (att1tudes, know]edge and'SkiiTs)'

. 'needed to utilize the 1nnovat1on on an on- go1ng bas1s |

In separate sect1ons of this chapter the author dea1s with each of

these e]ements of program 1mp1ementat1on. ,.~1'-,; ISR j\‘

Understand1ng the Innovat1on

-

: The f1rst cr1ter1on used to estab11sh degree of 1mp]ementat1on is
" the extent to. wh1ch the des1gnated users understand the 1nnovat1on and ; '
how it is tovbe ut1]1zed,'u;Gross_gt_ al_ in the1r 1971 study 1dent1f1ed
the‘teachers""Tachﬂof clarity about the41nnovat1on“ as a c1rcumstancev»
' wh1ch acted as a maJor barrier to 1mp1ementat1on (p; 123)
. Half of the 14 teachers who were 1nterv1ewed c1a1med they under-

stood the” new Elementary Language Arts Program to a "cons1derab1e

'1extent,“ Seek1ng to. exp]ore the qua]1ty as we11 as the quant1ty of

"i!’\‘, -
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their understand1ng, the 1nvest1gator attempted to determ1ne the extent
to wh1ch the teachers of grades two and s1x who took part in th1s o
study, Vnderstood the new Language Arts Program S: (j) under]ang

| ph1losophy, (i) ob3ect1ves, and (111) methodology ‘Teachers were
;expected to demonstrate this understandlng by reca111ng the constituent

'components of each of these program eTements when 1nterv1ewed by the:
] \ .

IO

f1e1dworker

The unden1y1ng ph1Tosophy, -While.most teachers.claimed*to '

understand the under1y1ng ph110$0phy of the new program in Tanguage
'arts, only one of them was abﬂe to demonstrate this to the extent of
be1ng ab]e to recaTT f1ve of the 10 components of this. ph1Tosophy wh1ch;' ;
were set forth in Chapter VI. ':» . Ii. o v" I
wﬁen teachers were asked d1rect1y “tbhwhat extent do you'feelj
'that you understand the new ETementary Language Arts Program’" the

foTTow1ng-responses were.recorded.

. ,Comprlete‘l' | - o ._ 0
ii. considerabTé “{ B o 1_6' B
| iv;,"very'TittTe'. B . s TIJ'SSW'
V. | not at aTT . ﬂfﬁ_'.,. h_i >

However when asked to 1nd1cate components of this. ph1Tosophy or

-rat1onaTe wh1ch they could th1nk of -10 of the 14 teachers could not.

'r'vrecaTT a s1ngTe one. Three teachers were abTe to c1te very few

"v,'components (two or three) wh11e onTy one grade s1x teacher ment1oned

.‘above, coqu 1dent1fy a cons1derab1e number (f1ve) of these components

.

The program S goaTs Teachers were no more successfu] 1n i

>'~reca111ng the goaTs of the new Language Arts Program as exp]1c1t1y set '
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summar1zed in Chapter VI wh11e ha]f of the teachers part1c1pat1ng
in this study fe]t they cou]d remember major-goals of the program, !f;;: -
-on]y three of the 14 teachers cou]d in fact do so. . Two teachers gawe |
‘ responses which recogn1zed the need to proV1de opportun1t1es for |
‘children to become f]ex1b1e users of lahguage by "develop1ng
“competenc1es in rece1v1ng 1nformat1on itr1t1ca]1y) through 11sten1ng,

read1ng, viewing, touch1ng, tast1ng and sme111ng : The th1rd teacher

: fc1ted “deve]op1ng f]uency 1n express1ng ideas and fee11ngs through ora] .
1anguage, wr1tten 1anguage movements (gestures,\creat1ve drama), mus1c

» and art," as a magor goa]s of- the progr None. of these teachers’
'ﬁcou1d remember more than one of the s1x goals , | |
Methodo]ogy : Teachers were soméwhat more conf1dent in attempt1ng

‘

 to.come to terms w1th the methodo]ogy of the 1nnovat1on But, although

-

'most teachers sa1d they understood the 1nstruct1ona1 methodo]ogy of the-
new program (the d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of 1anguage arts)

none cou]d reca]] even vague]y moré than two of 1ts const1tuent ‘

» tcomponents

‘°tg‘methbd0109y requ1red by the new program, e1ght teachers said "to a

L - . o
When asked to what extent they understood this 1nstruct1ona1

| rcons1derab1e extent," the rema1n1ng s1x sa1d “to some extent " But of =
the 10 teachers who attempted ‘to do so, not one cou]d recal] more than

"' two of the per1phera1 aspects of th1s/methodo1ogy out11ned 1n che

E]ementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) and: Chapter VI of th1s study

Among those e]ements c1ted “greater student part1c1pat1on was =

ment1oned by five 1nterv1ewees, whi1e three more sa1d “greater effort

to{mottvateythe;student." ' K ‘J:f *.ﬂ’, S ’/'»
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' Support for the Innovat1on
“

vt

o - : . ' o S

In summary, even when the criterion was basic-recaTT teachers‘
.'were unable to demonstrate an understand1ng of the under1y1ng
ph1Tsophy, ob3ect1ves and methodology of: the new. program in Tanguage

arts,

AN )
s

] ’ . . . e

The second cr1ter1on to be used in estab11sh1ng "degree of

S 1mpLementat1on iS the extent to wh1ch the des1gnated users of the

;.-‘«.

1nnovat1on supp rt the 1nnovat1on as -a soTut1on to ac perce1ved probTem

/

\\\ L
or s1tuat1on Such support, 1n ‘turn, may be sa1d to consist of the~ -“;:"

extent to wh1ch the des1gnated user (i) recogn1zes the ex1stence of
a prob]em or s1tuat1on necess1tat1ng a change, (11) sees the ihnovation

as a viable soTut1on to that problem or. s1tuat1on, (111) perce1vestthe,

&2

' character1st1cs of the 1nnovat1on in a pos1t1ve\llg:t 1 '.H .
o It shoqu be noted that while the foundat1on of\a favourab]e or-
nfavourab]e att]tude toward an, 1nnovat1on does not aTways Tead d1rectTy

o or 1mmed1ate1y to 1mpTementat1on or reJect1on Rogers and Shoemaker

v(T97T) found that there was a tendenCy "for atti tudes and behav1or t0

o .
become more cons1stent" (p 112) Thus, ‘the user 's d1spos1t1on toward

the 1nnovat1on 1s used here as one\of a number of 1nd1cators 1n

assess1ng the degree of 1mp1ementat1on of -a curr1cu1ar 1nnovatnon

The prob]em » The vast maJor1ty of teachers found the prev1ous

v

program in. Tanguage to be 1nadequate Of the 14 teachers who were

‘o

1The 1ncTus1on of “perce1ved character1st1cs of the 1nnovat1od'1s
designed to compensate for the lack of prec1s1on inherent in the two
preced1ng constituent elements of teacher support wh1ch are more:
gTobaT in the1r scope o .

202
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. interviewed, 12f§a}d "yes;“ they_could_personally”seega need to changé‘t '
the "o]d" program ‘ By-wayiof'exp1anation, four of these interviewees
referred to the genera] 1nadeguacy of the program, wh11e four others

‘fe1t there was a need for someth1ng new to he]p mot1vate students

:The ]ack of spec1f1c1ty inmthese responses under11nes the 11m1tat1ons ’
of g]oba1 quest1ons ;_* | lﬂ’ ',;' . ‘ t". #'

~ The so]ut1on ‘A magor1ty of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed saw the a

new program as-a viable so1ut1on to the. def1c1enc1es of the o]d When

Kl

. asked: '“On the bas1s of your understand1ng, to what extent can you see

the new Language Arts Program as a v1ab1e response to this need " the

5 .

.,vfollowing_teacher responses were-recorded:

o .idi. ngmpTete SR ,: 2
Vo '1'1‘_‘..f considerable' | . R ' 6 LT
Hisone ot 2 .
v, very 11tt1e SOSRTEN ;;" 2 '
Attr1butes Support for an 1nnovat1on also cons1sts of the’ extent

mto wh1ch the des1gnated users perce1ve the attributes of the 1nnovat1on

. S o . .
1n a 00s1t1ve 11ght Among these attr1butes are re]at1Ve advantage,

<fcompat1b1l1ty,fcomplex1ty, tr1a1ab111ty and observab111ty These f1ve

”_(attr1butes of 1nnovat1ons were ut1]1zed by Rogers and Shoemaker (197T)

L to exp1a1n rate of adopt1on -- 1 e, the reJat1ve speed—w1th wh1ch an o

'ho?;'1mp1ementat1on, xTo these\f1ve attr1butes_the 1nVest1gator has added

b

: “:1nnovat1on is adopted by members of a soc1a1 system (p 157) ' However," i

a"here these attr1bu£es are be1ng used to help determ1ne the gree of

o
.

a s1xth adaptab111ty --_the degree to wh1ch an 1anvat1on can be ‘
‘ a1f€red_ w1thout d1stort1on) t0. meet. loca11zed needs Us1ng these s1x _'

v 1
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attributes of an innoyation as the basis for his_questions, the’
-1nvestigator, in'a series of structured interviews,'probed the teachers'
‘ percept1ons of the new Language Arts Program.

The degree to wh1ch an Rnovation is super1or to the ideas it

psupersedes is called re]at1ve advantage Most of the teachers regarded
the new E]ementary Language Arts as super1or to the old language |
program; of the 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed 12~sa1d_they felt th1s way.
Many of these teachers cred1ted»the new program with a'greater

capacity to motivate students,rand no one thought theADepartment of

: Educat1on shou]d be exp10r1ng a]ternat1ves to Tt

The degree to wh1ch an 1nnovat1oh is cons1stent w1th ex1st1ng

va1ues, past exper1ences, and the needs of -the’ des1gnated user is

'called compat1b111ty Teachers were d1v1ded in the1r assessment of

the extent to which the1r teach1ng ro]e was be1ng changed by the new
E]ementary Language Arts Program In rhsponse to a d1rect quest1on,
:approx1mate1y one- th1rd of the teachers 1nterv1ewed sa1d that w1th
..the new program ‘their role had changed to a “cons1derab1e extent "
_»one third: said to ”some extent“ and one- th1rd reported "11tt1e change
'However other data 1nd1cate< teachers regarded th1s change'as suQ- -
. stant1a1 Of the 14 teachers who responded to the quest1on "1n what
‘_:respect d1d you fee] that you were be1ng expected to change?" 511‘
“reported a heav1er work load and ha]f of them sa1d that under the new |
.tprogram they wou]d have to acqu1re curr1cu1um deve]opment skills. Six
teachers saw the need to foster a new att1tude toward the teach1ng of ~

e

language arts as 1mportant wh11e four ‘said they wou]d have to acqu1re

e

'know1edge of the new program in general and the use of 1ts resource

-

\

_'mater1als»1n particular.



The degree to which an innovation is re]at1ve1y difficult to

understand and use is referred to as omp]ex1ty
' of the teachers of grades two and sLx taking part in th1s study found
th1s new Language Arts Program to be comp]ex
' percept1ons, teachers were asked to what extent they felt that th1s newr
: program was d1ff1cu]t to understand and 1mpTement

responses were‘recorded:

1.

i,

i,

iv.

V..

&
The.vast maJor1ty

To determ1ne their '

The foL]owwng_

great ‘ '_ - t 7

considerable I | 5 “
. \ P

very little e

not at aTT B ¢ .

The degree to wh1ch an 1nnovat1on may be exper1mented w1th on a

T1m1ted ba§1s is called tr1a1ab111ty Tr1a1ab111ty aTso possesses

3 f a psychoTog1ca1 d1mens1on concerned w1th the ab111ty of the des1gnated

user to 1mag1ne how the 1nnovat1on is to be ut1T1zed Ten of the

'1nterv1ewees 1nd1cated that prior to 1mp1ementat1on they had had .

o :_troubTe v1sua11z1ng Just how to make the new ETementary Language Arts

' vProgram work.

The degree to which the results of an- 1nnovat1on are v1s1b1e to

’1ts des1gnated users 1s ca]]ed observab111ty

Teachers exper1enced
~d1ff1cu1ty d1scern1ng pos1t1ve resu]ts from the efforts of -
those teachers who had . tr1ed to 1mp]ement other: phases of the program

7 for d1fferent grades in PPEVTOUS years

a

~.in this case study, onTy four cou]d reca]l see1ng p051t1ve resuTts from

-

the efforts of-other,teachgrs Indeed f1ve teachers saw n%gat1ve |

"resu ts and fwve more did not rep]y to the quest1on

n o .. : [

»

. Of the 14 teachers tak1ng pgrt
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“’_p]eased w1th the. prospects of hav1ng to Tmplement it.

i | v o206

The'degree to which an innovation can be a]tered<iwithout

d1stort1on) to meet 1oca]1zed needs 1is referred to as adaptab111ty | “;;;;M»——éf%~—j*”'
‘The vast majorwty of the 14 teachers who were 1nterv1ewed | |
regarded th1s 1nnovat1on as adaptab]e ' Twe]ve of these teachers‘ e : *“
reported that th1s Language Arts Program cou]d bei?1tered to meet the
var1ous needs-of d1fferent»students, teachersvand commun1t1es L
In summary, most teachers found the’preVious 1anguage program to
‘be inadequate- and cons1dered the new Language Arts Program to be a |
viable soldtion to Tts def1c1enc1es. But in order to ver1fy th1s
att1tude of teachers toward the 1nnovat1on, a ser1es of more specific’
.quest1ons related to’ the program 's attr1butes were posed Teachers
found the program h1gh in. re]at1ve advantage and adaptab111ty vBut
they a]so found it h1gh in comp]ex1ty, wh11e low in tr1a1ab111ty and .
observab111ty A]though qp1n\o was' d1v1ded on the compat1b111ty of
.the program answers to su&sequent quest1ons revealed ‘that feachers’ weref
~aware of a nurher of s1gn1f1cant changes to their role as a resu]t of

the new. program In other words, the teachers cons1dered the program -

to be a good one, but they gave c]ear 1nd1cat1ons that they were not

Y

Ut111zat1on of the Innovat1on::

The th1rd criterion used to determlne J'degree of fmp]ementatton”
in this: study 1s ‘the extent to wh1ch the,de51gnated usgrs ‘of the L. :‘_§5?vv y;
[v‘1nnovat1on have actua]]y utilized the 1nn0vat1on as 1ntended by its L g |
deve]opers and/or adopters »_j- e _' - S g _'_ ': o j.' - i

.. The l1terature on planned change has 1ong cons1dered "ut111zat1on : |

- _tOgbe the cr]ter1on‘for determtnjng whether or not adoption of an -



?1the1r c]asses?“ the fo]]ow1ng responses were recorded

T o 207 .

‘1nnovat1on has been effected . Even for those stud1es which. dea]

A

spec1f1ca11y with .mp]ementat1on, such as the work: of>Gross et a]

'(1971), ut111zat1on/of’tﬁ’”;nnovat1on is used to estab11sh whether or
b-not 1mp1ementat1on of the. 1nnovat1on has occurred

In th1s part1cu1ar study a d1st1nct1on has been made between y
'the degree to wh1ch the 1nnovat1on has been 1mp1emented and the extent
fto which it. 1s be1ng ut111zed at a g1ven po1nt in t1me The 1atter #;/:. v«f”/
ris seen here as mere]y one of severa] 1ndlcators of the formerl .
In order to estab1tsh the extent to wh1ch teachers ‘were ut111z1ng )
' the new program in 1anguage arts, the - 1nvest1gator emp]oyed a number of

" data- gather1ng procedures teacher 1nterv1ews, c]assroom observat1ons

-,and the adm1n1s¢rat1on of a quest1onna1re to fac111tators However, ST _'3

| 1the primary source of data on program ut111zat1on was the observat1on N

f 1anguage arts lessons taught by teachers who were part1c1pat1ng_1n

jth1s study

In forma] 1ntery1ews conducted s1mu1taneous]y w1th c]assroom
",observat1on dur1ng the months of Apr11 and May, 1976 a]] 14. teachers d .Q fﬁh
~sa1d that they had tr1ed at one¥t1me or anotherikto ut1112e the
‘f1nnovat1onf\ Of these,.12 c1a1med to be currently ut1]1z1ng the new B y”"
'fprogram w1th vary1ng degrees of success. | ' |

when the fac111tators were asked ""To what extent do you th1nk

| that your teachers are now ut111z1ng the new Language Arts Program in

fi;”v comp]ete SR . '_.:0
- A4 to a cons1derab1e extent o 9
iii. to sOmeteAtent R ‘_-; 5

"iv..'very little .vf?1= o '1,u""



:v. not at'aTT - .' : - , rvO ‘

o But the teachers themselves have cast doubt on the accuracy of
these assessments in responding to the conclud1ng question in the1r
B formal 1nterv1ews ' Teachers-were asked. ”In summary, to ‘what extent
idoes thé way. you teach now d1ffer from the way you taught previous R
to the 1ntroduct1on of ‘this new ETementary Language Arts Program7"

The foTTow1ng responses were g1ven

. ;'compTete R ‘s‘ ‘ 0

ii. to a considerable extent .30

iii. to some extent 6
S o - & ,
iv. very little o 3

. ,not at all - o .T'_v"t 1

These Tast-responses are part1cuTarTy s1gn1f1cant g1ven the
substant1a1 d1ffe ~er between the on and the new programs fThe

: ’1ncon51stency between th1s and the prev1ous teachers assessment may

: be attr1buted to the d1fference in word1ng, the second approach tok‘g-

f‘the 1ssue be1ng more 1nd1rect But more 1mportant this apparent

. / . .
contrad1ct1on serves to under]1ne the 1mportance of the 1nvest1gator:vﬂ

: ctua]]y observ1ng the extent to wh1ch the 1nnovat1;n/1s be1ng
.ut1T1zed by the-teachers. ‘

0bservat1on rat1ona1e ' The vaTue of ”UtiTization," as one

]1nd1cator of "degree of 1mp1ementat1on" uTt1mate1y depends upon the
gextent to wh1ch those d1mens1ons of the 1nnovat10n adgudged to be /

cr1t1ca] to 1ts fuTT and proper 1mp1ementat1on can be operat1ona11zed

N

. .and observed Because both the ph1]osophy and methodology of the new o

Language Arts program have been 1dent1f1ed as constntut1ng 1ts

'p essence,_th1s po1nt is part1cu1ar1y germane to th1s case study

208
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:-A1though the explicit 1nstructiona1'methodology‘(thevdiagnosttc - ‘r‘b
approach to the teaching of‘]anguage arts) of the'new program'may be |
) read11y observed, such is. not the case for much of-1ts underlying |
ph1losophy or rat1ona1e Important ph11osoph1c pr1nc1p]es wh1ch he]p
dfto g1ve th1s program 1ts purpose can not be operat10na11zed Howeyer,
.to the extent that this ph11osophy can be 1ncorporated into the |
1nstruct1ona1 pract1ces of the teacher, 1t must be cons1dered part of '
. those cr1ter1a by which the 1nvest1gator estab11shes the extent to e
.wh1ch the 1nnovat1on is be1ng ut111zed by. those for whom it was
1nte1ded' Consequent]y, of the four cr1ter1a of ut111zat1on

d1st1]1ed from an ana]ys1s of the 1nnovat1on as set forth by the-

ﬁ'EIementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) the f1rst three arise out of

the program‘s‘phllosophy The fourth comes from the program 5 exp11c1t
jmethodo]ogx B | | o |
o The c]assroom teacher is expected «4 . - ; v> o -
“1.}tho prov1de ‘the child w1th a great dea] of mu]t1 sensory
"actlﬁfikes 1nc1ud1ng 1nforma1 dramat1cs, games, v1ew1ng

"and art as-we]] as-11sten1ng, speak1ng,,read1ng and

- writing (p‘ 4)‘

: Zt | to’ prov1de for the act1ve 1nvo]vement of the ch1]d in

e g A

§1anguage deve10p1ng s1tuat1ons (p. 5) |
3.’.”to 1ntegrate all aspects of - the 1anguage arts - Tistening;
| ;speak1ng, read1ng and wr1t1ng act1v1t1es w1th1n the 1esson
(. 8); ot S |
’4} ~to ut111ze the d1agnost1c approach in the teach1ng of the
"i_;1anguage arts (p 60) : | |

x}These cr1ter1a do not constxtute the ent1re program, mere]y that o



uf_over the preced1ng months ' Pr1nc1pa1s furn1shed the 1nvest1gator with

'ﬂ'advance

'port1on which may be operationalized and observed The"ewtent‘to which
cthe teachers of grades two and s1x were ut1liz1ng the new program was
determ1ned by assess1ng the extent to wh1ch the1r c}assroom
1nstruct1on conformed to.each of the_operat1ona1 crlterna listed above. _,zb !
The investigator observed the 1anguage arts instruction of 14
teachers -- seven in grade two' and seven in grade six -- over a five |
’ week Z;;;ﬁd dur1ng Aprwl and May, 1976 Each of. these c]assroom o | _' |
~teach was ‘observed tw1ce for per1ods rang1ng Hfr ha]f hour to d | ‘
ope and one- ha]f hours at a t1me - |
A]though the 1nvest1gator enJoyed the cooperat1on of the pr1nc1palsv
of®both schoo]s, it was still necessary for him to acqu1re the 5_"
bperm1ss1on of each teacher before observat1on of that part1cu1ar
; teacher cou]d begin. Teachers were told that the 1nvest1gator merely
wanted “to see them teach typ1ca1 1essons 1n 1anguage arts, and that what
'was.observed would be held in conf1dence.-\ Despite their initial’ |
reTuctance'to do s0, all 14.teachers agreéd to. take'part fn'this portion
of the study g The1r dec1s1on to a]]ow themse]ves to be observed may be
‘-attr1buted, at least 1n part, to the efforts of the 1nvest1gator to gafn

the trust of these. teachers dur1ng 1nterv1ew sessions wh1ch were’ held

.cop1es of the teachers t1metab1es and appo*ntments to observe them

. _were- arranged w1th the teachers themse]ves, usua]]y a. day or so in iR

~The mode of observat1on adopted by the 1nvest1gator was bas1ca11y

that of "11m1ted“1nteract1on“ in the c]assroom : Th1s part1cu]ar
B
;approach is- one of- f1ve poss1b1e observat1ona] perspect1ves descr1bed

by Schatzman and Strauss (1973) Arranged in a rough cont1nuum, these

PRI



perspectiveSvinc1ude@ “watching from 0uts1de,t "pass)ve presence,"
‘"11m1ted 1nteract1on,9,"act1ve contro] " and “fu]l/part1c1pant"
Because the teacher was: expected to demonstr\tE\the ab111ty to
'.ut111ze the 1nnovat1on the 1ast two perspect1ves were 1mmed1ate1y
ruled out. A]so because of the importance and’ frag11e nature of
'teacher trust the f1rst perspect1ve, "watching from outs1de“ the
-classroom, had to be d1scarded as tota]ly impractical in this’ 1nstance ;
The ”pass1ve presende" was a]so e11m1nated because of its ]ack of
. flexibility. Hence the 1nvest1gator adopted and pursued an’
| observational perspect1ve which may best be descrlbed as "11m1ted
interaction.' | w1th th1s approach the researcher engages 1n minimal
vc]ar1fy1ng 1nteract1on, but does not attempt to d1rect 1nteract1on

'a]ong channe1s of h1s own choos1ng ' .___;A:
In. order to m1n1m12e the effect that the observer S presence m1ght
have on’ the teacher s or pup1]s behav1our the fo]]ow1ng steps were
'taken. When enter1ng the c]assroom the 1nvest1gato .made h1mse1f as
1nconsp1cuous as poss1b1e by f1nd1ng the most obscure co. er from wh1ch'

to observe Tak1ng notes he would br1ef1y out11ne the content and .y

1nstruct1ona1 methodo]ogy of the 1esson, a]ong with h1s overa]]

' 1mpress1on _ Upon w1thdraw1ng from the’ room, these sketchy notes were
'ffrewr1tten in greater deta11 and subsequent]y ana]yzed accord1ng to the
broad cr1ter1a drafted for th1s purpose | | '_

Wh11e in the c1assroom, the 1nvest1gator d1d on occas1on venture
from h1s vantage point to observe the work of the pup1ls more’ c]ose]y
At the concTus1on of the ]esson teachers were given the opportunlty to

make any comments they w1shed regardlng the purpose of the 1esson,

.the1r cho1ce of mater1als and . the1r use of 1nstruct1ona] procedures



&

It shou]d probab1y be noted at th1s juncture that the 1nvest1gator
. does not regard the re11ab111ty of. c]assroom observat1on as
unequ1voca1 A]though probab]y the most obv1ous ‘data-collection
procedure for determining the extent to wh1ch a curriculum 1nnovat1on
s be1ng utilized, th1s method has two serious Timitations: f1rst,,as‘
has already been indicated, not a]] d1mens1ons of an 1nnovat1on_(sUch ‘
. as its ph11osophy or rat1ona1e), read11y Tend themse]ves to observat1on

;Second there is some doubt as to whether or not that wh1ch is seen to
take p]ace dur1ng observat1ons is in fact representat1ve of that wh1ch
normal]y transp1res in the c]assroom |

, Th1s Jatter point is part1cu1ar1y relevant to th1s study wh1ch

clearly 1]1ustrates those factors wh1ch under11ne th1s Timitation.
Not only were the observat1ons of 1anguage arts c]asses spec1f1ca11y |
prearranged w1th teachers, throughout the - per1od dur1ng wh1ch they were

be1ng observed teachers taking part in this study had cont1nuous

’ f_’access to the1r fac111tators for adv1ce and he]p 1n 1mplement1ng the

"program - In add1t1on, 1n teach1ng those 1essons wh1ch were observed
‘grade two . teachers made extensive use of the act1v1ty undts prepared for
them by the1r fac111tators over . the prev1ous number of months The
successfu] use of these: 1esson p]ans cou]d eas11y mask a 1ack of
'understand1ng of the 1nnovat1on and an 1nab111ty to. ut111ze its
}‘methodology una1ded b | |
- It~wou1d have been des1rab1e for the 1nvest1gator to have obtawned

-a measure of the re11ab111ty of the. data gathered by the observer
- But to. have done S0 wou]d have necess1tated the use of a. second
_observer dur1ng these assessment sess1ons : Th1s was not done for two

r

‘reasons. First, the teachers had shown a strong re]uctance to be1ng

1212
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observed,. Indeed, it was this reluctance whjch'animated'their concern _

‘ rapport wh1ch had been deveToped between the 1nvest1gator and the

1nvest1gator.
: Data?rEduction’orocedure.' The fUndamentaT'characteristics'of the_
program have'been outTined 1n'four‘broad operationaT criteria. The_»,

)

over the dep]oyment of faciTitatOrs'in their cTassrooms in September.

"The use: of an add1t1ona1 observer coqu have underm1ned the

o .

teache_rs over the prev1ous months. Second, because data on the
extent of utilization are avaiTab]e from other sources,’such as
fac1T1tator quest1onna1res and teacher 1nterv1ews, there is no need for

a second observer to ver1fy the reT1ab111ty of the data gathered by the

1nvest1gator observed two . Tanguage arts lessons taught by ‘each of the

"‘teachers tak1ng part in th’s study FoTTow1ng these'observat1ons,’an

ana]ys1s was made of the extent to which these lessons conformed to

each of these four cr1ter1a Then, using the code: | great" (5);

,'"consjderable" (4), 'some” (3), "T1tt]e" (2) and "none" (])3 the

’ inveStigator recordedﬁthe-eXtént:to Which'these 1e$s0ns did'in fact

meet the cr1ter1on in quest1on The manner in wh1ch this eva]uat1on

J

,was conducted may best be understood thr0ugh the foTTow1ng exampTe |

An 111ustrat1on On May 4th and 6th “the 1nvest1gator observed =

‘a two part Tanguage arts Tesson taught to approx1mate1y twenty f1ve

' grade two pup1Ts at Eastside Elemel

’ ‘but she had taught for a number of years

'shadows was read to them by the teacher Then 1nd1v1 ‘

_ry Schoo] . The teacher was young

The pup1Ts were f1rst ton to T1sten as ‘a poem dea11ng w1th

T ch11dren

“fwere chosen to act Qut the poem by creat1ng a shadow on the waTT w1th

thelr hands, us1ng the T1ght cast by an overhead proaector FO]IOWJng'K'
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. that, pbpi]s were asked.to cut out'puppets'of theirhown desjgn from
‘black paper which they'had been g1ven PTacing these puppets on the
'overhead proaector, each pup11 to]d a 11ttle story <'Manyzof thes .
stor1es were amaz1ng]y 1maglnat1ve \caus1ng considerable exc1tement
'among the ch11dren | . - ‘

In the second lesson, these b]ack puppets were pasted onto wh1te
paper on which the ch11dren wrote capt1ons g1v1ng 'a brief account of
the story portrayed Then stand1ng before the c]ass, each
pup11 took his turn show1ng h1s comp]eted puppet and read1ng the
capt1on he had wr1tten Again,. the pup1ls showed tremendous
‘enthusaasm over the1r work | | .

Using the four. cr1ter1a’wh1ch were prev1ous1y 1dent1f1ed -an -
f;ana1y9Ts of the forego1ng 1essons was made\w1th the fo110w1ng resu]ts
| | 1. Rather than merely resort1ng to ru]es, dr111s, grammat1ca1

| ana]ys1s, and c1a551f1cat1on, th1s teacher proqued her
; A.;pup1ls with many opportun1t1es to develop 1anguage and_
-fth1nk1ng through 11sten1ng, ta]k1ng, read1ng, wr1t1ng,e:\\\g;
'.bnformal drama v1ewang and art.. For this reason “the
"3_,1esson was rated "great" on th1s cr1ter1on R
“2;  Pupils in th1s class were certaLn]y not 11m1ted to pass{re1y
-'1earn1ng about language They were treated to a w1de
'var1ety of 1earn1ng exper1ences wh1ch encouraged the1r act1ve ':;
part1c1pat1on in those 1anguage deve]op1ng s1tuat1ons which |
were thereby created Aga1n, th1s 1esson was rated "great“
’on th1s cr1ter1on

'3} N1th1n thé 1essons observed the teacher d1d ngt/pursue

1anguage alone but sought to 1ntegrate 11sten1ng, speak1ng, -

1¢.




read1ng and wr1tﬂng act1v1t1es 1n a broad view of the

-1nterre1atedness of the language arts Therefore, .

A
1nstruct1on was' rated ?greatf on this criterion,

4. Because these lessons did not evidence any effort to utilize
Ry A ' _

thetdiagnostic approach to the teaching ot_]anguage arts, it

received a rating of "none" on. this'chterion' ‘That is, | |
‘1nstruct1on was. not based on an ana]ys1s of the ]earn1ng e

task and the past pup1} performances

Degree of ut111zat1on Theaconcern in this section of the chapter ‘i"

~

has been w1th an assessment of the extent to wh1ch the new Language Arts

fProgram was- be1ng ut1]1zed by 1ts¢des1gn ted users dur1ng the months of

April and May, ]976 Us1ng four cr\tera represent1ng operat1ona1

. e]ements of the program. ph1losophy as we]] as 1ts methodo]ogy, the

5 1nvest1gator made an analysis of the 1nstruct1ona1 behav1our of these
vteachers Tab]es 9 and 10 reveal the f1nd1ngs of. th1s ana]ys1s

The f1rst cr1ter1on was "to prov1de the ch11d wtth a great dea] of_

'mu1t1 sensory act1v1t1es 1nc1ud1ng 1nforma1 dramat1cs, games, v1ew1ng,,jv

'f" and art as we]] as 11sten1ng, speak1ng, read1ng and wr1t1ng " Becaused

\

most ]anguage arts programs 1nvo]ve 11sten1ng, read1ng and- wr1t1ng,_
' h1gh rat1ngs were reserved for those’ lessons wh1ch prov1ded pup11s w1th
a wide var1ety of add1t1ona1 Ianguage 1earn1ng act1v1t1es 1nc1ud1ng

purposefu] ta]k, ‘informal dramat1cs, 1anguage games, v1ew1ng and art.

The second cr1ter1on for eva]uat1on was "to prov1de for the act1ve',

»

'1nvo1vement of the ch11d 1n ]anguage developlng s1tuat1ons " By this }.,

hcr1ter1on the teacher,was expected to avo1d 1nvo]v1ng the pup1] 1n '_*"

: pass1ve1y 1earn1ng about 1anguage and seek to prov1de many real

"opportun1t1es for ch11dren to 1earn by actua]]y u51ng the1r 1anguage 1nd

‘s‘,-\



~,

7

a w1de range of commun1cat10n s1tuat1ons The more trad1t1ona1,
pass1ve approach rated a Tow score. Language arts Tessons wh1ch
afforded ch11dren a(more act1ve roTe were g1ven h1gh rat1ngs
The th1rd cr1ter1on was "to 1ntegrate all. aspects of the
' language ants 11sten1ng, speaklng, read1ng and wr1t1ng act1v1t1es .
withtn the'Tesson ", h11e not - exc]us1ve1y assocxated w1th the new -

Language Arts Program, th1s criterion 1s 1mportant to its 1mp1ementat1on

The deveTopment of the bas1c processes of thought and emotion 1nvoTved in-

v comprehend1ng and compostng are common to a]T 11sten1ng, speaking,

° read1ng and wr1t1ng act1v1t1es Therefore, Tessons were rated on the
extent to which teachers had been successfuT in, 1ntegrat1ng the1r

teach1ng For example, a Tesson wh1ch began with a read1ng, T1sten1ng

“or v1ew1ng act1v1ty, foTTowed by a group d1scuss1on then a reTated

wr1t1ng exerc1se or short skit, woqu be g1ven ‘a. high rat1ng A Tesson
wh1ch T1m1ted pup115 to one or more than one unre]ated act1v1ty wou]d .

rece1ve a Tow score

s e
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The f1na1 cr1ter1on was "to ut1T1ze the d1agnost1c approach in the C

- teach1ng of TanQUage arts | Th1s part1cu1ar approach to the'

v1nd1v1dua]1zat10n of 1nstruct1on was fuTTy descr1bed in Chapter VI
Because 1t 1s Targe]y an 1nstruct1qh plann1ng act1v1ty, the use of thls |
d1agnost1c approach can not be determ1ned through cTassroom observat1on '

' alone. : Consequent]y, FoTTowing each Tesson the 1nvest1gator gave the |
teacher the opportun1ty to comment on. the purpose of the Tesson and
‘the. rat1ona1e beh1nd the seTect1on of mater1als and the approaches
ut111zed If no attempt ‘was made to ta1Tor 1ﬁetruct1on to 1nd1v1dua1
needs, the Tesson automat1ca11y recegved a poor rat1ng on this cr1ter1on

However, f 1nstruct1on had been 1nd1v1dua11zed and d1scuss1ons w1th the



teacher suggested that she had been ut111z1ng the: d1agnost1c approach

then that lesson’ wou]d be h1gh1y rated.

TABLE 9

’ tv'Extent to Which the Instruct1ona1 Behav10ur :

of Grade Two'Teachers Conformed to Estab11shed'Cr1teniaa

. Teacher

- Criterion.. . A B L D E F G Total Mean:

.i. provide the ch11d : : :
’ with a great deal S : - S et
of multi-sensory - R o

activities | 2 3 2.5 3 4’5 24 343

2. provide for the

’ active L
inpvolvement of o _ ‘ ‘J?u
the child .- 3.- 5

3. integrate all .~ =~ P : b
s aspects of-the S e I B v

‘language arts S 2 2 2 5 2 3 5 21 °3.00°

4. utilize the

"5 3 "3 3 25 3.57
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~ diagnostic )
approach to - . e T
" *'language arts #1111 1] .7 1.00
- . - ‘ . . ey , . ‘ | .
© Total 8 M 8 16 9 1 1477 .00
‘Mean' 2.00 2. 75 2.00 4.00° 2.25 2.75 3.50 19.25 2.75 |

fa_Code:' 5 great 4‘? considerab]e; ;3f?-some; 2 = little;
] none » L ,

c\"f



'fe;f3.v cintegrate a]]

218

~ TABLE 10 T R
Extent to Wﬁichethe Instructional*BeheViQpr

of Grade Six Teachers:Confokmed to Established Cri}ceriaa

o Teacher

Criterion - o H I, d K - L M N'x -Total Mean

1. provide the child
with a great deal |
- of multi-sensory ‘ o o e o
-act1v1t1es e 2 2 1o 12 5 14 .2.00

2! provide for the
. active '
, invoLyement]of‘ ‘ S o o
the'chi1d e 2302 ] 2 3 5 17 2.43

aspects of oot ’ o : S ' 0
the language = ‘ I o
arts . 5 1 1 1 1 1 4 14 2.00

4.~ utilize the L e - '
diagnostic . - A
approach to C : S 'f> R
language arts’ 1] | R R P 1 - 7 1.00

A

Total 11 6 4 "4 5 7 15

Mean . 2.751.50 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.75 3.75

'a‘v'

) Code:'eS = great; 4 = conéidekab]e;”'3 = some;  25
17 = none. - 3 B e
R

Accord1ng to the f1rst cr1ter1on, the teacher was expecﬁ%d to

ptov1de the child w1th a great "deal of mu1t1 sensory act1v1ties,_

) 1nc1ud1ng 1nforma] dramat1cs, games, y1ew1ng and art, as;ge]T as .

e DY
T et

-
-
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‘Tistening, speaking, reading and writing. Toof the 14 teachers observed
_ few cou]d be said to be ut111z1ng the language- arts program's ,
methodo]ogy in respect to th1s cr1ter1on Three: teachers were

'prov1d1ng these mu1t1 sensory act1v1t1es to a "great" extent and one to

a'“cons1derab1e extent - But two teachers were prov1d1ng then?\m]y to

“some“ extent five to a “11tt1e" extent and three not at a]] Us1ng
a f1ve po1nt scale, the mean for all 14 teachers .0a this cr1ter1on was’

2 7. It should be noted that the performance of grade. two teachers
{ o

(with a mean of 3. 43) was.cons1derab1y>better,than that of grade s1x,"t'

teachers (w1th a mean of 2.00) on'ihis criterion.

The teacher'was expected tO'provfde for the,activehﬁhvo]vement of

- the ch11d in language deve]op1ggfs1tuat1ons An ana]ysis of the data

'-,generated from c]assroom observat1on revea]s that teachers were some— ‘

what more successful in meet1ng th1s cr1ter1on than they were the f1rst

.tNeverthe1ess, on]y three teacgers were prov1d1ng for the act1ve

[-1nvo1vement of ch11d to a "great“ extent Seven teachers were - o

meet1ng this cr1ter1on to "some" extent two o a "11tt1e" extent and
'two more teachers were not meet1ng 1t at all. } On this cr1ter1on the

,.mean for all 14 teachers was 3 00, wh1ch 1nd1cates that, overa]] the

.teachers were ut111z1ng th1s d1mens1on of the methodo1ogy to "some" Y

-

-extent. Aga1n, the performance of the teachers of grade two (with'a.
mean of 3. 57), was cons1derab]y better than that of the grade Six.
vteachers (w1th a mean of 2. 43) | o . o

The th1rd cr1terqon refers to the requ1rement that the teacher
R 1ntegrate a11 aspects of the 1anguage arts 11sten1ng, speak1ng,

read1ng and writing w1th1n the 1esson %?Few of ‘the 14 teachers taking

~part in €h1s study showed evidence_ofyutiliztng'this.e]ement of the

Y N
v o
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methodo]ogyfto a substantia]‘degree' ~An ana]ysts of observat1on data

‘revealed that three teachers were 1ntegrat1ng a1] aspects of the -

o 1anguage arts to a "great" extent one to a "cons1derab]e" extent and

one- to "some" extent . But four teachers were mak1ng “]1tt1e" use of

u'1ntegrat1on, wh1Te Ffive teachers were not 1ntegrat1ng the 1anguage : "

o arts at a]] ~On th1s particular cr1ter1on the overa]] mean was 2. 50

» wh1ch is 1ower ‘than that for e1ther of the f1rst two cr1ter1a ,And"'
ﬁonce aga1n the performance of the grade two teachers (w1th.a mean=of :
3. OO) exceeded that of the grade s1x teachers (w1th ‘a.mean of 2. OO) |
The fourth, and\f1na1, cr1ter1on refers .to the expectat1on that the *\"
‘.‘teacher ut111ze the d1agnost1c approach in the teach1ng of the k3
;1anguage arts Not one teacher at. e1ther grade ]eve] d1d ;

anyth1ng in h1s or. her c]aserOm that eyen remote]y represented an '

hattempt to ut111ze th1s d1agnost1c approach as out11ned ini'the

| Department of Educat]on s E1ementary Language Arts Handbook (1973)
o In summary, 1t may be saﬁd that in attempt1ng to ut111ze the new .
e Language Arts Program teachers were most SUCcessfu1 in- prov1d1ng for fkfff
,g*the ”act1ve 1nvo]vement of the ch11d in 1anguage deve10p1ng | v
1s1tuat1ons “‘ But even on th1s cr1ter1on the mean score was on]y‘3 00
_pwhtch means teachers were ut111z1ng th1s d1mens1on of the methodo]ogy
“to "some" - extent only With a mean score of 2 71 teachers were 1ess »h
. successfu] 1n prov1d1ng the ch1]d w1th "a great dea] of mu1t1 sensory
| act1v1t1es ' But they exper1enced even greater d1ff1cu1ty in "
' 1ntegrat1'3 "a]] aspects of the 1anguage arts,“ reg1ster1ng a mean score :
iu of 2.50. And f1na11y, on the Tast criterion not a s1ngle teacher was "‘ﬂ’htf

found to be ut1]1z1ng "the d1agnost1c approach in the teach1ng of the

,41anguage arts " W1th a score of 1. OO on the latter cr1ter1on, the

e
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overall mean score for a]] teachers on a]] four cr1ter1a 1s 2 31 In

_ other words, the extent to which teachers were actua]]y ut111z1ng the .

'new Language Arts Program was "“Tittle."
As far as. 1nd1v1dua1 teachers performances are concerned the mean-"

score for the ut111zat1on of a]] four cr1ter1a are g1ven be]ow

ii;_ considerab1e‘(4) L 3
iii. some (3) i. o V:g

v Tittle (2)- o _5" “
v. none (1) ' .‘V_" d_v3v

Competencies'for Uti]ization

. [

The fourth and f1na] cr1ter1on to be used in ascerta1n1ng "degree
of 1mp1ementat1on"'1s the extent to which the des1gnated user’ of. the _g‘rv

lnnovatlon possesses the competenc1es (att1tudes, know]edge and sk111s\

“'needed to fu]]y and proper]y utilize the 1nnovat1on as 1ntended by its

deve]opers and/or adopters " Gross et al in their 1971 case _ -

pos

o study,‘1dent1f1ed a 1ack of capab111ty (know]edge and sk111s) on foﬁ'

-

. ‘the part of teachers as a c1rcumstance which he]ped to block

.1mp1ementat1on of an 1nnovat1on

To know]edge and sk11]s the 1nvest1gatonphas added another

. capab111ty or competency, "att1tudes,ﬂ. spec1f1ca11y those attltudes S

'wh1ch are cons1dered essent1a1 to, .or support1ve of, the fu]] and properv.';"

ut111zat1on of an 1nnovat10n - By estab11sh1ng the 1eve1 of teacher

°- Scores have been rounded off to the nearest wthe‘number.f

- o : ’ . - ®
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“competence".on each of these,'it-is possib]e for'the 1nuestigator'to N

reduce his re11ance on c]assroom observat1on in seek1ng to assess the

1’L extent to wh1ch utilization of the 1nnovat1on has occurred

In order to 1dent1fy prec1se1y whlch att1tudes, know]edge and "

' -sk1]1s were needed by those teachers who were expected to utilize the

«Q

1nnovat1on, an ana]ys1s of the program was made, us1ng the E]ementarx

Language Arts Handbook (1973) : In add1t1on, other spec1f1c

'competenc1es were 1dent1f1ed through 1nterv1ews w1th teachers and by

R fquestJonna1res adm1n1stered to fac111tators

Att1tudes In order to- ut1]1ze the new Language Arts Program as-
its deve]opers and adopters 1ntended ‘the teacher needs to possess an
number of att1tudes wh1ch were not character1st1c of ‘the o]d ]anguage<
’program-' A]though all of these att1tudes, 1dent1f1ed by the
1nvest1gator find" their fu]]est express1on in the ph11osophy of the
,1nnovat1on, each att1tude also manifests 1tse1f in the goa]s and

methodo]ogy of the new program.

'A ]; The. teacher must be pos1t1ve]y d1sposed toward the ch11d-

3 ‘ffcentered approach °f th15 program ”:"The bas1c focus is on ,//;p :

- ‘the ch11d as a flex1bﬂe user of 1anguage" (Handbook p ﬁ///j
2. "It s, essent1a1 to accept and respecygthe language that the
;ch11d br1ngs from' home s1nce ‘his. est1mat1on of h1s own worth
'1s tied. very c]ose]y to. h1s ]anguage and to the 1anguage of
hh1s parents and peers" (Handbook p 3) 4 | |
l3.'?rThe teacher must be w1]11ng to. seek the expans1on of the

hch11d s language pr1mar1]y through h1s “act1ve 1nvo]vement

‘:fi"1n 1anguage-deve1op1ng s1tuat1ons -- 1n speak1ng, 11sten1ng; -

»'f v1ewmng, read1ng and wr1t1ng, and through 1nforma] drama,\‘}i?’”

e o
e e A0 A
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m1me, photography, art tapes, 1nterv1ews, sk1ts —--rather

than through pass1ve 1earn1ng about 1anguage (Handbook

b. 5) -

The most d1rect method ‘of determ1n1ng the extent to which - teachers

npossessed these att1tudes wou]d appear to have been s1mp1y £0 ask them

1f they agreed with each ot these statements 11sted above ‘ However,.ﬁ

c throughout the\course of this study 1t became ev1dent that both |
~teachers and fac111tators p]aced a h1gh prem1um on the 1mp1ementat1on
,of the new Language Arts Program --in appearance 1f not in substance

»Furthermore, there is some quest1on as- to whether or not mere.

concurrence 1n these statements rea]ly const1tutes possess1on of those

v:_att1tudes cons1dered essent1a1 to program 1mp1ementat10n

L'ach of these att1tudes wh1ch permeate the ph11osophy, goa]s and
";me hes o1ogy of the new program is essent1a11y an "operat1ona]'

~attitude. ”(_ That is, not" on]y are teachers expected to possess these _

~attitudes, they must realize the1r 1mportance to program 1mp]ementat1on ;

-

o and seek to make them an 1ntegra1 part of the1r 1nstruct1ona1 pract1ce o
.Therefore, thev1nvest1gator has made the assumpt1on that those teachers'

= who are unable to 1dent1fy those att1tudes assoc1ated with the program,'

“do not possess them in funct1ona1 terms

Degree of competency_ - The 14 teachers who were 1nterv1ewed were-

= asked to refer to the att1tudes 1nvo1ved in the new program when o
| 7

o rep1y1ng to the quest1on* “Spec1f1ca]1y, in what respect do you fee]

- that you are expected to change’"' A1l six- teachers who chose to

' 5‘~respond to the quest1on vaguely referred to the ‘need for d1fferent ';?;

. attltudes toward the teach1ng of 1anguage arts. The 1nvest1gator

: soughth to ver1fy th1s apparent def1c1ency 1n the teachers know]edge of

223"
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(the new attitudes'required of,them by the'program throogh an anaTysis

v-'of related data. | | o

S1nce each of the att1tudes that teachers were. expected to possess
permeates the new program, an ana1y51s of, teacher responses was made N
to determ1ne how many referred to the att1tudes requ1red of them whenb
: they were asked to reca11 whatever elements of the program s ph1losophy,
| goa]s and methodo1ogy they could remember - This analys1s revea]ed-
. that by and 1arge teachers were not suff1c1ent1y fam1]1ar w1th ‘the i
program to be ab]e to 1dent1fy the att1tudes wh1ch were to. have beenvan

1ntegra1 part of the1r 1nstruct1on

In attempt1ng to recal] the const1tuent e]ements of the under1y1ng

'.ph11osophy of th1s program, not a s1ng1e teacher was ab]e to refer to
even one of the three att1tudes On the other hand, -in reca111ng
; elements of the program s methodo]ogy f1ve of the 14 teachers did
‘a11ude to “the "act1ve 1nvo]vement“ of the 1earner aspect of the th1rd
'.prescr1pt1ve att1tude wh11e three teachers ment1oned the mu1t1 med1a

'd1mens1on of the same att1tude 1n reca111ng the goa]s of the program
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Nowhere did teachers indicate an awareness of 1et a1one a~concurrence«v~” o

»1n,,the sent1ments expressed by the other two att1tudes

| Add1t1ona] data from other port1ons of the teacher s 1nterv1ew
'-schedu1e seems to conf1rm that teachers were not consc1ous of these s
- prescr1bed attitudes, on 1f they were they really d1d not possess
';these att1tudes themse]ves Th1s was best 111ustrated when 11 out of
-the 14 teachers who were asked if they cou]d personaldy see any
>d1sadvantage to the new text comp1a1ned of "not enough exerc1ses.,";.

'n:Apparent1y the new - program 's emphas1s on the act1ve part1c1pat1on of the

::ch11d 1n a var1ety of mu1t1—med1a act1v1t1es had. somehow escaped them._" B



~Consequent1y; it is safe to assume that these teaChers who failed to

b
a
L Rt

.

apprec1ate the 1mportance of these operat1ona1 att1tudes to program

,1mpTementat1on did not make them an. 1ntegraT part of -their - f\ @

!

1nstruct1ona1 behav1our

nowTedg ' The full and proper ut111zat10n of the new Lahguage

Arts Program requ1res teachers to possess certaln knowTedge The

"1nvest1gator 1dent1f1ed these items of knowTedge through teacher

v1ntegy1ews, facilitator quest1onna1res, and an anaTysms bf'the.,

innovation 1tseTf \\\ - ,vf- j e o
: Both fac111tators apd teachers were 1n accord on the 1mportance

of teachers hav1ng a ”cTear understand1ng of the bas1cs of Tanguage

to-be taught.at each grade level." = Twelve of the 14 teachers who were'

' 1nterv1ewed regarded th}s as "extreme]y 1mportant the other two

\

teachers sa1d 1t was of "great" 1mportance 'For the1r part, 12'oﬁ

f,fthe 15 fac1T1tators who comph ted quest1onna1res"1ndicated that they

cons1dered a cTear undersaand1ng mextreme]y”'1mportant the rema1n1ng
[ \ . . .

‘three thought 1t was of ”great" 1mportance

An exam1nat1on of the ETementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) by -

,the 1nvest1gator, he]ped to 1dent1fy three other 1tems of know]edge

which teachers would be expected to know if they were to possess the

‘competenc1es needed to ut1]17e the program as 1ntended ‘ The program 's

=goaTs, 1ts curr1cu]um modeT of commun1cat1on and its d1agnost1c

approach to the teach1ng of the Tanguage-arts were all 1dent1f1ed as

aspects of th1s 1nnovat1on about thCh teachers woqu need to have

“spec1f1c know]edge

Therefore, 1n order to successfully ut1T1ze the new ETementary

: Language Arts Program the teachers must haye a. know]edge of ‘the

225



" following:

1. ‘ the goa]s or maJor ob3ect1ves of the program as explicitly
stated (Handbook pp 12- 13);

2. f.components of the program's cUrricd]um model of
'<communication: g | ; . | - .
a) individua] (child) - development (Handbook p. 9)|

| | | -7Characterist1cs (Handbook p. 9)
b) _communlcat1on - 1anguage growth patterns (Handbook,
pp. 10, 39-42) |

- Tanguage 1earnings (Handbook, pp. 10,

43-57) . -

.c) »curricu1um f'currjcu1um experiences (Handbook,»pp.'IZ, ‘
59-60); 0 - ' |
. f

3. the d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of the ]anguage arts

,(Handbook pp 60 64);

d4.' :the basic sk1lls of 1anguage to be taught at one's grade o

Tevel (Teacher S Interv1ew Schedu]e, ‘question 95( )s-
Fac111tators' Quest1onna1re quest1on 10). |

Qggree of competency Data on the extent to whnch teachers

"possess the know]edge needed to fu]]y and proper]y utilize the

1nnovat1on came from teacher 1nterv1ews and fac11|Lator quest1onna1res;

F1rst an. assessment of the teachers knowledge of the exp]1c1t1x

_“stated program. goa]s was based on the teachers' ab111ty to reca]]

fthese goa]s when spec1f1ca11y asked to do S0 dur1ng 1nterv1ews " 0@,,_,_‘

| fthe 14 teachers 1nterv1ewed on]y three cou]d reca]], 1n even%"

'the vaguest of terms, any of these goa]s And not one of these three :

vteachers cou]d reca]] more. than one of these maJor program obJect1ves

el L AL A i A S L L e e - 0 .



| categor1es were brought up- by four teachers dur1ng 1nterv1ews wh1ch

. one ment1oned any 1tem under the "process1ng" category Indeed none

~ of these three categor1es was ever d1rect1y addressed by a teacher
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Second, to ascerta1n the teachers ‘knowledge of the prOJEZ;T;

curr1cu1um mode] of commun1cat1on (and its d1agnost1c approach to the

1'teach1ng of 1anguage arts), responses to 1nterv1ew quest1ons dea11ng

with the program 's ph11dsophy, goals and methodo]ogy were used Not

a s1ng]e teacher even’men¢1oned 1nd1v1dua1 development or 1nd1v1dua1

characteristics of the///n1d as factors in the new program, et a]one
those. e]éments wh1ch make up these two factors which are so cr1t1ca1
to this mode] of commun1cat1on

'

Of the seven 1anguage growth patterns 11sted 1n the curr1cu1um mode1

_for commun1cat1?h’ on]y two - of these were recalled by teachers -~ Two
of the 14 teachers ment1oned the "active to ora] to wr1tten" pattern,
and one teacher thought of the ”concrete to abstract” growth pattern

‘ ~
Under 1anguage 1earn1ngs, the "act]ve ro1e of 1earner" was the only

'1tem mentioned by teachers Three teachers referred to th1s as B
"student part1c1pat1on,? wh1ch is g1ven greater emphas1s in th1s new
_program:

~

As for curr1cu]um exper1ences, severa] 1tems (1istehtng; reading,

;speak1ng and wr1t1ng) 11sted under the "rece1v1ng" and "express1ng

dealt w1th the1r understand1ng of the ph1losophy of the program “No

]

Th1rd the d1agnost1c approach to- the teach1ng of the 1anguage e

arts, ] cr1t1ca1 to the 1nd1v1dua11zat1on of 1nstruct1on was not . o ;
ment1oned by a s1ngle teacher in respond1ng to any 1nterv1ew quest1on

Fourth to determ1ne the teachers knowledge of the bas1c sk11ls

of 1anguage to be taught at each grade 1eve1 data from teachers



1nterv1ews were ut111zed Even after the introductionvof'the gn%de
two act1v1ty un1ts or 1esson p]ans, e1ght of the 14 teachers
(1nc1ud1ng four in grade two) den1ed hav1ng a c]ear understand1ng of
“these bas1c sk11]s for their grade 1eve1 , o o ‘
In summary, the teachers of grade two and s1x who - took part in
th1s study d1sp1ayed a ser1ou5ldef1c1ency 1n their know]edge of that
‘1nformat1on 1dent1f1ed as be1ng essent1a1 to the fu]] and proper :,
'ut111zataon of the new program-Jn_language arts.v/ - v
Skills In order to utilize this'new‘Language_ArtsvProgram.the
. teacher needs to possess a number of sk11ls Of those'sk111s

'1dent1f1ed by the 1nvest1gator, the f1rst three have the1r origin in

,;the very nature of the 1nnovat1on and have been set out in the.

_E]ementary LangUage Arts Handbook (1973) .. The teachers must have the

sk11]s needed to present a w1de var1ety of mu1t1 sensory act1v1t1es,
_to 1ntegrate al] aspects -of the 1anguage arts, and to pursue the L

d1agnost1c approach to the teaching of the 1anguage arts

-

wh11e not ar1s1ng out of the nature of ‘the 1nnovat1on 1tse1f two

’add1t1ona1 sk111s, wh1ch teachers must possess, were 1dent1f1ed by the"

1nvest1gator ~The 1mportance of teacher sk111 1n curr1cu1um
development,and in the proper use of the new 1anguage arts textbooks
~emerged from a study of responses to the fac111tator s quest1onna1re
‘fand the teacher S 1nterv1ew schedule. |

To' fu]]y and proper]y ut111ze thws new E]ementary Language Arts

’Program, teachers must possess skill 1n curr1cu]um deve]opment

'eccord1ng to both the teachers and the1r fac111tators When asked 1nv

, what respect they fe]t that they were: be1ng expected to change by the

-1mp1ementat1on of th1s program, exact]y one- ha]f of the teachers
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'»,}esson p]ans, w0u1d requ1re that teachers become currlculum

taking part in the

"udy sa1d they would have to acquire curriculum

deve]opment skills | Th1s response was . recorded after.the 1ntroduct1on

~ o .

of grade two act1v1ty un1ts, w1th three grade two teachers and four -
grade Six’ teachers tak1ng th1s view. |
A11°15 fac111tators said they thought the ful] 1mp1ementat1on of

th1s new. Language Arts Program, w1thout the a1d of act1v1ty un1ts or 1

A . e
deve]opers A11 15 fac111tators went on to say that th1s not1on was . S

unrea11st1c because of “1nsuff1c1ent t1me on the: part of the teacher . n~' -

- In add1t1on, ]3uout-of 15 fac111tators felt that th1s program cou]d'

’ not be taught~w1thout the further deve1opment of the content found 1n
.the teacher s gu1de to- the text |

| The textbooks recommended by the Department of Educat1on for use ;
‘w1th th1s new program 1n e]ementary 1anguage arts, - were chosen becausey7
" ‘they ref]ect the genera] ph1losoph1c or1entat1on of the program But
'V12 of the 15ffac1]1tators went even further, say1ng that they
persona]]y tended “to assoc1ate the new* Language Arts Program with 1ts
‘textuah“mater1a]s ";_ In fact a]] of the fac111tators thought 1t was

1mportant that teachers attend 1n serv1ces in the proper use of a new

"textbook before try1ng to use 1t on the1r own Of these

L4

'fac1]1tators, 10 sa1d th1s was ”extreme]y 1mportant " three cons1dered

;h1t of: "great 1mportance" and two found it moderate]y 1mportant" that
this be done _ 7 : “' |

: Thus, if the new E]ementary Language Arts Program is to be
k successfu]]y ut111zed by teachers, they must possess the sk1lls needed:
]Q_. to. present a w1de range of mu1t1 sensory act1v1t1es a,..f o ~‘;~ hid__ Qﬂdf?

1nvo]v1ng the ch11d in speak1ng, 11sten1ng, v1ew1ng, drama,



a part1cu1ar skill or ab111ty wou]d be’ to isolate that sk111 and

‘ requ1re the 1nd1v1dua1 to demonstrate 1ts use to a standard prev1ous1y

‘_re]ated 1nstruct1ona1 sk1115 are 1nvo1ved th1s procedure is c1ear1y :
I:unmanageab1e, if not comp]ete1y 1mposs1b1e Furthermore ‘mere ,v“;“"“f
_possess1on of a g1ven skill is 1nsuff1C1ent the teacher must be

.iaware of the 1mportance of that sk111 to the propervutilizatjon.of thegv\ﬁ.

_-1nnovat1on

'1nstruct1ona1 methodology, and as such teacher competency can c]ear]y

. be demonstrated Of the f1ve 1anguage arts sk1115 11sted above, the

S T2

‘mimev photographytand‘art; (Handbook, pp. 12, 59-60); B r %‘f
2. to 1ntegrate all aspects of the 1anguage arts: 1istening, |
‘ speak1ng, read1ng, wr1t1ng, v1eW1ng, etc. (Handbdok p. 7)
3. | - to. ut111ze the d1agnost1c approach in- the teach1ng of the
language arts. (Handbook pp. 60- 64) o ‘,Eéé'jfign-h:
4. | Io deve]op curr1cu1a in. 1anguage arts. (Teacher's intervieu:

Schedu]e quest1on 55 Fac111tator 3 Quest1onna1re, questlon

o N -

. §;\to utilize the new textbook 1n the ‘manner 1ntended by 1ts

-

deve]opers (Fac111tator s Questlonna1re, quest1on 63).

ENE

The most 1dea1 way to determlne whether a person possesses :

stab]ished : But when a 1arge number of rather complex and 1nter-

s

Most of the sk11ls wh1ch teachers would need to possess in orderu

to ut111ze a curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1on are likely to be assoc1ated with 1ts

‘f1rst three fa]] 1nto th1s category Therefore, the extent to wh1ch ..“vc~'
ﬂteachers possess these sk111s, wh1ch are an 1ntegra1 part of the ST v4¢‘
- E]ementary Language Arts Program, was assessed through the use- of ,;.:'.fk‘ .

: j@c]assroom obser’at1on ‘Data for th1s came from the prev1ous section G o

1-.:‘3. b

P
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- of. th;s chapter : 1t w1th.”ut1]1zat19n of" the 1nnovat1on "
| ~The remaining two sk11]s wh1ch teachers must possess if

utilization of the innovation is to take p]ace are’ the ab111ty to
utilize the new textbook and sk1]1 in curr1cu1um deve]opment

_Unlike the first three skills, these two are not an-1ntegra1 part of

" the Language Arts Program itself. fherefore the extent to wh1ch
teachers pgssess these two sk111s was assessed so]e]y on the bas1s of
data gathered from: teacher 1nterv1ews and fac1]1tator quest1onna1res

Degree of competency Ag 1nd1cated 1n the prev1ous section of -

- N

this chapter, wh1ch dealt with ut111zat1on of the 1nnovat1on,
teachers were ab]e to demonstrate only “some“ sk111 in present1ng

 a wide range of multi-sensory-activities. Furthermore, they were . .

even Tess'successfulﬁ(a1bgit s1ight1y) in 1ntegrat1ng all aspects of

the ]anguage arts. ‘But when 1t came to the d1agnost1c approach 1n

the teach1ng of the language arts, not on]y were teachers tota]]y

unab]e to demonstrate gdx sk111, interviews w1th tﬁem revealed that
w—they were complete]y unaware of th1s sk111 wh1ch is also an 1mportaqt

e]ement in the new program 1tse]f S . ’ :A‘ ‘ e

The fact that teachers ]acked sk11T in curr1cu]um deve]opment has

been c]ear]y estab11shed by both the teachers and the1r fac111tators
And  despite the breadth of the1r exper1ence w1th both the new

Language Arts Program and efforts to 1mp1ement 1t ~the teachers did
not acqu1re th1s part1cu1ar sk1]] dur1ng the 1975 1976 academlc year.
Accord1ng to. the fac111tators, teachers were not g1ven in- serv1ce |
sess1ons to equ1p them w1th the. sk1]1s of curr1cu]um deve]operst Nor_:‘ o

s d1d fac111tators consu]tat1on and demonstrat1on Iessons,s1gn1f1cant]y - ’ :‘Af'

a]ter the teachers ab111ty in th1s regard Indeed,.the.creatjon;ofv

e L : ) . -
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grade two activity units by grade two facilitators was an attempt to
render the program into a form which woqu prove less demanding for )
teachers in terms of curr1cu1um deve]opment a o o

Data generated from teacher 1nterv1ews and fac111tator
\

quest1onna1res cTear]y indicate that teachers 1acked whatever ski]]s

wou]d be needed to properly ut111ze the new textbook A]though ‘
. /J ".4
fac111tators had been unanimous 1in- the1r be11ef that teachers ought to
’\

be in- serv1ced on the proper use of the text, a]] 14 teacheré reported '

that this had not taken p]ace what is more a11 14 teachers
,adm1tted that they had not read through the teacher s manua] whqch
:accompan1es the ch11d S textbook Therefore when»asked '."To what f
extent do you depend on the new ]anguage arts textbook for the teach1ng
of language arts in your class?" 1t was not surpr1s1ng that the

'fo]]ow1ng teacher responses were‘recorded.

i;t comp]ete]y "_u - o L
11.l to a considerable extent m ,': 3 ;
”i;jii.,to,some extept o s "t 5"
g iv: 'yeryllittieb R Ly “? :
Sv. o notatall . IR 2. -

o Both c]assroom observat1on and unobtrus1ve observat1ons (e g ;n

"the noted "m1nt" cond1t1on of the ch11dren S text books) supported the’
q N

vconclus1on that the textbook was not be1ng used by clas om teachers.

In summary, the teachers of grades two and six wii ook part in .

'th1s study d1d not possess the competenc1es (att1tudes,:know1edge and -

sk111s) cons1dered essent1al to ‘the fu]] and proper ut111zat1on of the
1nnovat1on ETRS L e }_ o :

<
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Summar ’

. The purpose of this chapter hasvbeen todestab1ish thefactua1”degree
to which the teachers of grades two and'six werevimp1ementing the new
' Language Arts Program at Easts1de and Wests1de schoo]s dur1ng Apr11
and May of 197 Defining 1mp1ementat1on as the extent to wh1ch the
teachers underj;an the 1nnovat1on, support 1ts use, are ut11121ng 1t a
' and possess the competenc1es needed to ut111ze 1t on a cont1nuous (
:bas1s, the 1nvest1gator ana]yzed data gathered from teacher 1nterv1ews,

facilitatgr questwonna1res and c]assroom observat1ons, ~ The results of

this analysfs proved that teachers Were'not 1mp1ementinghthe program as

A

‘intended by the developers and formal (offitia])‘adopters;
. F1rst even when- the cr1ter1on was bas1c reca]] the.teachers were
unab]e to demonstrate an understandqng of the under]ynng ph1losophy, |

-

x;obJect1ves and methodo]ogy of the new ‘program’ in 1anguage arts.
Second as far as support for the program uas concerned the
_teachers”con51dered the~Language Arts Program to be a good one but
c]early 1nd1cated that they‘werevnot p]eased w1th the prospects of
'hav1ng to 1mp1ement it. .f" | o |

Th1rd d1rect c]assroom observat1on by the 1nvest1gator revealed
":the fact that the teachers were ut111z1ng the new. program to a "11tt1e"'
',' extent. . v | |
“ -Fourth'ntheiteachérs of grades'tno'and six who took part in this *-

2 ‘study did’ not possess the competenc1es (attitUdes,"knowLedge and.

sk1115) cons1dered essent1a] to the fu11 and- proper ut1J1zat1on of the
1nnovat1on
It shOuld be noted vn conclus1on, that the 1nvest1gator was unab]e

_to determ1ne any o gn1f1cant d1fference 1n the degree to wh1ch the

-«
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teachers of Easts1de and westswde schools were implementing the new d
‘Language Arts Program d@r%ng the Spring of 1976. Indeed an ana]ys1s
of the data 1nd1cates that schoo1 size (wests1de was near]y tw1ce
(as 1arge as Easts1de) had no apprecxab]e affect on the degree to
which the 1nnovat1on was being 1mp1emented by the teachers of each
-school. However, the 1arger s1ze of the teach1ng staff at wests1de

_ Schoo] was believed to have had a. negat1ve 1mpact on group

cohesiveness, which is 1tse1f a determ1nant of 1mp1ementat1on

PO

T
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SUMMARY., " CONCLUSIONE, IMPLICATIONS : s E

o - AND RECOMMENDATIONS | o
h " ‘ ‘

Introduction

ey,

v ' "

Th1s chapter which represents the d1st111at1on of th1s case

study, has f1ve maJor sect1ons The f1rst part of the chapter

5conta1ns a summary of , the study,‘1nc1ud1ng the prob]em the research‘

.des1gn, how the study was’ conducted and its f1nd1ngs In the second

'sect1on, the author presents “his conc1us1ons wh1ch are essent1a11y

his 1nterpretat10n of . the study s f1nd1ngs F1na%1y,_1n three '

<

_separate sect1ons of. th1s the 1ast chapter,_the author dea]s w1th

W

'the 1mp11cat1ons of these f1nd1ngs for pract1ce, theory and.

- furtheriresearch._

Summary of the Study

Th1s study has been concerned w1th the 1mp1ementat1on ph'se of ,

the change process. A]though the fa11ures of many educat1ona1

) 1nnovat1ons have been attrwbuted most recent1y to prob]ems assoc*ated'

w1th 1mp1ementat1on, very 11tt1e is known about th1s phenomenon
Th1s case study has examxned a, fa1r1y e]aborate strategy

.dev1sed by a schoo] system to ensure the 1mp1ementat1on of a new

VLanguage Arts Program 1n the c1assrooms of approxxmate]y 170 teachers(f

:'”of grades two and s1x in. over 60 schoo]s But the focus of th1s ’

’r'case study has been the degree to wh1ch 14‘of these teachers in two""~"v

©o23
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by 1ts des1gnated users?

o schoo]s were 1mp1ement1ng th1s 1nnovat10n 1n the Spr1ng of ]976, and

those factors wh1ch account for this degree of 1mp1ementat1on

i

The prob]em Th1s study was des1gned to identify those factors _

‘whose-dynam1cs determine the degree to wh1ch an author1ty adopted

J

'\1nnovat]on “is actually, 1mp]emented by its des1gnated users To

th1s end the following- research quest1ons were posed:

'fﬁi.' What are those obJect1ve attr1butes of the innovation. wh1ch'

contr1bute to or m1]1tate aga1nst 1ts fu]] and proper 1mp]ementat1on

’-

L5

o _'“2.. What are those character1st1cs of the user systems: wh1ch

contrlbute to or m1]1tate/agf1nst.the full and proper 1mp1ementat1on N

1

‘0f the 1nnovat1on by it des1gnated users7°

3,,e what are tho e components or effects of the 1mp1ementat1on

'y?strategy wh1ch contr1bute to or m111tate aga1nst the fu]] and proper

1mp1ementat1on of the 1nnovat1on by 1ts des1gnated users?

4. To what degree was th1s off1c1a11y adopted 1nnovat1on actua]]y

fbe1ng 1mp1emented by 1ts des1gnated users at a given po1nt “in: t1me? H

Research des1gn W1th a new ‘and more comprehens1ve def1n1t1on

of 1mpTementat1on the 1nvest1gator sought to estab]1sh the degree to

wh1ch a new program 1n eiementary 1anguage arts was be1ng 1mp1emented _

‘ by 1ts des1gnated users, the teachers of grades two and s1x dur1ng
7the Spr1ng of. 1976 Accord1ng to th1s def1n1t1on of 1mp1ementat1on,,e

/the des1gnated user has to

.1.'d understand the 1nnovat1on and how 1t is to be ut1]1zed
2. support the 1nnovat1on as the answer to a perce1ved prob]em,
| and be mot1vated to ut111ze it persona]]y,

i “tél . actua]]y be ut111z1ng the 1nnovat1on as 1ntended by 1ts

. -



deve]opers and/or official adopters; .
" 4. ~ possess the competenc1es (attltudes, knowledge and sk11ls) |
needed to ut111ze thgiwnnovat1on-on an on go1ng bas1s
‘Us1ng a tentat1ve conceptua] framework generated from prev1ous
case studies and. wr1t1ngs in the - 11terag§?e ‘on p1anned change, the
gﬁnvest1gator sought to 1dent1fy those factors which were respons1b]e
for the ~degrge to which the program was actua]]y be1ng 1mp]emented by
‘the teachers concerned ‘ 0pt1ng for a 11m1ted scope case study
_approach the 1nvest1gator focused on two schoo]s for an 1nten51ve
exam1nat1on of the1r exper1ence with' th1s 1mp1ementat1on effort
.Easts1de and. Wests1de Schools were chosen because, although they-
shared the same gener31 ne1ghbourhood the former was perce1ved to be
,

much more successfu] in 1mp1ement1ng the new program than was

the 1atter : The obv1ous quest1on was "why’“ g

- Conduct of- the study. - The study has three 1nterre1ated areas of
' concern the 1nnovat1on,‘the user system and the 1mp1ementat1on
o strategy wh1ch was ut111zed by the%schoo1 system
In order to estab11sh the esseﬁce of the new program, the
v1nvest1gator made a fa1r1y deta11ed document analys1s of the

“Elementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) (see Chapter VI).J

_C]ar1f1cat1on 1nterv1ews were held w1th three members of the

1curr1cu1um comm1ttee respons1b1e for prepar1ng th1s handbook as well .

- as with' language arts spec1a11sts at the Un1vers1ty of Alberta, the .
'vAlberta Department of Education and the Edmonton Separate Schoo]
‘i.System The Consu]tant 1n Language Arts for the Department s ’ﬂ
~Edmonton Reg1ona1 0ff1ce who was respon51b1e for d1ssem1nat1on of

t;the program 1n the surround1ng rura] areas, was a]so 1nterv1ewed

237



"‘preparéd by the Department of Educat1on for the in-service tra1n1ng
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} . ;
He had at h1s d1sposa1 video tapes on the new program wh1ch had been "
" "f"( ’(“4

gt

of teachers. These tapes were v1ewed by the 1nvest1gator

Assum1ng the role of a non- part1c1pant observer, the 1nvest1gator
vspent four months” in the f1e]d v1s1t1ng East51de and wests1de schoo]s
: v1rtua11y on a da11y bas1s _ The purpose of.this port1on of the §_~
study was to exam1ne these two user systems and determ1ne the degree
. to wh1ch they were 1mp1ement1ng the 1nnovat1on 1n the Spr1ng of ]976 h
To. th1s end genera] observat1ons of the schoo] rout1ne and inter-
'staff re]atlons were. made-. 'In addition, the 1nvest1gator ut111zed
a teacher- or1ented classroom observatton schedu]e 1n each of the
grades two and s1x c]assrooms ' Other aspects of 1mp1ementat1on
-were stud1ed through both 1nforma1 and forma] 1nterv1ews held w1th
these teachers and the1r schoo] prlnc1pals

Data on these user systems were a]so gathered from sources
'ekternal to the schoo] The D1rector of Curr1cu}um, the Proaect

»

Coord1oator and the two fac111tators respons1b1e for he1p1ng

K

teachers 1n these schools were all, 1nterv1ewed by the 1nvestwgator

-The strategy wh1ch was actua]]y being ut111zed to ensure the :

C;"1mp]ementat1on of the new E]ementary Language Arts Program was

exam1ned in order to’ determ1ne the goa]s, const1tuent components and
the1r ob3ect1ve5'7 This was essent1a]1y a study of the des1gn or’
intent of ‘the: strategy, carr1ed out ]arge]y through an ana1ys1s of
VprOJect documents ch1ef1y, the P I.P. proposa] to E. 0 F and
.1nterna1 memoranda of the schoo1 system s adm1n1strat1on R mu
' Clar1f1cat1on 1nterv1ews were he]d w1th the D1rector of Curr1cu1um,_l

the former PrOJect D1rector and the current Progect Coord1nator

K3
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.

These same project personne1 were a]so 1nterv1ewed concern1ng the
dep]oyment or. execution of this 1mp1ementat1on strategy WguThe
fac111tators d1scussed this same top1c w1th the 1ﬁvest gator and
completed a quest1onna1re wh1ch exam1ned P.I.P. In add1t1on, the

nvest1gator made a study of the var1ous components of this,
1mp1ementat1on strategy attend1ng in-service workshops, v1s1t1ng '

Vv

" the resource centres; and exam1n1ng act1v1ty un1ts, in- serv1ce

handouts, language arts games, the new textbook ser1es, the ‘ ; . “gggy
.
‘.Elementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) and the prOJect s e
eva]uat1on forms Extens1ve information on the operat1ona11zatnon

'of P.I.P. came from formal teacher 1nterv1ews as well..

: Findings The research concern of this study was twofo]d
512
' and s1x were

' determ1ne the degree to wh1ch the teachers of grades
- actua]]y 1mp1ement1ng the new Language Arts. Program in the Spr1ng of .
1976 and to 1dent1fy factors whose dynam1cs account for7th1s degree
vof 1mp1ementat1on The 1atter are d1scussed here in response to the :
'f1rst three research quest1ons which dea1 with the 1nnovat1oJ the

.-user systemd and the 1mp1ementat1on strategy

ObJect1ve attr1butes of the new Elementary Language Arts Program

‘(the 1nnovat1on) 1nd1cate that S :," ' S _" .

1. it is. a good prd@tam highly rated on bothfre]atiye' a
advantage and adaptab1]1ty, o - B T fl' _' - ; .

2,“' it is d1ff1cu1t for most teachers to 1mp1ement,h1gh in

v.comp]ex1ty wh11e/10w in compat1b111ty, tr1a1ab111ty and observab111ty
" The character1st1cs of Easts1de and wests1de Schools (the user ‘

ystems) rnd1cate that these 0rgan1zat1ons were not prepared for the |

1mp1ementat1on of a curr1cu1ar innovation such as the new 1anguage
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Arts Program.

“implementation were: l‘r, ,.-I“ 2& ‘éﬁ-iﬂj'"

o‘

v

1. The superv1sory sty]es of the schoo1 pr1nc1pa]s did not

suppOrt program 1mp1ementatwon . L

240

2. Among those organJZatwna] ar&gegents'w@gh ‘i,mpeded o% ;

'-,‘(ajl the failure on tH@ part of the pr1nc1pa1 oﬂ\E'v
Schoo] to d1str1bute progran?d%cuments,
‘(b) prob]ems hiring subst1tutes for’ teachers who were to
| attend 1n—serv1ce sessions. ' ‘£;;¢.
3. A loy level of teacher trust in authority created a
Communicattons barrier between teachers and project off1c1a1s
4. Teachers had a negat1ve d1sp051t10n to curr1cu1ar 1nno§at1on
5. Group cohes1veness at Easts1de School on]y accentuated

resustance to program 1mp1ementat1on

' 6.; Pr1or to the dep]oyment of P.1. P , the teachers of grade two ‘

- and six were not favourab]y or1ented to program 1mp1ementat1on

_ 7. The_teachers' 1ack of support for the 1nnovat1on was due to:

(a) © a lack ofvteacher sUppBrt for the process by which the

program had been adopted (i.e., no needs'assessment

J

by teachers in its adoption);

(b) »teachers did not understand the 1mp1ementat10n

| strategy (P.I.P.) or support the use of fac111tators;
in particuiar; - | |

(c). ~teachers‘aSSOciated the Language'Arts@Program with.the
negatTVe‘experiencefthat,they*had had with a:similar

_~program in Social Studies;

' p1]ot1ng and eva]uat1on of the. program or part1c1pat1on f‘

'y




241

(d) the'teachers of grades twd and six had had hegattvel
vacar1ous exper1ences w1th the Language Arts Program
, ‘ through the teachers of other grade 1eve1s
;@"‘(e). the teachers early attempts to ut11y{e the new
) Language Arts Program on the1r own had been negative.
With the except1on of grade:two act1v1ty un1ts (1esson p]ans)v
which were found to be ve\xﬂeffect1ve, the f0110w1ng factors assoc1ated ;- Y

with P. I P (the implementation strategx) had a negatﬁve 1mpact on

’.efforts to 1mp1ement tngsLanguage Arts PH%gram at Eastside and
-West51de Schoo1s S : | | : o . -~
1. “There was no clear operat1ona1 descr1pt1on of the

4

1mp1ementat1on strategy, 1nc1ud1ng gOals, ObJECt]VES ‘and pr1or1t1es

\

2. Because thePrOJect Coord1nator was also the Superv1sor of s

B
W ,‘: .
w

tE]ementary Language Arts- N T |
'(a)- fac111tators did not rece1ve the amount of d1rection.u_u

_that they felt they needed\from a full- t1me coordlnator,

.\ .
3
v

(b) the coord1nator was seen as a eva]uator -= mak1ng her

_ VSeem 1ess approachab1e to teachers ‘when prob]ems arose
3.f. A]though a spec1a11st in 1anguage arts, the PrOJect Co-
”ord1nator 1acked the expert1se requ1red to superv1se the 1mp1ementat10n
.of a complex curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1on |

d4.' Because there had been no. systemat1c approach to the re-
cru1tment and selection of teachers to be tra1ned to serve as 1anguage ;'T

"arts fac111tators, these fac111tators {acked cred1b111ty 1n the eyes '

of. the teachers ‘
."fm5.- The fac111tators"1eve1 of 1nterest profess1ona1 exper1ence
’} and acgdem1c tra1n1ng d1d 11tt1e to- qua11fy them for the1r Job |

A



Ng. The orientation program which.waS’to-have prepared

facilitators to carry out their duties prla‘d to be inadequate.

-j %; Fac111tators exper1enced cons1derab1e d1ff1cu1ty trying to

find time to hold consu]tat1on sess1ons with their teachers.
8. W1th the exception offraciiitator services and'actiVity i}

units, teachers said that ¥1tt1e or no copsu1tat1on time had been

-1taken to discuss various aspects of the Language Arts Program or
P'.I-.P. L e

| ‘9. The demonstrat1on lesson was not a su1tab}e means: for

bpresent1ng the d1agnost1c approach to the teach1ng of ]anguage art:

10; Demonstrat1on lessons were taugh‘ 1arge1y in: 1so1at1on from

what*the regu]ar classroom teachers happened to be doing in 1anguage

" arts at the time.

11. Demonstrat1on lessons were 1arge]y unrea11st1c 1n terms of
‘the amount of preparat1on time 1nvo]ved and the t1me taken to teach ;

them.

-

]2. Teachers found the1r in- serv1ce tra1n1ng of 11tt1e or no.

'va1ue 1n he1p1ng them to understand the Language Arts Program ‘1t5}'

iU *hy, obJect1ves and methodo]ogy Nor d1d 1t he]p them to. :

4

uf111ze thr. ~e e]ements of P. 1.P: or1g1na]1y des1gned to ass1st them
in implement. 7 the new program | ) o

13. The *- rst ip- serv1ce fa11ed to estab11sh a foundat1on upon‘
which teacher understand1ng of and support for the program cou]d be

bu11t.

year, te. chers were not fully aware of ‘the role and proper use of the

v .1tators before the ]atter began to visit the schoo]s B g-] t;’

14.° tccause the f1rst in- serv1ce was held: so 1ate in the schoo]
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15. Teachers d1d not utilize the 1anguage artsanesource centres R

'as had been 1ntended because they found them somechat 1naccess1b]e in
terms of both d1stance and times ava11ab1e S

A:’ 16. Resource materials brought to the teachers by thelr

‘_‘W

tfac11ntators were not found to be relevant to what the teachers were
'dozng 1n the1r ¢lassrooms at the t1me

’ A]though a departure~from the orlgwnal p]an grade two .
: activ R un1ts were cons1dered to be very va]uab]e to program
““1mp1ementat1on by the teachers of grade two |

3
18. . Many. teachers had not rece1ved 1mportant program documents

-

] the E]ementa;y Language Arts Handbook (1973 , and the’ rogram of

‘Studies for E]ementary Schoo]s (1975) ' -', S ‘ f

19. Large]y because they were unnappy w1th the new 1anguage arts,
- texthook. and the process by wh1ch 1t ‘had been chosen, teachers were

'ut111z1ng The world of Language to a ]1m1ted extent on]y

- 20. Efforts to carry out an adequate 1nterna] eva]uat1on of P I P

‘;”were thwarted by a commun1cat1ons barr1er between subordinates and

super1ors and by eva]uat1on 1nstruments wh1ch were dec1ded1y f;

-F':1nadequate - - Coe 'N@.

The.teachers of g. des two%ahdﬂS1x at Easts1de and- wests1de Schoo]s Ag

’we?e not 1mplement1ng,§he new. Languagg Arts Pr09nam to any apprec1ab1e |
.extent dur1ng Apr11 and May of 1976 | ;455 g .
: ,ﬂf v,aﬁg ,

' 1;_ Teaphers were unab]e to demonstrate an understand1ng of the

:uhder1y1ng bh1losophy, ob3ect1vds and methodology of the ‘new program

"~.;2.' Teachers cons1dered the Language Arts Program to be a. good

.one bgf

.:_55,»"‘(

- N

imffement it.
A

they were. not p]eased w1th the prospects of hav1ng to ' _iQ".'

3

U
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3. Teachers were observed to be utilizing the new program | : ‘. - a
only to a limited extent. B | L - N | . S o
4. Teachers d1d not possess the competenc1es (attitudes; v L
;knowledge andrsk1115) cons1dered essent1a1 to the fuTT and proper

” ! . X N

utilization of the “innovation.

"

Conclusions . . ’ ‘ o o s I v, Bt
Limited 1nferences were drawn from .the f1nd1ngs of _this study :
‘because ‘1t was descr1pt1vev1n nature. NevertheTess, certatn ' f o~

LconcTus1ons may serve as 2 bas1s for further research

Author1cj addﬁt1on The f1nd1ngs of th1s case study have shown a}' ‘?"”
nce again that because an 1nnovat1on has been adopted by S f f: ' v? _
Tvorgan1zat1ona1 author1t1es does not mean the 1nnovat1on w111 be
1mp1emented (fuTTy and properTy) by 1ts designated. users

‘The concept of 1mp1ementat1on f Imp]ementat1on is the s

those designatgdtusgrs-th""
”utiTizing.ft and pOSSessfthe i iaﬁ
,competenctes (att1tudes, KnowTedge and sk1TTs) needed 1o ut1T1ze 1t s
:ﬁon a cont1nuous ba51§ﬁ@§ Th1s more comprehens1ve conceptua11zat1on

: makes 1t poss1b1eﬁﬂ§ vafyfy the mere utilization of an 1nnovat1on with ’ e .

data wh1ch seem Uo:be pred1ct1ve as weTT as déscr1pt1ve

,) PR

The dynam1cs of 1mp1ementat1on Factors wh1ch fac111tate or

~511m1t the degree fo Wh1ch an author1ty adopted 1nnovat1qh is ~ N
'1mpTemented faTT into three broad categor1es ffrst the obgect1ve "_ v

,“.attrlbutes of the 1nnovat1on,‘ secend the character1st1cs of the _

:h5user system -- the des1gnated users, the organ1zatm

on, 1ts -}'" | R
adman1strat1on and c11ente1e,u and th1rd the str&tegy actual]y be1ng

o . . .‘ . ‘
e - [ : . Al
-7 R A . . R
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uti]ized to effect imp]ementation <= The interactioh between factors‘
‘ re]ated to the 1nnovat10n and its user systems const1tute the
magn1tude and the nature of the 1mp1ementat1on task. It is with
respect to th1s task that. the appropr1ateness and ultimately. the v

o

effect1veness of the strategy ut111zed for program 1mp]ementat1on can

best be Judged

. However, the 1nnovatfon and the user systems do not havé>

., as g1vens " Each may 1n 1ts own way be subJected ‘to de]gberate
) .
man1pu1atwon in order to\]ncrease the f1de]1ty of 1mp1ementat10n

For examp]e, pr1or to the dep]oyment of any 1mp1ementat1on strategy,
' the user system may be upgraded to make it more compat1b1e to |
'cur"’ular 1nnovat1on in general. - VOr, the ‘innovation wh.ch has been‘
off1c1a]]y adopted may be adapted to the known spec1f1cat1ons of its
user system ' ' ) 4 |
. But 1n th1s study neither the 1nnovat1on nor the user systems have
aAbeen mod1f1ed to fac111tate program 1mp1ementat1on, pr1or\to |
the- dep]oyment of P.I.P. That is, whatever attempts were made to
: .,a]ter the Language Arts’ Program at Easts1de and Wests1de Schootsaare i~
- regarded here as 1ntegra] parts of the Program Imp]ementat1on Processyb
TherefOre, in the f1na1 ana]ys1s, it 1s the 1mp1ementat1on strategy

wh1ch is respons1b]e for the degree to wh1ch the curr1cu1ar 3 -

.1nnovat1on is being 1mp1emented by its. des1gnated users . The N '1°]7-

@

effect1veness of the Program Imp]ementat1on Process may be traced in

‘turn to its des1gn and exeCutlon by proaect dec1s1on makers

Des1gn1ng the strategy ' The de51gn of P. I P (1ts goals,

3 7tact1cs and theix: obJect1ves) was - not based on an- analys1s of the

‘ ';1nterre1at1onsh1p between the new Language Arts Program and the

'_U .

. . :



Eastside and Wests1de E]ementarx,Schoo]s ) Consequently,'this

O

at_strategy fa11ed to promote the pos1t1ve features of . the innovation

(h1gh§re]at1ve advantage and adaptab111ty) as Just1f1cat1on for the

very real persona] d1ff1cu1t1es which teachers were go1ng to have to.

_experience in try]ng to 1mp1ement it. For had teachers been

' made aware of just how much better the fu11y operat1ona] new program

would be in meeting the needs of their pup1ls,-they m1ght have been

-+ better prepared to accept the 51gn1f1cant changes in their’ own

1nstruct1ona] roles.

An ana]ys1s‘of the Language Arts‘PrOgram woutd a]so:have revealed -

its egative-features:’ Because it was h1gh in comp]ex1ty wh11e lTow

5

~in compat1b111ty, tr1a]ab111ty and observab111ty, most teachers wou]d
- have troub]e 1mp1ement1ng it. But the teachers of Easts1de and

j-Wests1de compounded th1s task by the1r negat1ve d1spos1t1on toward

currlcular 1nnovat1ons, accentuated at Easts1de by a. h]gh 1eve1 of
group cohes1veness : Ihe 1ow 1eve] of teacher trust in author1ty

made the prob]em of overcom1ng the1r 1ack of or1entat1on (particularly

Athe1r res1stance) to the new program extreme]y d1ff1cu1t . Further-

)

_more, had proaect mahagement exam1ned ‘the two schoo]s beforehand

vthey wou]d have found the non-support1ve supervwsory styles of the X

4

_pr1nc1pa]s to- be a barr1er to program 1mp1ementat1on The " fallure

~‘of P. I P to address 1tse1f to these- rea11t1es is’ ev1denced ain the

N

§1ack of purpose, pr10r1t1es and prec1s1on 1n the des1gn of this

v_1mp1ementat1on strategy

‘A second maJor defect in the des1gn of P.I. P ‘was the 1ack of a -

clear statement of the goa1s, obJect1ves and pr1or1t1es of the

J'Program Imp1emehtat1on Process to be found 1n any of the documents

%

\
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._COnsequent]y, when it was operat1ona]1zed - there was a preoccupatlon g'

v w1th 1nstruct1ona1 mater1a]s at the expense of more; fundamenta]

concerns such as the teachers understand1ng of, ant support for the
new LanguagefArts Program 9

-

& ' »
In add1t1on to no clear statement of the goals of P.I.P., there

was a]so no clear operat1ona] descr1pt1on of the const1tuent
R4

elements of th1s strategy, together w1th a statement of the

'obJect1ves of each. .0Of course, the. project proposa] to E.O.F. and

other internal memoranda did make reference to- var1ous tact1cs

( e.q. , fac1]1tator teacher consu]tat1on) but never 1n c]ear

Ry
operat1ona1 terms with 'specified obJect1ves

|
W1thout a clear statement of goals and obJect1ves, 1mp1ementat1on R
s difficult but eva]uat1on of the. effect1veness of the :‘::
1mp1ementat1on~strategy (and its. const1tuent tact1cs) is v1rtua1]y 'f

'1mposs1b]e In fact, there was no v1ab1e procedure for the

eva]uat1on of P.I.P. Each of the instruments used in the .‘

_1nterna] eva]uat1on of P. I P. had at 1east one of the fo]]ow1ng

serious defects, 1dent1f1ed by the 1nvest1gator

| 1. a lack of sens1t1v1ty to the teachers fee11ng of insecurity; [
| N 2. fa11ure to represent adequate]y the essence of the new
Language Arts Program o o | co [ ]"
\v' »° 3. structura] flaws. wh1ch created amb1gu1t1es and other prob]ems,

? 4. f#a11ure tou1dent1fy the spec1f1c components (tact1cs) of
“P I. P whkgh m1ght have contrlbuted to program 1mp1ementatlon |
In the absence of a good 1nterna1 procedure for the format1ve"

_ evé]uat1 n of P f’P s shortcom1ngs in both the des1gn and executlon v*'

'.; of th]S /mp]ementhtlon strategy cou]d not be detected and’ overcome by
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‘prOJect dec1s1on makers during the 1mp1ementat1on process ‘As a

' consequence, for 5 mple, proaect officials were under’ the m1staken
EXP

1mpress1on that Easts1de School was successfu11y 1mp1ement1ng the )
,new program in language arts wh1]e Nests1de was- not In fact, the
1nvest1gator found no- s1gn1f1cant d1fference between the schoo]s on.
this po1nt - The teachers of Wests1de Schoo] were s1mp1y more out-
spoken in their cr1t1c1sms of the program than were those at Eastside.

Operat1ona]1zwng the strategy Qunte asnde from def1c1enc1es

in its des1gn, the execut1on of. P I.P. 1acked the constant super-~

v1s1on wh1ch was requ1red if the new program 1n 1anguage arts were

to be 1mp1emented First, the Project £oord1nator was not a fu]]—

time pos1t1on because of budgetary cons1derat1ons Secondly, the

'Coord1nator in th1s 1nstance was also- the Superv1sor of E1ementary

Language A@%s for the schoo] system _ The resu1t1ng role conf11ct

| ’deepened the teachers mlstrust of authority and actua]]y underm1ned -

~ the 1mp1ementat1on effort Th1rd a]though h1gh1y qua11f1ed in

both the subJect and grade areas, the Progect Coordlnator did not |

possess the tra1n1ng needed to superv1se the 1mp1ementat1on of th1s R

o comp1ex 1nnovat1on in over 60 schools. .

o

The 1anguage arts fac111tators who were d1rect1y respons1b1e to-

‘the PrOJect Coord1nator a]so had d1ff1cu1t1es carry1ng out the1r X

,'dut1es As change agents these teachers lacked the competenc1es

‘and cred1b111tygneeded to he1p the1r fellow teachen§;1mp1ement the

V,i -new, program. . Th1s s1tuat1on may be attr1buted to an’ 1nadequate g" s 1.ﬂ§"-

RS
.fac111tator se]ect1on process as well as to def1c1enc1es in the
'program des1gned for: the or1entat1on of fac111tators -

With 1nadequate sUPEY‘V1S10n, and fac111tators who 1acked the S

.
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“competenc1es requ1red of change agents, 1t was not surpr151ng to find

a lack of precision in the sequenc1ng of tact1cs w1th1n the

1mp1ementat1on strategy. For examp1e .the f1rst teacher in-service

‘teachers to utilize. them on the1r own without wa1t1ng for in- serv1ce

. tra1n1ng, proved to be an unhappy exper1ence for them The resu1t4

was not held before the 1anguage arts. fac111tat0rs had been sent out

to the schoo]s Consequent]y, c]assroom teachers did . not understand

‘ the ro]e of the1r facilitators or how to make use of the1r serv1ces

'when they f1rst appeared in. the1r c]assrooms

Not only; can tact1cs be dep]oyed too 1ate they can-also be
e

utilized too early, creat1ng a pre-emptive effect wh ch can be

“counter- product1ve to the goal of program 1mp1ementat1on : To"',.v ‘ /////

111ustrate the d1str1but1on of new textbooks and the attempt by

3

was a loss in 1n1t1a1 teacher support for the textbook and the T
e

program with wh1ch 1t was to have been used .’Ah" »}~” ) &: ;

'3 -‘K i

But the proper ut111zat1on of an 1mp1ementat1on strategy requ1re5rrfh»~

' more than prec1s1on It 1s often necessary to maRe certa1n*‘ .

organ1zat1ona1 arrangements to ensure 1ts proper dep]oyment

’»Fa11ure to make such needed adJustments may not on]y éut down on the

'eff1c1ency of the: 1mp1ementat1on strategy, it cou]d a]so prove to be

counter product1ve The 1ack of- effect1veness of P I P ncan be

'attr1buted, in part, to thls‘fa111ng, wh1ch is 111ustrated here

F1rst because no f1xed t1me was arranged for fac111tator-

'”teacher consu]tat1on, these 1nterv1ews wh1ch were 1nvar1ab1y he]d
"on the teacher 's "free" t1me were regarded by teachers as an
'1mpos1t1on Th1s, ‘of course contr1buted to a loss of teacher

:support for the 1mp1ementat10n efforf, 1f not for the program itself.

¥

T
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Second, ‘1anguage arts Fesource centres were des1gned to be
ut111ged by the classroom teachers - But their location and the hours
that they were available to teachers made them 1arge1y inaccessible.
-Third, the most comp]ete exp]anat1on of the new program was to be
~feund in the Elementary Language Arts Handbook (1973) ' But-proaect’
off1c1a]s fa11ed to ensure thf:“/T)jigachers had rece1ved this

NN
."

: pub11cat1on ' " |
‘ ) Fourth poor commun1cat1ons 1s ‘a common example of fau]ty
'forgan1zat1ona1 arrangementS. When grade two fac111tators began to
worh-on their acttvity units, the1r-v1s1ts to-the.schools had to dgy
;cease. Through an adm1n1strat1ve s11p up, ‘some schoo]s were not -
informed right away. Tne 1nvest1gator found that this had done -
dfurther damage to the cred1ba11ty of P 1. P B part1cu1ar1y the ro]e of
‘thesfac111tator.. .

Imp1ementation tactich ' Th1s study of p.I.P. not on1y revea]edﬂ

‘shortcomﬂngs insthis 12£1ementatﬁon Qiiategy, 1t a1so suggested

VA5

a]ternat1ve tact1cs wh1ch are likely fo be. more fru1tfu] under‘

s1m11ar c1rcumstances-_' Both are congtdered here
F1rst because fac111tator teacher consu1tat1on was not
/"

based on observat1on of the teacher and because the demonstrat1on'

”1esson proved 1nappropr1ate as-a mEthod of show1ng teachers how to

¥

ut111ze the d1agnost1c approach to’the teach1ng of 1anguage arts, an‘

»1Ada]ternat1ve to both was 50ught - Fac1]1tators thought ‘that a Jo1nt

'gp1ann1ng and team teach1n9 arrangement w1th the1r teachers wou]d be :
more effect1ve Th1s wou]d have the added feature of 1ncreas1ng ‘
the likelihood that resource mater1als brought out to the teachers

by the fac111tator wou]d be re]evant to what the teachers were d01ng.
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in their c]asSes._ But WhateVer'the‘arrangement,'teachers have
'to have bu11t into their schedules, a fixed period of time to
‘ cbnsu]t w1th their fac111tator on matters re]ated to 1mp1ementat1on
of the innovation.
Second, aside from their or1entat1on ‘program proper,\jbc111tators

m1ght have been better prepared to carry out their duties under

P I. P had they been g1ven the opportun1ty to meet with |
,facf¥1tators from prev1oﬂs years, in September Th1s wou]d have
helped the-fac1]1tators come. to terms with the1r»own;Job des-
: Criptions and“he1ped’to senstti2e them to the'issuesnand prob]ems
tthat they were to face. ’ | : _ | S
Th1rd one of three in- serv1ce days funded under P I P.
‘was taken up w1th the mak1ng of 1anguage arts teach1ng'games
One has to quest1on the des1rab111ty -and overa]] eff1c1ency

*of a11ocat1ng th1s much t1me, energy and money -to the preparat1on
of 1nstruct1ona1 mater1als Accord1ng to budgetary proaect1ons
‘conta1ned in 1ts proposa] to the Educat1ona] Opportun1t1es Fund ,
' the’ schoo] system would have to pay. out $5, 333 33 1n E.0.F. - |
'funds to h1re subst1tutes for 170 teachers SO that the teachers -bv_ - “E;,L.
of grades two. and six cou]d attend a one- day “in- serv1ce to make |
‘.these games. But more 1mportant the teachers who were go1ng
through th1s exerc1se 1acked a c]ear understand1ng of the program.u' : }'..
B for which. these mater1als were 1ntended L 7ii5 o .t' a 7‘**’
Fourth, act1v1ty un1ts (lesson plans) wh1cﬁ:were prepared -
sg»by grade two fac111tators, proved to be a t1me sav1ng 11nk

between theory and’ pract1ce. The 1nvest1gator found that
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a]ready expected to 5%”

ofvsubJects

vtask of" curr1cu1um deve]opment\fer wh1ch they have ne1ther the

‘ t1me nor the tra1n1ng

~ s

L

understanding of and support for the new Elémentary Language

‘Arts Program among the teachers of grade two were positively

affected by the use of these actﬁvity units in the Spring of
1976. ° |

' PN L L o
. The creation of actTv1ty‘Un1tsswas necessitated by the use

. of a new language arts book which, the vast majority of facilitatorszf
_agreed wou]d requ1re the further deve]opment of the contents -
3 f0und in the teacher 's guide to this text. .But c]ear1yrmost-

'classroom teachers 1acked the tra1n1ng in curr1cu1um deve]opment

and 1anguage arts that they wou]d need “Indeed, it is total]y

unrea11st1c to requ1re the e]ementary schoO]‘teacher, who.is

,.,.7"\1

, %Tgack of-all- trades for the w1de range
that she teaches, to become a master of ]anguage

arts and“ by ex
she is currently re ons1b1e In add1tjon, gjvenvthe presfmg;,»

demands be1ng—made‘on» heir: tnme,-it is. equally unreaSonabTe

i to»expect teaChers to engag\\1n the time-consuming and demand1ng o

#:i'x

o F1fth fac111tators, for the1r part wou]d have been. much

better prepared to do the1r job had they s1mp1y taken a course

on the new Language Arts Program, offered by. the Un1vers1ty of -
]

~A1berta By ut111z1ng such :an ex1st1ng resource, fac111tators

wou]d have at 1east understood the program before attempt1ng to

~ help others w1th its 1mp1ementat1on

ns1on, a master of a]] ‘those subJects\(or,whtch ';

Sy



Implications for .Practice

This study has important implications for the preparation of
‘schoo1s for curr1cu1um 1nnovat1on, the adopt1on of innovations, ’

'adapt1ng 1nnovat10ns to spec1f1c user systems, and designing and

operat1ona11z1ng the 1mp1ementat10n strategy.

Prepar1ng for curr1cu1um 1nn0vat1on Much can be done by school

“board officials. to upgrade the capac1ty of schoo]s to absorb the
' 'ever 1ncreas1ng f]ow of curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons )

_ T. The qua11ty of educat1ona1 1eadersh1p at the schoo] 1eve1

: 7'-ought to be ra1sed by appo1nt1ng pr1nc1pa1s w1th the interest,

.

-tra1n1ng, exper1ence and demonstrated ab111ty needed to pursue a L
-constant 1mprovement of curr1cu1a and c1assroom 1nstruct1on ’

¢2. Norms wh1ch pr1ze 1nnovat1veness, curr1cu]um p]ann1ng, _

2
p

profess1ona1 deve]opment and co]laboratlve behav1our among school
'rpersonne1 ought to. be cu1t1vated by hav1ng these goals ref]ected 1n‘
'teacher superv1s1on forms,;1ncent1ve grants, staff promotions and
sabbat1cal 1eave awards. ‘_Q_ v‘ . |
’;53;' Organwzat1ona1 arrangements needed to fac111tate the
; commun1cat1on of curr1cu]ar—re1ated 1nformat10n from outs1de the
schoo] to teachers ought to be made. (e g R focused in- serv1ce
sess1ons) | "_ R | S
| ',4' - The development of an 1ncent1velsystem des1gned to
- encourage tenured teachers to upgrade themse]ves‘to teach spec1f1c .
‘-‘new programs should be-. exp]ored by teacher 11cens1ng author1t1es,
’department of educat1on, teacher assoc1at1ons and schoo] boards

: Much can be done w1th1n the schoo] un1t to ra1se the 1eve] of -

&

e



1nnovat1ve preparedness among the teachers and adm1n1strators

1. The schoo] pr1nc1pa1 should exercise a co]1aborat1ve

superv1sory style whlch 1n5p1res trust, encourages Jo1nt dec1s1on—

making -and 1nnovat1venéss among teachers and between teachers and

;adm1n1strators, ‘ - : wf S ‘h.-.:'

2.‘ Organizationa1 structures (e.g., standing committees) could

be deve]oped which:

(a) 1nvo1ve teachers in an on- go1ng eva]uat1on of

curr1cu1a,

Aprograms, textbooks and other mater]als,

3. Because._group cohes1veness 1s important to- many 1nnovat1ve

enterp§1ses, efforts shou]d be made to cu1t1vate cohes1veness through»3

v

3

(b) expose teachers to new curr1cu1um gu1des, proposed

Ve (c) keep teachers abreast of deve]opments in the1r f1e1ds,

rewarding Jo1nt—ventures, profess1ona] deve1opment act1y1t1es,and.

- even social events. - el

44 On-going communication is ektreme]ylimportant to the

~ﬁmplementat1cn of curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons Such two—way .

{
communacat1on shou1d be structured through regu1ar1y schedu]ed

| staff meet1ngs, curr1cu1um meet1ngs and staff memoranda

5. Teachers shou]d be- encouraged to vo]unteer to p1lot new :

programs, textbooks and materla]s

6 2 Schoo] based curr1cu1um expert1se shou]d be deve]oped by

a1locat1ng subJect grade 1eadersh1p respons1b111t1es to teachers who )
v

possess the 1nterest backgrouhd and/br tra1n1ng : These teachers R

wou1d be expected to fam1]1ar1ze themse]ves W1th the 1atest

deve]opments in the1r area. of respons1b11vty, p;]ot new mater1als,

3 N
\\\
o T~
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curriculum innovation.”

The adoption process. -

G

imp]ementation of curricular in s
for. the process by which -they are}?;

1. 0ff1c1als respons1b1e for"”
tions ought to 1ook beyond the re]attve advantage of proposed innova-
t1ons (the extent to wh1ch they are super1or to that wh1ch they are.
1ntended -to rep]ace) and weigh the magnltude of the. 1mp1ementat1on
task before making thé dec1s1on to adopt

2. »If an author1ty adopted 1nnovat1on is to have cred1b111ty
in .the eyes of 1ts des1gnated users., then the process by which it
is adopted ought to be a systemat1c one: based on a compr;hens1ye
needs assessm s p1lot1ng, evaluation and 1nvo1v1ng ‘the |

}

'part1c1pat1on of the des1gnated users in so far as that is poss1b1e

Adaptat1on of the 1nnovat1on . Because the 1mp1ementat1on task

- is essent1a11y a funct1on of the f1t between the obJec¢1ve

,attr1butes of 2 part1cu1ar 1nnovat10n and the character1st1cs of the‘j

user system,,effprts to make the 1nnovat1on more compat1b1e with
;the known character1st1cs of the user system ought to be made before
the actua] 1mp]ementat1on process beglns ' However,'carevhas to be
taken to make sure that adaptat1on does not resu]t in a d1stort1on

- of the 1nnovat1on |

=

' Des1gn1ng the strategy s An 1mp1ementat1on strategy may prove

to be 1neffect1ve because of def1c1enc1es in its des1gn Steps
- can be taken to prevent th1s from happen1ng

1. Amp]e 1ead t1me is requ1red for the carefu] plann1ng of an
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_
1mp1ementat1on strategy ‘ -

2. The: des1gn of an 1mp1ementat1on strategy (itsvobjectiyes
'and’tact1cs) must be based on an ana]ys1s of the 1nterre1at1onsh1p
" between the ob3ect1ve attr1butes of the 1nnovat1on and the |
X character1st1cs of its intended user system(s) o /

3. There must be a clear statement.of the goa]s, ob3ect1ves
and pr1or1t1es of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy : R f; ‘ ‘ ?k

4. There must be a c]ear, operat1ona1 descr1pt1on of the.
’const1tuent e]ements or tactics of th1s strategy, together with a-
-statemept of the obJect1ve9 ‘of each:

5. There ought to be an accurate procedure for an on- go1ng
: 1nterna1 eva1uat1on of the effect1veness of each const1tuent part

lo..,

‘of the 1m§1ementat1on strategy

0perg§1ona11z1ng the strategy, - No matter how carefu]1y an.

v1mp1ementat1on strategy hés been de51gned 1t may st111 fail because

_of prob]emsvassoc1ated w1th 1ts dep]oyment Therefore steps must.
-be taken to avoid known p1tfa11s o : L
1. - The 1eadershhp of a curr1cu1um 1mp1ementat1on prOJect must -
-v1nc1ude expert1se or spec1a1 know]edge of the fo]]ow1ng |
| | (a) curr1cu1um progect management
;"(h) the subJect area;
4(c)ﬂ the user- system(s) ) | |
th;i bThe proaect d1rector or coord1nator and other change agents a‘t
._(e g s fac111tators) must possess the competenc1es and cred1b111ty o
"hvneeded to- perform the1r respect1ve dut1es. _‘ . |
e h3' There must be. adequate superv1s1on of the 1mp1ementat1on

e ffort
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%

]pre empt1ve negative exposure to the’ 1nnovat1on by 1ts des1gnated

'tact1cs within an 1mpTementat1on strategy. f‘ , = w“/}/

4. The project leadership andiits change agents must estabTish

a collaborative relationship with the designated'uSers of the

innovation and their client systemsf(pupiTs, parents, etc.).
5. Because of its importance in establishing the foundation’
upon which is built the designated users' understanding of and.

support for the inndvation; the first formal contact with the

'annovat1on must be carefu]]y pTanned and carried out

‘fv6; Care must be taken to guard aga1nst the p0531b111ty of a

L

USEY‘S

7. Those adm1n1strat1ve arrangements requ1red to- fac111tate theT

'fuTT and proper deployment of the 1mp]ementat1on strategy ought to be'

.+ made.

8. There must be prec1s1on in the sequenc1ng of the var1ous

/"

e

2y
|

9. An. 1mp1ementat1on strategy ought to make use of ex1st1ng _'_:

resources . in S0 far as poss1b]e. s

Imp]ementat1on tact1cs . The following specific taetics'wereqf

suggested by . this study s ' - '_ " TN ;.f“"'°
1. The pr1nc1pa] is; the key to program 1mpTementat1on in the
'school / Therefore the 1n1t1a1 thrust of any 1mp1ementat1on‘ ‘e

lfstrategy must be d1rected at he1p1ng him to understand the

,innovatlon, to support 1ts 1mp1ementat1on, and to deve]op the sk11]s

that he w111 need to g1ve teachers the pract1ca1 a551stance that

| they need

2. It 1s aTso recommended that part t1me schoo] based

Y

'fac111tators be appo1nted to. ass1st 1n the 1mp1ementat1on of spec1f1c;g"]’2‘

: J
¥
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e and be mot1vated to ut111ze it persona]]y,.

curr1cu1ar 1nnovat10ns A reguWar'teacher with the ihterest and some

."advanced" tra1n1ng or exper1ence in the new program, could be freed :

from the regu]ar classroom dut1es for: severa] per1ods per week to

aenab1e her' to consult w1th her fe]]ow teachers, to p1an and/or team

—(*

'teach the new program in the1r classrooms.

|
e pw

4_pl1cat1ons for Thequ

The Concept of 1mp]ementat1on ' The. investigator'has'defined S

1mp1ementat1on as the extent to which the des1gnated user has f
-';1nterna$1zed a g1ven 1nnovat1on~ Accord1ng to th1s def1n1t1on, in -

.Okder»for interna]izatidn,'and hence.for Jmplementat10n5 to.take

R I
LIS .

place, the des1gnated user must:

...1_ understand’ the 1nnovat1on and how 1t 1s to be ut111zed

2. l'support the 1nnovat1on as the answer to a perce1ved pro%lem A

Y

3. actua11y be ut111z1ng the 1nnovat1on as 1ntended by 1ts

' “deve]opers and/or off1c1a1 adopters, _ }f

et

',4§’ -possess the competenc1es (att1tudes, know]edge and sk1lls) -

,needed to utilize novat1on on- an’ on go1ng bas1s

Whether th1s def1n1t1on of 1mp1ementat1on is pred1ct1ve cannot beﬂ‘.

:Vver1f1ed in the short term } Neverthe]ess, there is a strong corre]a«"

Y

;t1on between the extent to which teachers were ut11121ngtthe

'~.‘p1nnovat1on and the extent ‘to wh1ch they actua11y understood the

‘hprogram, supported 1ts 1mp1ementat1on and possessed the competences

requ1red for 1ts on- go1ngouse

A conceptual framework The dynam1cs of the f0110w1ng known , .

258

-faCtO”S determine the. degree to which an author1ty—adopted 1nnovat1onj 'j’ .

- :1s actually 1mp1emented by dits: des1gnated users.. Togethér these

‘ factors const1tute a new conceptua] framework



" the des1gnated users. S R . : Aﬁ‘

- an 1nnovat1on are v1s1b1e to 1ts deslgnated users

B A
»

0b3ect1ve Attr1butes of the Innovat1on

1

1. Relative advantage - the extent to. wh1ch the 1nnovat1on is -

~superior to the ideas it supersedes o ) o

o

2,. Compat1b111ty - the extent to wh1ch the 1nnovat10n is .

H

'cons1stent with ex1st1ng values, past experiences’, and the needs of

3. Complex1ty - the extent to wh1ch the 1nnovat1on is -
re]at1ve1y d1ff1cu1t to understand and use

3,4;‘ Tr1a1ab111ty - the extent to wh1ch the 1nnovat1on may be /'

¥

‘experlmented w1th on a 11m1ted bas1s. o . ,> ‘ '_.” - e

. 5. ) 0bservab111tyv- “the extent to wh1ch the 1ntended results of

. ook
:

‘61">Adaptab111ty - the extent to which the 1nnowet1oh can be |

a]tered‘( »thout-dmstort1on) to meet 1oca]1zed needs
o A R >

/

L’;Character1st1cs of the User Systems o o '  $" A

— . FEN

A;, 0rgan1zat1qna1 consic erat1ons

o 6-"". ) R . - \

._“ﬁ*' 'The superv1sory;sty1e of the organ1zat1Qn s ‘

‘7. 1mp1§mentat1on ) .; - ‘]* :-'\ o

-

'*,2}]”f Compat1b111ty of organ1zat1ona1 arrangements

v

:Tlr',;3. Effectlveness of conmun1cat1on 11nks w1th1n the: user»

e @; Ava11ab1l1ty of reSOUrces
4 T

B." The des1gna‘rted ysers T

TRt

'f1{ - 1eve1 of'trust in the1# super1ors, -

L

ni-z.' dasposit1on to change. .

R o ,¢ ; gﬁ';}—

' : . - 5 . PRRRR

}

adm1ﬁﬁstra§un1(spec1f1ca31y,fatt1tudes toward the 1nnovat1on and 1ts

.

ST



3. degree of group cohesiveness;

4. degree of 1mp1ementat1on prior to the dep]oyment of the

SR

strategy; o N - 4

5. attitude toward innovation—ré]ated4c0ncerns;r’

-(a) the adopt1on process; o T

)

)
(b) the 1mp1emenﬁ!§1on strategy,
)

(¢ s1m11ar 1nnovat1ve experlences O e
.(d)-'.{v1car1ous exper1ences with the 1nnovat1on,
(e) 'bpre emptive exposure to the 1nnovat1on

) .’ ‘e ' | . . ﬂ.. al

"'.r K

The Imp]ementat1on Strategy Ut1kgzed _
A. The des1gn of ‘the strategy = ”‘ , .

" . An 1mp1ementat1on stratggy 1nc1ud1ng tactlcs and

. - their ob3ect1ves) based on an ana]ySIS of the 1nterre1at1onsh1p

effort.t

~between the<obJect1ve attr1butes of the 1nnovat1on and the‘ :

c

character1st1cs of its- user systems( )

"'2; : A c]ea\\statement of~the goa]s, ob3ect1ves and '

“pr1or1t1es of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy : L ,'

\

. 3. A c]ear operat1ona1 descr1pt1on of the const1tuent

“e]ements or tactics of: th1s strategy, together w1th a statement of

the obJect1ves of each

R ‘ '
4. A v1ab]e procedure for the format1ve eva]uat1on of\the

~-~

<,effect1veness of each of these tact1cs ' L )

'VBL 1 The execut1on of the strategy
RN Adequate on go1ng superv1s1on of the 1mp1ementat1on

11"

h x 20 Provision'offehange'agents:thh:both_the competghcfes

e m

v L
) AR PR LNt |

Voo
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and cred1b111ty needed for the job.

| 3.  The estab11shment of a’ good col]aboratlve relationship f
between change agents and des1gnated users.

4. . Precision 1n the sequenc1ng of the various tactics
‘ w1th1n the 1mp1ementat1on strategy.
f5. Adequate adm1n1strat1ve arrangements to facilitate .,

the fufi and proper ut111zat1on of the 1mp1ementat1on strategy. ‘éﬁ' } f‘

Factor ‘dynamics. An 1mp1ementat1on strategy ought to be based on the 1 ' ii"

: 1nterre1at1onsh1p between. factors ‘associated with the obJect1ve ‘ ' e

ttr1butes of the 1nnovat1on and the character1st1cs of tqe user |

system. . But the 1nnovat1on and the user system do not have to be
accepted as “g1ven Each 1n its own way may -be mod1f1ed to |

: 1ncrease th_ f1de11tyﬁof program 1mp1ementat1on ‘~Pr1or to the

'deployment of\any 1mp1ementat1on strategy, the user system ma}“be - } ’/,
upgraded to make it more compat1b1e to a part1cu]ar 1nnovat1on ' ‘

Or, the 1nnovat1on may be adapted to the spec1f1catqons of a known

| user system,_; 7 f,':(. f.~.; ) T
e ' ', x. - . | ST | . 1 L
Imp]1cat1ons “for Further Research . p'/

' . Lo LT,

. The f1nd1ngs in th1s case study suggest the need for further - @

research in a humber of areas C _f iv.‘-‘._ . ;1j~:é PR -

1 E o

,,-1.5 The concept of 1mp1ementat10n ut11ized'fn’this Study was~,f'..f. c .

based on the extent to, wh1ch the 1nnovat1on S des1gnated users -

v

understood the 1nnovat1on, supported 1t were actua]]y ut111z1ng 1t :

1§
1
1
b
t

' and possessed the competenc1es needed to ut111ze it on ‘an on- go1ng ‘ o

bas1s._ Th1s concept of 1mp1ementat1on 1s be11eved to ‘be pred1ct1ve

as we]] as descr1pt1ve.~ However, there ex1sts a need to vertfy



this concept of imp]ementation with longitudinal studies involving
various time spans.

e 2; The findings of this.case study have contr1buted a number .

L

of new fgetors to a conceptua] framework cons1st1ng of 1mp1ementat1on
determ1nants : ih%edd1t1on, these f1nd1ngs ‘have ver1f1ed other
factors (1dent1f1ed in previous stud1es) as hav1ng an 1mpact on the
1mp1ementat1on of -innovatipns. - But there is a need to determ1ne the
- overal] va]ue of th1s :§d1f1ed conceptua] framework,v1n the p1ann1n;
- and evaluation of 1mp1emehtat1on strateg1es, throughAadd1t1ona1

- reseafe& - | | - - |
3. of: severa] data-gather1ng techn1ques ut111zed in th1s study,‘

one proved to be- part1cu1ar]y appropr1ate for case’ stud1es

eIssues affect1ng program 1mp1eméntat1on which were 1dent1f1ed throughv,

_1nd1v1dua1 1nterv1ews were 1ncorporated qnto formal 1nterv1ew

schedu]es and quest1onna1res to- be adm1n1stered to a]] respondents

Th1s techn1que oug to be further ref1ned through add1t10na] research.

A

4. . What effect do- the. organ1zat1on s c]1ente1e 6nd other

'stakeh%1ders have on the 1mp]ementat)pn of an 1nnovat1on7 A]though

fnot re]evant to th1s part1cuTar case study, these potent1a1
determtnants.of 1mp1ementat1on,oughtvto.be exam1ned.1n,future ;Q'

research. S S S T
s c e (RN

4".-‘0.
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1Author 5 note*‘ Typ1ca1 teacher responses to open ended
questwons are - recorded 1n upper case. type

T

¥ | . .§"
£ : »
‘ TEACKER'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE ~ -. -
VR R 4 o e
PART T - | O
Section A: ADQPTION OF,THE_INNOVATIQN‘ R
Before dea11ng w1th your 1n1t1a1‘contact with the new
. _‘Elementary Language Apts Program ]et s br1ef1y_d1scuss the adoptionfvi o .o; :
lof this 1nnovat1on e L R E h;F;‘
-1. Who do you th1nk was respons:b]e for adopt1ng th1s new program?
‘rfai the Department of Educat1on E . 3 :
~b) the School: Board ;__. 8 : ) )
'{:2c) the Schoo] Pr1nc1pa1 .. ‘ o0 “ |
d) Other (specffy) o 'i~ 71:ﬁ;K;;:1d3‘ 3
33;5: Téﬁ’ Prtor to,tts forma} adopt1on, were you persona]]y aware of “
-HFH any 1nterna1 or externa] pressures on the elementary schoo]
to change the o]d}Languagevprognam?f‘ hr; ;ﬁ
_yes - 63 _no - 6‘~ D.K. ? 2;?V7.{“:“ o7 s .jﬁ | |
If yes,‘exp]ain: TEACHERS UNHA#PY wITH THE OLD PROGRAMl
R . . L .ﬁ ;;%’ .
3.v Pr1or to hear1xg about th1s change cou]d you persona]]y see any
: reason to changc Lhie t]ementary Language Arts Program7lgyh¥$;_
yes‘- 10 'no - - 3 D K. - 1L7[:fﬁ#;7'”' i e S

N




6.

. As far as you know

"-';’fj at the prov1nc1a1 ]eve]’ yes '_3Tﬂ

'LIf yes, exp1a1n INSUFFICIENT GUIDELINES FOR TEACHERS = 6

T00 MUCH EMPHASIS ON-GRAMMAR ~30 T R

.o
[ .

...A1] th1ngs cons1dered ‘to what extent’ wou]d you say YOu were o

;‘sat1sf1ed w1th the prev1ous 1anguage program7 - J(i\} 'f[ "7';thd

1

: a):comp1ete1y f"' . . T"gf“'O" “d) very 11tt1e 2

b) to a cons1derab1e extent. 'F3v_ ) not at all. .‘3ij

:C)bto_some;extent e ~é;;"_5 ' f) N A ‘\ ' :.21"}g»ijﬂ‘ - _t<rv_

-

a)'Pr1or to the adopt10n of th1s program was a forma] and |
' systemat1c assessment of the Language Arts “s1tuat1on -ever

, carr1ed out: v.-”

" i) -at the prov1nc1a1 1eve]7 yes;;-z;_fno'-:a; D.K. - ﬁeiﬁ“
'ﬁi) at the schoo] system 1eve17 yes -5; no :sty”DlK. - 3.:

.'b)uPr1or to the ad0pt1on of this program was the ful] Language |

Arts Program ever p1loted and evaluated before ad0pt1on

/e

no - 5 D+K- N 6;_

Ko 4

,11) at the schoo] system 1eve]7 yes fA6 no -;’45

u‘Did Glassroom.teachers 1n the f1e1d have a s1gn1f1cant 1nput

For the adopt1on procx_
you attach to the f0110w1ng

) a systemat1c needs assessment

'-,_‘_). ,._,‘L.v T N L




4). extreme 11 Gulte T 0

. 4‘;“ii): great, }""” 315,. - ‘:-"v){ hone o tj ;05
| =__a1f) moderate | irO' | _. | )
"Z_Ib)vp11ot1ng and‘%ya]uat1on of the program before genera] GSe
'i). ext@eme 2 11 .i_ﬂ_. ;‘ .) 11tt1e __ﬁf:'0;“,7""'s”
i) 'Qréat'Aﬁ_ - 3 V) none _'f7d"5
BREEN mcderate'*,:f.o"';b;’ ?*f;gTh L ey
:cj5part1c1pat1on by classroom teachers 1n the adopt1on brotess
o) extreme ' "'9"‘__ o _f v) 11tt1e L0 K . hq
SEIE "'). great ﬁjfg' 14 _Tf : ';xY) hone.17f” - -0 »

B .

,311) moderaf% . S B

. LA oo L
\ . Te T Ly

© Section B: INITIAL CONTACT WITH ‘THE INNOVATION

AP

Now 1et us’ go back to when you f1rst became aware that a new

5]Language Arts Program was to be 1ntroduced or 1ndeed was be1ng |

',1ntroduced 1nto “the e1ementary grades
. .. .

B

?.Q.?SiV) Spr1ng, 1975 7jj!-0 L*7vf'°

Fall, 1973

11)*~S“rjhg,~1974' o V) Fall, 1975 =,v3“_1‘»_ .

'nhi{i) Fa] 1974 ;0 gtwfm- vi) A more exact date_,7e;0_&m

(5%
A

b) How d1d you' 1rst learn about 1t7 . is .'b”,-; ”'"F?h;”f&,ff'

1) read abou a'ﬁor heard about it '017'12f

Y

11, oriln a roup

d1y1dua11y o

111) 1nform§1ﬁ¢



"v'c)‘who~was?¢bg§8551b ~f_. fert,makthg;you aWare of the f"y} .’.,. - é'.' N
’h{ihnOyaf%oh?‘t . ) ' |
. i)_Vié Writer'(WHat bubTﬁcation?)"“ ]'
N 'h'jj) 4 un1vers1ty source .f':?‘th 1
a»tii1) a fe]]ow teacher '.:;g‘“*-"e 1 ;;- T
av) -the-schoo] pr1nc1pa1e,h';f7 hu1Tf‘
FV) ’/]anguage arts supervisor S ifq

vf) ‘a fae141tator : //-'_ C 0

;v11) other {p]ease spec1fy) R

\M8 At the time you first 1earned of the 1nnovat1on what reasons, :':‘:A; rf':w-"‘
| .A 1f any, were ment1oned for chang1ng the 1anguage program?
R 7h‘-N0NE.- 8 -
: If some,'spec1fy | | o
) GENERAL INADEQUACY OF THE OLD PROGRAM - 3 = S
| ﬁjfbj NEED TO INTEGRATE »]-;E;ﬁ L B R "_fv34173'
IIJQ;) NEED FOR MORE THAN JUST GRAMMER Elf".f; 2 [

o
A
¥

91{ a) What was the react1on of other teachers ‘to the ‘new program

' _'rat that t1me7 WOuld you say : 3FA_ . f' e ‘\  :_11
’tij)? tvery pos1t1ve - '_4 :v” iv) somewhat negat1ve : h3" R | f‘f

i) somewhat‘pos1t1ve, 5 ) very negat1ve o o v

tb)<What was your persona], 1n1t1a1 react1on to thwm qr; }i"ﬁ‘"' r'.‘ ) ‘:.17_

T 03 ‘very pos1t?ve R r4 —x\\v) somewhat - negat?Ve

i fsomewhat pos1t1ve“. _.f6'e ‘ v) _VerY_"996t1ve_~-“f' R

'3f1 amb1va]ent=;_r’ o 1 er;__ S




4 T e

c) where you -aware. then that you wou]d be expected to 1mp1ement

x

‘“'hd th1s new Language Arts Program7 yes - 14 0'— 0; “0.K. - 0.
| ;‘10:.a) Pr1or to thts school year, have yoﬂ ever tr1ed to 1mp]ement
| :d_-any other grade 1eve1 of this new E]ementary Language Arts
11; ‘:"ijrogram w1th the he]p of P I P and its: fac111tatprs?
'_-fyes -2y no - 12 | '

. e : o L
b)) If yes whwch grade 1eve17 grade & and when? 1974-75
& . : - ograde 5 T T1973-74

B
o

fiﬂ.vPr1or to_the first in- serv1ce sess1on in Language Arts he]d this

-year for the teachers of grades two and Six

) had you ever attempted to 1mp1ement the new E1ementary
Language Arts Prdgram on your own, i.e., w1thout p.I. P T
i)l,]n prev1ous years7 yes - 10 v no - 4 B
‘ ;. ;“T11) th1s year7 L yes. - 10 o —;4.
.db) had you ever attempted to ut111ze any.of the textbooks
‘recommended by the Department of Educat1on for USe with: th1s -
new prqgram? - | | — ‘ o
" _‘{n “ 15.'in prthous'XEaks?'5‘

C9) ﬁﬁﬁﬁ'year?“:'

L fklZ:fPr1or to the f1rst 1n serv1ce th1s year, how c]ose]y d1d you tend

C -

x‘to assoc1ate the new Language Arts Program w1th its textua]
[ ‘ :

' - mater1a1s? would you say -J‘» C | R '_t,'~'
| ', . compléte]y ‘ ‘7““: 4::.? 'iv)vyéry'iittjefﬁ;:‘l j?_*
; iij to a con51derab1e extent 1Li7'f_ ;,y)l;not°at_a11ifffffo45”fuu
’ st_ i11) to some extent o '2 | RN S

D er




13.

4. a% Cou]d you persona]]y(see a need to change the "oﬁa;"x”

o ~g_ _yes.--12 1o - 1 D X. 1. Pfﬁ?r o R
b) Why‘(not) ( ) GENERAL INADEQUACY OF THE OLD PROGRAM !‘7f

o

¥ { Ag?; ,280 .
. a) To what extent did. you understand the New E]ementary - bv.‘ ) :
Language Arts Program at that t1me? WOu]d you say ‘ ‘vll B :. | e
C) completely o _';g 0 ;»,.1v) veryl]Jtt1e | 9,‘ ;
t‘.iif to a cons1derab1e extent 72 'jv)-'not.at‘a]1' 3 i. ‘
,'%51) to some extent. ‘:éh | |
b) 8pec1f1ca]1y, did YOu have a c1earlanderstand1ng of _ .
o 1)t‘ what was. expected of you as a c]assroom teacher éh
yes.-o2; o -12. | )
ii)- the spec1f1c obJect1ves of the prOgram at\your grade
“__ Tevel. ‘“ '
Yes - 2 . no .~ 12. | o - ‘ | ;
C\ii1) the genera] goals of the. program at’ your grade 1eve1, S 1
N yes - 55 no - 9 i' | ' e
iv)\ the overa]] goa]s of the ent1re E1ementary Language - . B ?h o ,i
h ts Program P S .1:.; o f. . . T . ;

;. no ﬁ']O,

TS

1anguage program at that t1me7 7

(b) INADEQBRTE DIRECTION FOR TEACHERS 'v'~ s%"
) If yes, on the bas1s of }bur un%Frstand1ng at that time, to

B what extent cou]d you see the new Language Arts Program as s

‘

a v1ab1e response to: th1s need would you' say ‘ o "fx,\\\z‘



i) completely i) very little s 30

i) to a cons1derab1e extent 3 V) notatail .2 -

i) to §ome*extent‘ - ! 3 : "' , o B S

“d)_Did'you'haVe,any_reServafibns’Eegardjng tHE'program?'fProbe're.,f-f Ceo

"7 i) objectives - NOT CLEAR S8 P ! S
1) content | ‘UNCLEAR B 1- CONCERN. FOR BASICS - 55

s

BT SEQUENCING OF SKILLS FOR EACH GRADE - 3,
T methodology Af.TEACHER MUST PREPARE MAIERIALS LESSONS
AW EXERCISES - 5.
p.' yﬁﬁyj' mterials ~ TEXT GENERALLY INADEQUATE OR INAPPROPRIATE
a /II'f:[',-j o f"";_ 6; INSUFFICIENT EXERCISES - 5 -

I

| _;&R; TEXT TOO DIFFICULT - 1.

-_1;;//5—5Ngge: If yes, p]ease spec1fy above rlght - j If; ' ;_ o ,'{TR

~—

_ If\no "goeon to the next quest1on
22, 30700 10

Iuiage) D1d you seek at that t1me to brTng these reservatlons to the '
W‘t?ﬂi attentum1ofanyone in author1ty7 yes - 5; o - 7='uN:A' 5'2) - f‘*“f ;
If no; why not? HILLING.TO_ADAPTF— 1; WAIT AND SEE

v

ATTIIUDE - 1. ,_j,ﬁf S S O I

If yes, to Wh0m7 PRINCYPAL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL FACILITATOR. .'ﬁ'ﬁf.

With what reﬁw NIL R
R _j‘_;; . _ ‘:\

k 1‘ What at that t1me d1d you fee1 were the 11ke1y consequences of

g th1s new program fqu&be students you teach?

: i) pos1t1ve consequence S ELEMENT OF CREATIVITY.- 4

}iii negat1ve,consequences T CONCERN RE: gASICS ;'- 8 fen

.

/A
A e



“'16, a) To what extent de you tthk that your teacthg ro]e wou]d be

o

',changed by thTs new Language Arts Program’ WOqu you say

"///” <i»"j 'h}_ N t) 1 great : ’v..“”]‘_ v :-':%’)iv) little | '1}_

i) éonsiderab]e’ 6 ”‘a*vf - v).-none o0
' TTT) some _i'_ '_,tv.S | : T:.' » ) D. K | i_“‘If'li
!b)iSpec1f1ca11y, in what respects de you" feel that'you mere
L;"", e H, ) "7, benng,expected to change7_ Probe u51ng the fo]]oWTng

ST attitudes TN TOTAL 7 DIFFERENT OUTLOOK

! TowARD THE TEACHING OF
iLANGUAGE-—-7 .

©i1)/ knowledge . ;~T0TAL,

4. NEW KNOWLEDGE Sy

T REQUIRED\ 4. f°5‘~;g_=‘ﬂ'f
1%i) skills Rnafabi1f2ies'f,' TOTAL: 9. ."CURRICULUM _

: /q> ﬁ - it" T F}DEVELOPMENT SKILLS" - 7,.7

/..

’/'iV) Work d]Oa’d c' o s : TOTALZ ]4. “HEAVIER" - ]4-0

) What at that tTme was your reactTOn to the prospect of

o haVTng to make these changes? would you say .

i) -very p051t1ve N0 :_iv) somewhat negatTve 4
'_ii): somewhat p051t1ve ;C 5;? v very negatTve ‘_ CTO,Z'\\

‘ ;j111) ambTva]eft ST 3?;} ‘5“1 = . P

G d) Genera11y gpeaang, de you thIr‘!that you cou}d make the

' changes that you fe]t were expected of_yoo7 o _f\"f';ff?f}§fg‘h
“yes - 1% no =25 Dk - 1. S

e R ) >If no, why n0t7 . | - R,

@ rmner CREATIVE 1 o ";;°'v‘

.~:.j5h(b) NO TIME OR\ABILITY 0 DEVELOP CURRICULUM -



SRR \ e S g ) o . S e, SN
A P - 8

s

17. ,How d1d you honest]y react to the who]e not1on of br1ng1ng th1s ;f;- . G

'program 1nto your c]assroom on aAEErmanent bas1s7 wou1d°you say TR s

ey very p051§1ve - flz r j Civ) somewhat negat1ve e 3

5,11); somewhat pos1t1ve "‘4‘;,'; . V)-,yEry.negat1ve‘ L ,1«¢;ﬁ :

Takitha]]ttactorsf; 'onsiderationigxrb l'v; '[";;‘/
) At that t1me, of. the two' 1anguage programs d1d you o
feel was. super1or?> THE oLD ONE, » 1, or THE NEW ONE - 9. f""'
| NEITHER -3, N.A. -,1 Nhy’ LT T
o ©OLD: CONCERN WITH BASIC - 1. -f» B ‘.'fi-_' R
f ~"fbﬁEw; NEW PROGRAM 1S INTERESTING - 23 MORE REALISTIC -'5' R
RESEARCH BASED - 23 | INTEGRATION 1s NEEDED - 2 | | i o
b) D1d you fee] that the Department of- Educataon ought to be
, 1ook1ng for an a]ternat1ve to both of these programs7 S
_t'i:- ygs,-:4, no - 9, D.K. 5:1,;’- o o
.Eﬂ7bjyhhy?i.{ES: INADEQUACY OF BOTH PROGRAMS - 4
. B Now 1et s turnbto the quest1on of how th1s part1cu]ar school
vsystem has been attempt1ng to 1mp1ement th1s new E]ementary Language
Arts Program At the beg1nn1ng of - the school year |

) To what extent d1d you understand the Program Imeementat1on o ij

Erocessgighi,Eﬁ);at'thatgtqme? wou1d you say

{iti)stofsome“eXtent"u ’).*?l“;-“éli;f*”



. jgugbtj;'; o ‘iif) demonstratlon 1essons TOTAL E15;‘? |

- Syt

'i.b) TO What exte"t d1d you support P I P as, a strategy for‘

; NImp1ement1ng new' curr1cu]arprograms7‘wou]d you Say
: . / -4

l :3,1)‘_ comp]ete1y v_ti‘ ,i. °‘2 Jv) very 11tt1e :*70‘,3“

| .l'Ii): to.a conSIQerab1e extent .5:.¥L q‘hOt at 31] lj _€'
- Lf111) to some extent 'T’hzfsly_ES '} i) D. K f"“ 1
e ‘;)}U1d you' have any reservations regardIng thISImplementatIOn f'gi
L process7 Probe u51ng the fo]10w1ng C Tl =

'i>") fac111tator consu]tatIOn TOTAL 9-, DIDN T WANT TO BE /-
‘ ';:OBSERVED~« CONCERN RE: ROCE AND RELATIONSHIP WITH-

S ey
- FACILITATOR - 2 .I/"~': e AR
. ‘Ii)'IIn ~service sessions.' TOTAL: 5.7 *SHOULD HAVE BEEN HELD =~
Co T T R
| EARLIER - 2. -

/,

jiv){;resource Centers. TOTAL: ‘2. NOT ACCESSIBLE - 2.
':CLY)‘:’aCt1V1ty Un1tS N A e int“ffzi”" B o
.‘*LE;NEJT;other (SpeCIfy) | } _ .

' };d):D1d you seek to brIng these reservations to the attent10n of :

;1'} anyone in author1ty7 YeSI;flo, ANoa— 4, D Ko = 0. //»
B T S PR o -'_\-i‘fVV“
‘Section C: FORMAL PRESENTATION OF THE INNOVATION = .-

”,l
‘ Now 1et s go. back to the fInst In serVIce SeSS10n ﬁur1ng whxch a"””‘

;you were off1c1a11y 1ntroduced to the new E]ementary Language Arts

PR

aProgram,_;Mf‘f.

'>~f,”'20{ﬂ}aj DId you attend thws schoo] system S fIrst In se7v1ce SESS10n ﬂ?,"
for the teachers of grades two and SIx? yes - 12 o»- 2




e ) Dﬁd you:: Tearn what you had expected’ yes = T ' no —J]T;

Note If no, go on to quest1on 26

'{b) In general terms, what did you expect to Tearn at th1s f1rst

1n serv1ce7 EXPECTED TO RECEIVE AN OVERVIEN INTRODUCTION TO

\

THE NEN LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM - 7

Va

‘DK—;O'.-‘ e g

3 e

-[-d) Spec1f1ca]1y, dur1ng th1s in- serv1ce se551on was any effort v

made to te]T you ‘what the new ETementary Language Arts

Program was aTT about’ 'yes-- 25 no - 10; - D. K ‘O

N_Ife) If no, has any effort ever been made to formaTTy teTI yOU ':;:

P K- 1 N A Sane

| : ét?i

'f,liféész

*.;f1rst 1n serv1ce From the __x;*thas’aTscussed By the.

oy what th1s program 1s a]] about’ yes - 2 no - 7

5;111) amb1va1ent ﬂ.i”A 7 “§"§v1) N A ‘Tzfih,;:" 2.7

fLet s be a 11tt]e more spec1f1c about your react1on to th1s

TR

:'Nhat was your overall react1on to the way 1n whlch you were»b,,_f~"f")""’il
Tlentroduced to the new Language Arts Pr09ram by P I P. 7 /
'qi){. very pos1t1ve ,T tl_f;Tf;' : o v) somewhat negat1ve »}O’Iu”ﬁbs'-

R i) somewhat pos1t1ve _E’ﬁ451e~f"}y)‘ very negat1ve "1,d7€7 i

PO e
2 Dt G =0
- . 8 ,vr,_-.;,,', ERR o

.mt

*5foac1]1tators who were present d1d you get the 1mPrESSIQ" that

'"f>b) th1s 1nnovat1on was be1ng treated as an exper1ment

- a) T)' this was a prOVen educat1ona1 1nnovat1on yes - 3

o REER e ¥
‘%ii) or, was 1ts value st111 open to quest1on yes = 9

-Yes o ; nb o ]O D K ] O e . ',:r_.:» ,,; . '0 __,_' T " ~ ‘_ ' v J‘

‘ J'I;;;‘fst;




L7 T

N d;,f K T ‘zssf
. What gave you, this 1mpressnon? N03‘7BEGAUSEVOE-CONEEDENCE
L 0F FACILITATOR } 5i BECAUSE OF COST OF THE PROGRAM - 4. ¢
c) i) ’ 1t was mandatory that you 1mp1ement the 1nnovat1on - 7
AvaI or;was it optaona]? -5 . Li . O
111) D K. —'O._ jf {E L ‘ - ‘
what gave you th1s 1mpress1on7 'MANDATORY JUST TOLD WE WERE
GOING TO)DO ITe -«4 OPTIONAL FLEXIBILITY - 5.
d) th1s program had rea]ly been carefu]ly thought through?,
) yes -'53 no - 5: D. K. f.é;b why d1d you fee] th1s‘way7
”; NO: 'LACK OF CLARITY AND COHERENCE IN THE PROGRAM - 4.
) there were specrf1c pIans for putt1ng “the 1dea 1nto effect? )
gyes - I] ‘ no - 1 D K O what gave you th1s 1mpress1on?
1'7?j;; YES: ELABORATENESS OF P.I. p. ST |

f) the,t1 ing was r1ght7 yes - 10 6':'1; D.K. - 1. ,::vfn -

think th1s Was so? YES:. CTIME FOR A CHANGE IN.
LANGUAGE PROGRAM _ 9. ' |

23. Did you have any reservat1ons regard1ng the ygv_1n Wh]Ch th]s

i new Language Arts Program had been presented to- you dur1ng the

t in- serv1oe sess1on? yes - 8 no - 4 .D. K - 0

YESf LACK OF AN OVERVIEW OF THE PROGRAM -~ 5.

AEY

,fIf no, go on to quest1on 26 L ;g»7 L Ij - ’; co"
| | . Q/ ‘ | ‘u“ |
D1d you seek to hr1ng these reservat10n9 to the attent1on of ' ,?7:}7
anyone 1n aot. y?  yes - I, ,o -~7, D.K - O

“1f no, why not? FEAR OF AUTHORITY - 3.

-



25.

B

26)

27,

' 287

'If yes, to whom: FACILITATOR - 1. When? AT IN-SERVICE - 1.

How? ON EVALUATION SHEET - 1. With what results? NIL - 1.

. »;““":":»

SpeCifica11y, did you 1nditate'these reservations7on the

evaluat1on form you were g1ven fo]ldg;:g this f]rst 1n:serv1ce7 ;

" yes - 3 o - 5 D K L0,

If no, why not? FEAR OF AUTHORITY - 2 DiDN'T WANT TO CAUSE
TROUBLE - 2. | o "
) To what extent d1d you understand the neuhf]ementary Language'
Arts»Programfat that time? .wOu1d:you say | N :
i) " completely - f ' , ,' 0 iv) veryxlittTe 9
11) - to a;tonsiderab]evEXtent.; 1= ‘v)v notfat{aTl, . 0

111) to some extent 4 S

=y

b) Specifica11y;;did_you’have afc1ear;understanding of

i) * what was expected:of you as a cTassrdom teacher.:':
| yes - 2; no .- T2. : v B - \
i) the’speciftc_objeettves of the,progran at your gradeg"”
1eve];‘ SR . . |
C yes - 29'"na-;‘12 |
iii) the genera] goa]s of the program at your grade 1eve]
i yes - 7 . no - 7 |
‘iy);:the overall goa]s of the entire E]ementary Language Art<
"Program S '5;

.yesk-,8; hdhf 6. o o o 1);j1 .

a) Cou]d'you persona]]y see a need to change ther"old" Language

Program at that t1me7 yes - 12 DO =1 D.Ke f‘T'

SV N



- 5

b) Why (not)? YES: ‘GENERAL INADEQUACY OF-THE OLD-PRdGRAM‘e 55
A NEED FOR MORE DIRECTION - 4. | | |
If yes on the basis of your understand1ng at that time to
what. extent could you see)the new Language Arts Program as a
v1ab1e response to this need? Would you say .
i) comp]ete]y .- 1 ) Wery 11ttle
i) to agagns1derab1e ektent.' 3 : v)  not at all
_ii{)dtg'some‘exteht R 3 o o
Ed) Did you have any reservat1ons regard1ng ‘the program7'
Probe re: 1t$- ' ‘: _
i) objéctivesgt. : y THEYEWERE UNCLEAR ;‘7.
() content  CONCERN OVER BASICS - 5;
| | o “’SEQUENCING OF BASIC SKILLS - -
| S 2, HOT ENOUGH TIME TO TEACH
-~ . THE MATERIAL - 2.

~i1) methodology 'f:'; . TEACHERS MUST PREPARE

EIMAFERIALS LESSGNS EXERCISES-

- 4 UNCLEAR - 3

iv) materiais B E'<‘ TEXT GENERALLY INADEQUATE OR

"INAPPR?PRIATE - 6;

INSUFF: CIENT EXERCISES - 2

- T 'ETEXT IS TOO DIFFICUL¢ -1

e) Did you seek at that time to br)ng‘these,reservatjons to the

i

attehtidn'of'anyone‘in:authorﬁty? :
yes - 4 no -.83 D K. -0, ._V

Lf no, why not? FEAR & AUTHORITY - 4.
If yes, to whom? FACILITATOR _4

' 288
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~ 'When? AROUND THE TIME OF FIRST IN-SERVICE. ,
With what results? SOME HELP - 3; NO HELP -t

28. what at that t1me did you feeT were the I1ker consequences of
this new program for the students you teach? Probe re v-the
i) pos1t1ve consequences _ TOTAL iTZ. A MORE CREATIVE APPROACH
. T0 THE STUDY OF LANGUAGE - 5 . GREATER MOTIVATION OF
STUDENTS - 5,

'Ii) negat1ve consequences TOTAD- 8. CONCERNED THAT STUDENTS
: WILL NOT LEARN THE BASICS OF LANGUAGE - 8.
29." a) To what extent d1d you th1nk that your teach1ng role wouId

}be changed by th1s new Language Arts Program7 \Nou]d you say -

_I).. great ' ,f 1T v""'m T ) I]ttTe L2
1i) CEonsiderable 6 "~ V)" none. B
iii) seme - - 4 i' . f.‘- - »ﬂ' L -t

£y

b) Spec1f1ca]1y, in what respects d1d you feeI that you were.

| ;be1ng expected to change? Probe us1ng the foIIow1ng

i) att1tudes o - - TOTAL: *8‘;.ATTITUDE\‘ -
A T '-‘APPROPRIATE TO.THISRNEW
- "‘ ER -  [APPROACH, TO LANGUAGE - 6.
i) RnowIedge" .”v,.' L Tv}TOTAL 7. KNOWLEIGE
| R ’GENERALLY SUPPORTIVE OF

= | 'RETHE PROGRAM 6 ,

111) skills and abilities CToTAL: 0. NEED CURRICULUM
o  DEVELOPMENT SKILLS - 8.

s



290 "

iv) work- 1oad- ’l; SLIQTAL:’TJZ,EZHEAYIER‘~-12. ' :

N S

v) other (specify) : :h\WOf{;

hav1ng to make these changes? wou1d you say

fo\ii~‘15 T iv) somewhat negatiVe';,ﬁ

somewhat pos1t1ve g L:{V)?'Vefy d?gative R

changes %hat you felf were expected of you7;¥,;1.ﬁn

| -Yes - 14 ot~ 0 'M“,q“"""”'f

v C et

g 30; How. d1d you h0nest1y react to the who]e notion of br1hg1ng thlS ‘eu“‘

»[*program into. your classroom on-a permanent bas1s? wou1d you say

'1)"'very pos1t1ve ;“7_'t2f\“g\iv) somewhat negat1ve 5 o
: ii) somewhat pos1t1ve - ?'S*o E V)f y negat}ve '.1,;_1t -
iit) ambiwa1ent - 3 fti - «futﬁ\\;i By
31 Tak1ng a]] factors 1nto cons1derat1on L “1 o

: ) At that t1me wh1ch of the two 1anguage grograms d1d you

" feel. was super1or? THE OLD ONE - 3 or THE NEN ONE - 8
NEITHER - 2 N.A. -_1t SN

3 b) D1d you feel that the Department of EdUCat1on ought to be
| 1ook1ng for an a]ternat1ve to both of these programs?

yes -4 va‘9,_-D.K. - 1.



a .

- Now let ] turn to the quest1on of how this part1cu]ar school E o h
vr?f system ‘has been attempt1ng to 1mpTement th1s new ETementary Language
'TEEEILArts;Program. | | |
'32.3- a) To what extent d1d you understand the Program ImpTementat1on .
” Process‘(P.I.P.) at that t1me7 woqu you say bi | _ B
\\\;_E.fE'_”’ tji compTeteTy fg - ': L _0_ iv) very T1ttTe 2

i) to a cons1derab1e extent 22 ) ‘not. at. aTT 2
'iiii) to some. extent 8 |

. b):To what extent d1d you support\~ti.ﬁ.»a5'a strategy for ”

. oo f e
--ulg;;e;;1mplement1ng new curr1cu]arprogra ? - Would you'say

Ei)*ﬁ compTete]y ' : ‘f‘ :f:‘TE; -'y),vefy TTttTe'E~;TVE
Ti) to a cons1derabTe extent : fBju :" j,-‘,_o.'t et:eTT 4}'-"(‘)':'j :
ﬁg’i: .E'f111) to some extent o v'* 6 - o '}T
.f#tTiﬁ' ».c) Did you hax\hsny reservat1ons regard1ng th1s 1mpT entetfen_

’ 'process? Probe using, the fo]]ow1ng . _
'_T)'Q fac111tator consuTtat1on - TOTAL E7; CONSULTATION
: L s T MUCH HELP - 3;

.‘ROLES OF THE TEACHER AND '
>..FACILITATOR NOT CLEAR - 2
ﬁsQuESTION THEIR QUALIFICATIONS
- 2.

' §4) in-service sessions . - TOTAL: 7. DIDN T EXPLAIN
) o . » “.v' . o ' Q\e -
PROGRAM - 2 INSUFFICIENT
R U TIME - 2. T
e E S P A . O
* {1i) demonstration-Tessons TOTAL: 9. TOOK TOOMUCH -

CTIME - 4; 'TOD-ISOLATED - 3. -



_iV)nre$6Urce centres  *
ECAUSE OF: TIME AND
SISTANCE - 5.

W

Com

v) activity uh1t§-r' SRR Q‘\\‘ o 1,’§."
S \ A N R
.;vi) other (spec1fy) - | 0 \ ;
dj'If yes, d1d you seek to br1ng these reservat1ons to the
”f ';attent1on of anyone 1n author1ty? e |
o yes - 25 no - 11 N.A. —'1, : o S |
1f nd ‘why not7 FEAR OF OFFENDING AUTHORITIES - 33 bIDth_”
© WANT TO HURT FACILITATORS - a :
- If yes, when? FALL, 1975 - 1. |
 Toy PRINCIPAL - 1. -‘“,_;_c",f'
W1£iﬁwhat resu]ts7 DON' T KNOW - 1. :
;Sectien,D:t'FiRSTjATTEMPT'fO:IMPLEMENT:‘ o, T
A — e
This port1on of the 1nterv1ew takes us back to that per1bd
_otgtime 1mmed1ate]y fo]1ow1ng the f1rst~1nrserv1ce sess1on |
:a)VHave.you at any t1me f011ow1ng the f1rst in- serv;ce session
 he1d th1s year, tr1ed to ut111ze the new Elementary Language _.”
._Arts Program? g g | _ | |
R yes - 105 no - 4 D K - 0. - '
; b)HIf no why not7 CONFUSION OVER THE OBJECTIVES 0F THE PROGRAM

~ AND HOW THE TEXT WAS TO BE USED - 3.

: T0TAL>4“5; NoT ACCESSIBLEi ;

292
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.»_‘ ) B "‘/
- If yes, with what succeQ§{\\Wou1d you say .

¢ o '-i)“."great‘ 0 5\.\ v ]Ttt]e 1. ek
' 511)"ponsiderab1e-t'e 2p _,‘\\fV)A,noneAﬁ IO.l
:Tii),some' ‘ ve5j"‘:' L S

c)fHow often, or'fpr'ho% 1ong; hav; you trTed to Tmplement the
new progran? CONTINUOUSLY SINCE. SEPTEMBER - 6. |
d) Generally, how much effort wou]d you say that you . put into -~

'th1S fTrst "offTCTa]” attempt to Tmp]ement this. program7"

.
.wOu1d you say o T R
i)y great o _'“:f ‘Tvilifttfe ; '];}
”.;TT5'fCOnSTderable"ft'_Z" o v) V“O”e”.; 0
Liii) some 4 |

3ﬂ.ffa)HAfter this fTrst ”offTCTal” attempt to Tmp1ement the new. -

7o \,program did you fee] Tike contTnUTng or repeatTng the
SE Y . ‘

' effort? | | |

1¥95-',5;1.no -3; DK.-0. . _E L

©'b) If no, why not? PREFER OLD PROGRAM - 2; LACK OF SUCCESS - 1.
35;15a) DTd you come across prob]ems thch you conSTdered serTous to
N ,y@ﬁr efforts tQ Tmp1ement the new Language Arts Program?
yes - 75 mo - 15 DK - 0. “e"_u ”
| ) If yes, what were they? TIME ANb'EFFORT'REQUIRED.TO;EREPAR:
:’LESSONS - 3; DON'T UNDERSTAND THE PROGRAM - 23 LACK OF ~
STUDENT EXERCISES - 2. :

5



36.

at

,;37;

a)

Did yoqnbring‘these problems. to the attention of :

i) . yoéur Supervi r of Language Arts? yes 0

1) your fac1]1tator7 ' v ~ yes 4
"§ii) your school principal?- . o ‘v' yes 1
- iv) a“fe]]ow teacher? S o yes 6

v) other (Specify) | e ' _ yes 0.

Spec1f1ca]1y, what was: the nature of the he]p you rece1ved

.‘; from the fo110w1ng in dea11ng w1th the prob1ems of"

e1mp1ementat1on?

‘;i) V-youn Supeﬁvisor of Language;ArtS}—,INFORMATION AT

. i) your facilitator.

'JiV)” a fellow teacher .

 WORKSHOP, 1973 - 1.

RESPONDED WITH NEEDED

= . MATERIALS - 1.
§11) your school principal. AGREED TO A COURSE OF
| i ” ©ACTION - 1. |

"MORAL SUPPORT - 5.

V) other (spec1fy) - - NIL.

*

In attempt1ng to 1mp]ement th1s new Language Arts Programf‘

7was there any spec1f1c help or adv1ce wh1ch you needed

:3wh1ch was not forthc0m1ng?

-fyes - 7 o - 0 D K. - 0

‘

'If no, go on ‘to the next quest1on
~,

lf yes, spec1fy t%1s need -AN OUTLINE OF THIS NEN PROGRAM "-

_ NHICH EXRLAPNS OBJECTIVES - 5

© 294
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: 295
c) Were you aware of anyone 1n this schoo] system who had the
know]edge and ab111t1es requ1red to help you but d1dn t do
| s 35 .no - 2; D.K. :sgg | - o §,: K
d) If no, o.to the next quest'on 7 : ‘ ' ) R e
JIF yes,,wh ? SUPERVISOR OF ) NGUAGE ARTS - 2 FACILITATOR
“e) D1d you ask th1s person for ass:s‘anoe7' yes - 0-3-no'— 3.
If no why not? . AFRAID TO0 APPROAC THIS PERSON - 3. | %q :
If yes, what response d1d you get7\ N.A. . T '“";:m.pg' )
And what help d1d you ré'k1Ve7 Exp1a1n _N,A,r | B
Were you-aware of anyonehinfthts sohooldsystem who was'in-an
i?organlzat1ona1 pos1t1on to he]p you, but Tacked the know]edge
| -‘and ab111ty needed? yes.- 8 no - ] : ) }
~ Who? .SCHOOL-"'PRINCIPA;L,- 8;;FACIL1TATQR_- 3.0 \

T

“a) To what extent did you-understand the.new'Elementary.Language '

Arts Program at that time? - WOuld y?ussay
i) comp]ete]y "‘_.1.; 0 i) very 11tt]e Vs
tf) to a cons1derab1e extent ;SZS,:SV)‘ not'at alt ,ia‘0w;°
i11) to'some extent ;”';;8 | T

b)’Spec1f1ca11y, did you have a ciear understand1ng of:

) what was . expected of you. as a c]assroom teacher - " I

| yes - 2 no - 12. -_ |

. 11) the spec1f1c ob3ect1ves of the program at your grade 1eve]

yes - 3 ; no -1

-~



iii)‘the‘generaligoals of the program at your grade 1eye1«‘t
yes -‘7-: no = 7. |
fv)‘ the overa]] goals of the ent1re E]ementary Language

Arts Program

yes - 8; mno - 6. ’

Cou]d “you persona}]y see a need tg change the- ”o1d" Language
Program at that t1me7 : , | | |
, yesv- ]2? no - 1; D-K} - 1.
why'(not)7 AYES- NOT ENOUGH DIRECTION TO OLD PROGRAM < 4y
"NEED TO- INTEGRATE THE LANGUAGE ARTS = 33 }GENERAL INADEQUACY
OF THE LD PROGRAM - 3. .‘ AT N .
'If yes, on the bas1s of your understandlng at that t1me
to what extent cou]d you see the new Language Arts Program
- as a v1ab1e response to this need7. WOu]d you say "
| i) comp]ete]y o 0 ) very 11tt1e .R4
) to a cons1derab1e extent 4 . .) not at at]_-bv'df‘
RARY to some extent 'ig,n'\h' T»4? héi :- “ |
_’D1d you have any reservat1ons regard1ng the program7
”ilerobe re: .jtsfﬂff | ,
.fi)ﬂ‘ anectives,:,' o e UNCLEAR - 7
1) content ¢ " CONCERN OVER BASICS - 15
R S | TSEQUENCING OF BASIC SKILLS
- | . BY GRADE - 2 | ,.'
| LSﬁii)'methdd0i6§y R g_¢UNCLEAR Z2g TEACHER MUST
e e MATERIALS LESSONS

"EXERCISES - 6.

. S : R : e .



e

"4I.

i) positive consequences

'i1) negative consequences

iv) materjals .. - TEXT GENERALLY INADEQUATE OR

INAPPROPRIATE - 7 TEXT HAS
«INSUFFICIENT EXERCISES - 3

R

e TEXT IS TOO DIFFICULT “2.

';e)'D1d you seek at that t1me to br1ng these reservat1ons to the

: vattent1on of anyone in author1ty7 -
I_yes'- 1, ‘no - 7 D.K. - 0. _
7 If no, why not7 FEAR = Z\ﬁ‘NUTILITY - I NEVER OCCURRED TO
ME - ] | o v‘- "f o
| If yes; to whom? ‘FACILITATOR.
©When? ' AT THAT-TIME.

With what results? NIL AT THAT TIME - 25 SOMEIRESULTS - 1.

What at that time ﬁ{d youEfeeI_weke the Tikely eohsequehces.bf

fris e R ac”.‘ P"bbe re: . the

Yy SR

Lf&vMOTIVATES THE STUDENTS --5

- MORE- CREATIVE - 5.

A CONCERN “THAT STUDENTS NILL
- NOT LEARN THE BASICS OF
:'»LANGUAGE - 9

I&)‘TO'what EXEent did'you-think thateyouh‘teaéhihg’roIé'WOuId

'v-?jbe changed by th1s new Language Arts Program? WOUId you say

v?i) great ‘ ;'Ai‘. EI; ;. 11tt1e‘ f'3f;
) considerable 6. E.V) none. 0
-iid) some‘_§ Ef'_p ‘ 4



f A3.;pHow d1d you honest]y react to the who]e not1on of br1ng1ng th1s ;;

-;s';program 1nto your c]assroom on a permanent bas1s? WOu1d you—say '

”"i)'

| very pos1t1ve *_7 "‘f;J' 1v) somewhat negat1ve -4 o
"if)f somewhat pos1t1ve ' ""‘3h : 1v) very negatmve "fc-if'“
"7f111) amb1va1ent ,Z?FU-, -5 ff;/ | | :

_‘b)

Spec1f1ca]1y, in what respects d1d you fee] that yog were
‘, be1ng expected to change ' Probe us1ng»the fo110w1ng¢.‘-'b ﬁ
i) attitudes’ o S TOTAL 9. GENERALLY A
R - DIFFERENT‘ﬁTTITUDE TOWARD. N
SRR .,. .‘:‘,'f' LANGUAGEgng BER
(i1) kriowledge . | \TOTAL ‘ How TO-USE .
e o é' ~RESOURCE MATERIALS - 4. P
: hijfo skj1js_and'ab{1itiés'-,, ”TOTAL 11 CURRICULUM N
| - vw‘_: S " DEVELOPMENT SKILLS - 8. o
"fv);?WOrk 1Uad o E " :f~fTorAL.,_14. AUEAVIER‘-_14.Vlf'
_ 'V) other (spec1fy) 'olll"" :0 R S |
'c)'what at that t1me was your react1on to the prospect of hav1ng
‘Vto make these changes? would you say | ~ '>
| i)‘ very pos1t1ve - : ']'-7U 1v) somewhat negat1ve "'6
i) somewhat pos1t1ve '~ef1 hri.V),dvery negatlYe r"",, OU”'
'fi1) amb1va]ent o ‘p t_,ﬁskaﬁr;_su e i |
”Genera]]y speak1ng, d1d you think_ that you cou]d make the },,f
'changes tbat you fe]t were expecteqyof youT o
Cyes - 145 o - 0 Dk e 0. N
[ R ,

If not why not? N A.
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. ; e
44, Tak1ng a]I factors into cons1derat1on o v!i"_ -.j’vv‘;',”
o a) At that t1me wh1ch of the Ewo Ianguage programs d1d you
feeI was super1or7 THE OLD ONE -2, or THE NEw ONE - 9.
° NEITHER - 2 N.A. - T."“ ‘ v ) L
) why? NEN MORE REALISTIC - 2 MEETS.NEEDS'OE STUDENTSA- 2;‘
“,__ MATERIALS MORE INTERESTING - 2 = | - |
v-b) Did you feeI that the Department of Educat1on ought to be
| Iook1ng for an aIternat1¥e to both of these programs?ve

‘o

yes - 4 no - 9 - D. K -fIt

Now Iet S . turn to the quest1on of how th1s part1cu]ar : Ea -
N, o

_schooI system has been attempt1ng to 1mp1ement«th1s new EIementary

S Language Artstrogram, ;__"’ f'__ : .'vf . v,“~ ft* b'f R Lvlfkl=<Afﬂ

.

| '5;’45} ) To what extent d1d you understand the Program Implementat1on ’

: Program (P. I P ) at that t1me7 WOuId you say ,ﬂ_‘-; T L: : s

vi)'g compIeter -;v‘i v ;‘7 ." 0 f -i_) very I1tt1e ,,2f'”. ;'aﬂ,'
49) to a cons1derab1e extent 5j-v‘g)' ‘ot at a]]v i 1.
’:‘vIII) to some extent —:J ' l;.i.GP:;3 :

t‘fll bffTo what extent d1d you support PP, as a strategy for Tf"w

\ 5251mp]ement1ng new. curr1cu1ar prog.ams7 ﬂau]d you say

'i'g'i) compIeter H, 1v) very I1tt1e ’2_.*

’I; ). to a cons1derab1e extent '”‘:iV)’,HOF-atva]I.‘~ 0

‘o

"111) to some extent ;:"
- i'c)rD1d you have any reservat1ons rega d1ng th1s 1mpIementat1on‘l,' '

process? Probe us1ng the foIIow1ng:ﬁgj'
‘ : e



1) facilitator eensUTtetiph. f'W,?TO'-TFZ\VL:VB. NASTE“OF'TTME
o R ;~3} QUESTIONED THEIR
e ,,1;‘-" AR AO “ﬂQUALIFICATIONS - 2
i) in-service/sessions fl_' TOTAL:. 8. DIDN T EXPLAIN
IR O PROGRAM - 3. |
iii)jdem6n§tratibn%1ee§pns -"&d TOTAL: ., 8. NO hELRhfF3.
_ty).rhespurce centres S wthTAL:"éfg TOO FAR AWAY = 4.
v)i “activity unftsi_ E g T T 'Qi.. e . |
vi)  other (specifyS' *,‘.‘T ..EO :..-‘“ ‘."
.. d) pid you seek torbringAthese reservetiohénto,the attention of

f;anyoﬂe in author1ty?rl

- yes - 2;-.n0 - ]O D.K.j— O.',ff no, Why not? R
B ) ' / e . v i ’ . AN K : . w-? :
' ’»_FEAR - 4 . 'DIDN'T WANT TO HURT {AGILITATOR - 2.
Section 3:. THE CURRENT SITUATION . co i '
. ThlS sect1on of the 1nterv1ew deaTs w1th the current v1ews .
and pract1ces of the c]assroom teadhers as they reTate to 1mp1ementae
t1on of thJs;1nnoth1on.v; . | h |
. s R ) v
46¢’ a) Are you currentTy ut1T121ng the new ETementary Language Arts 1
' A 1 Program7 'yes - 12 no - 2 ' ﬂ;_' _T»“C B '~, -
b) If no why not7‘ NOT CLEAR ABOUT THE OBJECTIVES - T .NOT?;
ENOUGH ON THE BASICS OF LANGUAGE =1, ; | |
If yesu w1th what su;dess7 WOqu you. say AT
. ';- } N > p\f. e _'; o L e . gy N s
.y e
D \ .y 3
' ‘g ) "”' ‘
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48,

I

L ’ i -',“r_‘f . : ) : -
i) great 37 7 iv) little, 0
"ii) -considerable 5§ V) .none 0
Iii)'some : 4

How often or for how long have you tr1ed to ut111ze th1s

'new ‘program? SINCE ACTIVITY UNITS HAVE BEEN AVAILABLE - 6;

" OFF AND ON SINCE.- SEPTEMBER - 1

’Genera]Ty, how much effort are yod-cUrrehtTy making to’

‘ Aimplement this new program? Would you.sdy

ii1) some - 2

i) great - 1 iv) little .0
if) egqéjderable A8 o v) none - 0

T

After yoqr exper1ences with: the new - ETementary Language Arts -

"Program do you feeT T1ke cont1nu1ng or repeat1ng your

,;,effort to ut111ze it?

.

- yes % 12 no - 1; D. K. '—.O.
If yes, why? BECAUSE OF THE. SUCCESS 1 HAVE HAD WITH THE
ACTIVITY UNITS 517;.-NQ_CHOICE_-.3;*’OBJECTIVES ARE CLEAR;~ 2.

Are you current]y faced w1th prob]ems wh1ch you cons1der

o

ser1ous to your efforts to ut111ze th1s new program?~‘

' yes - 6 no - 7 D K. - 0.

' If yes, what are they’ NOT ENOUGH TIME TO FINISH THE PROGRAM”,
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50.

a) Have you ever brought ghesezbroblems to the attention of:

‘ﬁ):: yourlsupérvisor of'Langnage'Arts' yes 1§
ii) your schoo] pr1nc1pa1 o _ - yes 0
iii) your fac111tator ‘ " o yes 6 -
iv) a fe]]ow teacher. _yng_ - yes 6

| W) _.other (spec1fy) . '- . IR A:

d_: o .

gbec1f1ca]1y, what was the nature of the heTp you rece1ved

> from the f0110w1ng 1n dea]1ng w1th the probTems of

\

"1mp\e@entat1on?

..

i) your Superv1sor of Language Arts s NQA-
N

ii) your*fac1T1tator ' S 1\ . BROUGHT OUT MATERIALS

REQUESTED -1

JQ§T1)IyourI§chodT7printipal' o N. A
V) ® fellow teacher o MORAL. SUPPORT - 2
Vs R : - : o
V). ‘other (specify) o NAL R

In attempt1ng to 1mp1ement h1s new Language Arts’ Program, 1s

there any spec1f1c heTp or adv1ce wh1ch you need wh1ch has

':not been forthcom1ng?

: yes-- 75 no - 7; - D.K. - 0.

_If no, go on. to the next quest1on

- If . yes, Spec1fy this néed. AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE SPECIFIC

‘U;OBJECTIVES OF THIS PROGRAM ESPECIALLY AT THIS GRADE LEVEL

o f'sg_ HOW TO USE THE TEXT - 2 TIME TO COVER THE LANGUAGE

g MATERIAL -2,

e e
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;'751.

s

yes —.13 "no = 1.

c) Are you aWaFe,of anyone in this school system whéihas the .

knowledge and abilities required to help ybn, but hasn't .

.,done,so? ,
yes - 33 no -3 ’D K. - 0.

d) If no, go.on to the next question.

. If yes, who? SUPERVISOR OF LANGUAGE ARTS - 2 FACILITATOR :

- 1.

- e) Did you ask-this'person for assistante7_ yes - 03 o-- 3.

- If no, why not7 ‘AFRAID TO APPROACH- SUPERVISOR - ]
.SUPERVISOR HAS BEEN NO HELP IN THE PAST - ] ,POOR,F
.RELATIONSHIP WITH FACILITATOR - 1. |

If yes, what reSponse d1d you get7 N.A,_"
. And what he]p d1d you rece1ve? Explaini N{A.“

vl
f

X Are you aware of anyone in th1s schoo] system who is in an

organ1zat1ona1 p051t1on to he1p you . but 1acks ‘the know]edge'

. and ab111ty needed7

[3

% .

MWho?  SCHOOL PRINCIPAL - 125 ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL - 1

FACILITATOR = I

) To what extent do yOu understand the new Elementary Languagev‘

. Arts Program? wou]d you say L }«

3‘i)tf:tomp1etely - f, B _' 0 iv) very little "T S
i) to.a considerableﬂeXtehtu 7 v) not at aT]-_ 0 >
'_111) to some extent .,."”_ 6 R - ;:—v_

//b{\Spec1f1ca11y, do you have a c]ear understand1ng of:-
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- 9) :what is expected of you as a clessroom teacher? yes- 8.
ii) the SpeCTfTS ob3ect1ves of the progre@/at your S
grade Tevel? = S o yes- 9.
iii).the generaT goaTelef the program atijeUr |
| xgrade 1eve17 SR :'.‘ : 'f‘v‘ ' ﬁ,u - yeST:8;
"ﬁiv).;the overa]] goa]s of the ent1re Elementany - |
) :[anguage_arts Program? Y Atjlh.w) ? fyes—'TO.
'53. a) Can you personaTTy,see:the need to chahge;ther“b]d“‘Lahquage Jvi,.
| _“ program? yes - 125 no - 1; D. K 4_1. - R
b) why (nqt)’ YES " GENERAL INADEQUACY OF'THE OLD PROGRAM _
o= 4y NEED FOR SOMETHING NEW AND MOTIVATING FOR STUDENTS - 4
Tt)'If yes. to a) 0n the bas1s of your understand1ng, to what
-:bextent can you see the new Language Arts Program as a v1ab1e o
.,reSponse to th1s need? woqu you say E |
;5)‘H comp]ete]y E | -2,~, iv) very Tittle 2
Tij.‘to~a cons1deréb1e eXteht ;;GP ,y)_.hone”at,aTTj.‘;0_1'1
V. 'h;111) to some exteht - V'l' .2- B . R | |
“ 'd)hDo you_, have any reservatlons regard1ng the program7 Probe re:
| v‘1ts ) | : S | : .
L \\bbaect1ves S "‘_UNCLEAR - 2. TsPT: =f‘_fa_l;"
N -ii)l content _r:”:”hlhij‘ffSCONCERN OVER BASICS - ; .
| B L ENOUGH TIME TO TEACH ot
L ST U MATERIAL - 1. T f"'
- ’iii) methddoTOgyl'_;7; ELT;; ﬁwaEACHER MUST PREPARE MATERIALS o
RN R ‘o ;fv'ijTc. - 2 How T0 INTEGRATE .;':e- “

'»-,\ e ‘v ‘304_,'

CTHE LANGUAGE ARTS - 2



54,

55 a

-b)»Spec1f1ca11y, In wh t respect do you fee] that you are -

" iv) materials - . . TEXT GENERALLY INADEQUATE OR
| INAPPROPRIATE - 43 TEXT HAS

20

" INSUFFICIENT EXERCISES - 2;
TEXT TO DIFFICULT - 2.

e)HHaVe &eu.recentTy'bnOU
of : anyone in author1ty7 ‘yes\- 4 no - 5.

If no, why not’ FEAR OF AUTQSRITY - 5

If yes, to whom? SUPERVISGR - 2 \\FACILITATOR -1,

,ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL = 1. | |

© With what.resuItS7 GENERALLY POSITIVE -4

¢

~ What do you~fee] are the consequences.of,this new brogram for'j
v'fthefstudents”yoﬁ teahh% Probe re: fhe |

i) positive Consequences PROGRAM MOTIVATES THE' STUDENT - &

tthese reservatgons to the attentIon -

305

T. STUDENTS ARE EXPOSED TO A VARIETY OF A

'IIE’ILANGUAGE EXPERIENCES » 4; THE NEN
~PROGRAM IS MORE CREATIVE IN 7S
L ORIENTATION.— 3.

AR

") negative consequences  CONCERN FOR THE BASICS OF LANGUAGE - 4.

4

) To what extent do you thInk that your teachIng ro]e is. beIng

'ichanged by thIs new Language Arts Program? Would you say B

i) great_'vv R R ) 1little 5
SRS 'consIdefabTe’ 4 ".':‘):,none 0
ii1) some ok BENE

\

-2

- expected_toﬂehange7- Probe u51ng the f0110w1ng

o amtA e e T
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i) .attitﬁdes o DIFFERENT ATTITUDE TOWARD
. THE TEACHING OF LANGUAGE - 6.
“11) “knowledge .  ' o RETHE NEW "PROGRAM IN GENERAL
C R - 45 RE THE USE oF RESOURCES
R P

©§11) skills and abilities = - CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT SKILLS

R
v) other (spec1fy) T\ B A

B . —7 P .
.1v){ work 1oad t:'/f/ N HEAVIER - 14.

ﬂ/),ﬂgy do you react to the prospect:ofhav1ng to make these

. chan§E§7’ WOuld you say

ffi) very positive ‘i, "11 | 4'iv)'§omewhat’negat1ve 1
i) somewhat pos1t1ve 7)) .very'negative'h'_'_’lo
i) amb1va1ent -__s.’,: 5.

d) Genera]]y speak1ng, do you th1nk that you can make these ‘ _?f

changes thisiyou feel are expected of you7
yes - 14 "no - 0 D K - 0.
A If no, why not? N A

How 'do you honest]y fee] about the who]enot1on of br1ng1ng the

r new Language Arts Program 1nto your c]assroom on a permanent ‘

o bas1s? WOuld you say

CsT.

i) very p051t1ve = S - iv)'sbmewhatfnegative‘ 1
i) somewhat pos1t1ve B 2} veryynegatiye o

.?ﬁi1) amb1vaﬂent t:j - ‘_yh'SLZJ

Takthg-a]]-factdr§;iﬁto”COnSideratfentf
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a) wh1ch of the two 1anguage programs do.you feel is super1or?
| THE: OLD ONE - 0 or THE NEW ONE - 12; NEITHER - 1; NA - 1.
Why7 NEW: STUDENTS ARE MORE EASILY MOTIVATED BY THE PROGRAM
-5 MEETS STUDENTS' NEEDS - 2. S DR
.p) Did you feel that the Department of Educat1on ought to be
| 1ook1ng for an a]ternat1ve to both of these. programs?. |

Now Tet's 'turn to the quest1on of how th1s part1cu1ar schoo]

' system has been attempt1ng to 1mp1ement th1s new E]ementary Language

‘ArtgpProgram

f58.‘ a) To what: extent do you understand the Program Imp]ementat1on

9

'Process (P. I P. ) would you say

ii) comp1ete1y , P 0 iu).yery‘Titt]ei -3
_yit) to a con51derab1e extent | 3§juﬁuy): not at”aTT‘_: ?i
i) to some extent :f - . |

'b)-To what extent do you support P I P. as a strategy for

‘1mp1ement1ng new curr1cu]ar programs’ WOu]d you 'say -

) completely = 1_» ”'-_v'2*1 iv) very 11tt1e 3
o 1) 'to a*Considerable extent .,iji.v)ﬁ not-at all :1~0
R fii1) to some extent t’:f‘\V*t _;3_:v

‘,a) Do you have any: reservat1ons regard1ng th1s 1mp1ementat1on

| PrOCGSS7 Probe us1ng “the fo]]ow1ng7 -" 1;__;3

'rb._«f i) fac111tator consu]tat1on A TOTAL' 10. INADEQUATE - 3

S 4”/z>+<\ FEAR OF OBSERVATION - 2;

A



‘QUESTION FACILITATOR{S

| vQUALIFICATIONS.- 2. >
1) in-service sessions CTOTAL: 9. NOT EFFECTIVE
| R “:45 NOT ENOUGH - 3.
i) demonStretion Tessons :n-TOTAL 8. -NOT‘REALISTIC
T | o -4y NoT MUCH HELP - 2.
V) resource centres o '__»ljroTAL:'gs.A T00 FAR AwAY”-.d; N
) ,:actjv{ty unﬁtg Lo TotAL: 4, NEED A FEN'MORE. -
| PR EXERCISES - 2; -TIME‘CONSUMING*
iv5 otherf(soetify)' | -”t“ N.A..
If yes,'soectfy abore:rioht If no, go onvto quest1on 59.
':.d).Have you recent1y brought these reservat1ons to the 'f\f*\¥; :
| ,:attent1on of anyone in author1ty? A r". o e S : "\$\\\ o
- yes - 0; _no'- 12; NA - 2. S '_o:‘  *fj 5\\&
If no why not? FEAR OF AUTHORITY - 7. o
PART IT T

Part II of th1s 1nterv1ew schedu]e was drawn up on the bas1s

‘f» of. teachers reSponses to quest1ons contalned 1n Part I " The emphas1s_j_'e:

o here is on a deta11ed ]ook at se]ected 1ssues re]ated to the

Language Arts Program and th1s schoo] system S d1$sem1nat1on and |
‘implementation strategy. ) | |

¢

Section F:  ATTRIBUTES OF THE INNOVATION




8

This seétibn of the interview deals nith‘the_phi1osophy,

goajs and methodology -of this new program, along with the teatherfs‘

‘perception of its attributes.
PHILOSOPHY - -

59. . a) To what extent do you fee] that you understand the new .

o ; ’Elementary Language Arts Program S under]yTng ph11osophy or

',.rat1ona1e? Nou]d yoy say oo
i) comp1ete1y o '_{: :O . iv) very-jittie, '3
.:ji) to a. considerable extent 6 "_v) ,Anotiat all 2
iii) to some extent | - -3 o v

b)hOn the bas1s of this understand1ng, to what extent do you

agree w1th 1t? WOuld you say

i) completely s 2 4397$HVEYY"1fttTé-~
ii) to a cons1derab1e extent 13v v) not at'all- 0
iii) to some extent , ‘. 7 vi) D. K o g;:.12 -

c) What e]ements of his ph11osophy or rat1ona1e can you recall .f’

Cat th1s t1me7 .1 o
:SUMMARY:‘ ALL OF THEM. o )
o CONSIDERABLE NUMBER 1.
. SOME OF THEM o O'['.‘
O VERYREM 3 Y
ke 10 o
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60.

.r)

GOALS .

a -

a) -‘Using your own words, can you recall any of the exp11c1t1y

‘stated ob3ect1ves‘(goals) of the new E]ementary Language Arts

‘fProgram7 yes - 7 no - 7.

If. no, go on to the next quest1on (if yes, CheCk off below

:vthose actually " 1dentJf1ed by 1nterviewee);
To”provide’ooportunities for chfldren?
A to act1ye1y exper1ence 1anguage L '_' o ) 0
B. to become f]exxb]e users of 1anguage by h f .c' o
i) deve]op1ng competenc1es in rece1v1ng 1nformat1on

(cr1t1ca11y) through 11sten1ng, read1ng, __h

: v1ew1ng, touch1ng,vtast1ng, sme111ng IR i

1&) deve]op1ng f%uency in express1ng 1deas and
\ fee11ngs through oral 1anguage written ;*

' 1anguage movement (gestures, creat1ve.

o drama) music and art E L ,1" SRR SRR
‘iii) deve]op1ng an: apprec1at1on and- enJoyment of - .;'.
our 1anguage and our 11terary her1tage .0

- iv) _understand1ng the commun1cat1on process as._.

we]] as the1r ro]e as rece1vers, processors

or expressors in- that process 0
;. deve]op the1r fu11est potent1a1 as human be1ngs

_ L T - e
t rough effect1ve commun1cat1on TR - ‘-_“ L0

| b) Taken as a whole, to what extenR do you agree w1th _

. : LW
. - . ~ *a

..these obqect1yes? wou]d you say o SENSERE
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ti)_VACOmolete1y : IR 2 ) gnot'athail‘ 0
ii)wwto a considerable extent ‘\2" Vi)ﬂlN}A?l 7 .“ v._?
RERD) to some extent o o 2 ‘_vii)‘DtK.e »}N:TJ,J Tﬁh\t-/; \
i) very little T o R
61. a) Qu1te as1de from the goals of’ahy'particoiam ]anguage orogram, o
- | /1n terms of your own profess1ona1 responSbeTity’what do you_ | )
'persona11y cons1der to be,the most urgent and fundamenta] | ;
k »'goa1 to be ach1eved in “the teach1ng of Language7 o f* s B » 4_‘A
l‘NRITING AND SPEAKING - 657 WRITING‘QONLX}I 4, SPEAKING : : ;
f (ORAL) - 13 -MECHANICS (GRAMMAR) -3 | |
b)) To what extent can you see this obaect1ve be1ng achleved .
‘through the new E]ementary Language Arts\Program as it is B
t'presently const1tuted7 WOuld you say. _
'Ai):; comp]ete]y SR “]‘. iv)’ very . 11tt1e OZ
fjj)= to a con51derab1e extent | 5 "V),_not at al] \\'\Q’
Vii1) to some‘extent ,':v_'*" “‘87:. o f'ff" T 3\“\;N -
- ST _ : "”f$<\:
 METHODOLOGY !
*162; a) To what extent do you fee\ that you on erstand the
' ‘1nstruct1ona1 methodology requ1red by .h1s new program?
vi)’7 comp]ete]y :Z"_. o 0 i V) Very 11tt1e vffl )
iriﬁ)' to ‘a cons1derab1e extent 3174*,‘v).'nottat_a1}~'l. Q'v
g111) to some extent v: ftf E 6 S E
e :
R ;; {



b) What e]ements in this methodo]ogy can EB reta]] at this;‘ B
t1me7 * B g\\ '

-STUDENT'PABIICIPATION -5, MOTIVATION - 3;. INTEGRATION 2; .-

 EXPAND CHILD'S EXPERIENCE - 2; 'NO'RESPONSEvJ-A
'c)vTaken as a who]e, to what ‘extent: do you agree w1th th1s o

-methodo]ogy7 WOuld you say

>

) comp]ete]y BEERDE » = '2 t’ ) very 11tt1e - 1.
. ii)‘ to a cons1derab1e extent .9 _v)_ not at a]] 0
iii) to some extent ‘! - 11".vi)_D.K.,» U 1
CATTRIBUTES S M

© 63.  On the basis of your exper1ence w1th 1t to what extent do you vf
: ‘“ - feel that th1s new program is d1ff1cu1t to understand and
1mp1ement7 WOuld you say

1) to a great extent :”4_ R 7'-’tiv)ﬂyét¥;11tq1eﬁ' 1

: .ii) 'to a cons1derab1e extent 50 ) not at all':h,ﬁo..- o

i) to,some extent N DI IR
64._ ) Before you were actua]]y expected to 1mp1ement the new
'Language Arts Program, to what extent cou]d you v1sua11ze

.Just how you wou]d make 1t work? WOuld you say

.T) ; completely _; ‘_"' B *'*1,*"?V) very 11tt1e >"5-
',iv-'ii) t0 a cons1derab1e extent -0 V5.tﬂ°t.at-a11 -.f5"h'

-A111) to some extent fei.lj “*;73

Sx Of the 10 people who responded, not one person mentwoned

'}tﬂmore than two of -these.

s ' 4 SR T _zt" R
T T T Rl




65.

- b) Before you attempted to 1mp1ement th1s new program to what

o

extent could you see the results of the efforts of ther )
: teachers who had attempted to 1mp1ement the program 1
: schoo} or'elsewhere? o . 1*h N ‘
‘;{)‘~ completé]y | _ : ‘h 0 "ﬁv)_very.]itt}e‘\
ii) toa cons1derab1e extent -3 v) not at all -
- §ii) to some extent ; ' .']' 7 |

) On the who]e were the resu]ts pos1t1ve 4 or negat1ve 5

NAorDK Y 7

St

To what extent do you fee] that th1s new Language Arts Program ]J,v"

rY

can be a]tered to meet the var1ous needs\of d1fferent students,

: teachers, and commun1t1es7 would you say

"..,ss.ifaﬁ;now wou]d,yoofchéracterize your~experfence with the new .

- ,,5) To what extent was your react1on to the prospects of

fel111) amb1va1ent }3h ‘f3': V1) N A.

i) to a cons1derab1e extent n 9 ') not at a]] 0

5_1)1) to_some»extent? o : CR . 1 -

2

'Socia1f§tudfes‘Program7 WOuld you say

i) very positive - *i; :3'f’ B ) somewhat negat1ve 3

) somewhat pos1t1ve P R V) very negat1ve o 3

";whavwng to 1mp1ement a new program in 1anguage arts 1nf1uenced

v?fwou1d you say “ar,f

H) comp1ete1y S 'f””d:f g o 35_,_5y) very 11tt1e | '1:f;l_»t‘

'h"by your exper1ence w1th the new Soc1a1 Studfes Program? :d»-r~'L




;
7

b

“”

1)

) to a considerable extent.

11

i

o

to a great eXtent‘

i) to some extent

o

o

Section G

Y

-

: PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

v)

vi) N.A.

‘ it} very little’

not at all

This sect1on of the 1nterv1ew dea]s with the var1ous aspects

of P. I P

67,

Vi)

"iv)

the new e]ementary Language Arts curr1cu1um is ca]led the Program

in that strategy

i1):

111)

--_demonstrat1on Tessons -

v)

S ovii)

) Uswng the code

1n‘cons1derab1e detail.

. o

N4

in-service sessions =

resource centres

n..

fac1]1tator S~

afac111tator teacher
= consu]tat1on i

_new resource mater1als

*act1v1ty units (grade
two onTy) R

-

- Imp]ementat1on Process (P. i, P )'

.

~ This school system S strategy for d1ssem1nat1ng and 1mp1ement1ng

The fo]]ow1ug are components

L

' Extreme Great Moderate Litt1ebNone

0 "

0.7

teacher preparat1on of o
'vmater1als

Y

extreme great moderate

f-,7

]Ittle, none,

6,
KA
6§ . 3
.‘5‘ 5‘
2

1 0

-

d'please 1nd1cate (above) lust how éffective these components

~‘hav? been in he1p1ng you tO

' . <f, !

new’ curr1cu1ar program

A

o

understand and 1mp]ement th1s

314



< FACILITATOR

'58'.

b)

a)

ltasks expected of them? yes -7 o -"6; " D. K. = 1.

| 315,
i'." \\ . : v : cL

What has been the most va]uab]e component in this process
o .

- for y0u7 GRADE TNO ACTIVITY UNITS -7 NEW RESOURCE

'MATERIALS - 4,v IN SERVICE - 25 DEMONSTRATION LESSONS - ko

) On what basis do- you suppose that cTassroom teachers were ' ‘

. chosen to be fac111tators7 600D IN [ANGUAGE ARTS - 6; - N

RANDOM (N0 BASIS) - 31 DK - 2; BASED ON INTEREST - 1 -

.RECOMMENDED BY PRINCIPAL - 13 “CONNECTIONS” 1.

)Do you persona]]y cons1der such cr1ter1a adequate?‘

‘JYes 2 4; no - 8; N A2 RIS | o
Ti;lf no, explain (COURSES IN LANGUAGE ARTS - 7; PERSONALITY

- 55 EXPERIENCE AT GRADE LEVEL - 3;  EXPERIENCE MITH
 PROGRAM - 2. - i '

‘o

Do you think that the c]assroom teachers chosen to be &

ffac1]1tators possess the competenc1es needed to carry out the

"Do you'" think that teachers who were chosen to be fac111tators ' fﬁ\*-
felt free to turn the JOb down if they d1dn t want 1t? A N
. yes - 9 no - 4; v D K - 'p - L !;m‘.. :;%%?* ]

' Did you exper1ence any d1ff1cu]ty try1ng to understand how to

ut111ze ‘the services. of the fac111tator7 g .

¢

S yes - ]2 no < 2. ", ;;.-" R o dtg;d D

,If yes pTease spec1fy EXPERIENCED DIFFICULTY UNDER#TANDING ,

THE ROLE OF THE FACILITATOR - 10.

s A ‘o Pt



e) D1d you suspect that the fac111tator m1ght be p]ay1ng an
evaluation role with respect to your classroom performance7
\yes - 5 : nos - 9. |
t);Do you ‘think fac111tators have favour1te schoo]s where they r&';'
.Ptend to;Spend more t1me? . | o~
yes < b no - 9. B » 'f‘sv
‘g) Does hav1ng a fac111tator 11m1t or 1nterfere with yohr
. xclassroom autonomy?v" — :): L R L
4 yes - 53" no - 9. j
If yes;'is thﬁsfof concern to you?

-,‘yes -4; no - 1.

| 1
7_'th) Do you fee] free to be’ perfect1y frank w1th your fac111tator
Cin stat1ng,y6ur views on: CB . I  > » e.‘v
i) the new E1ementary Language Arts Program7 yes - 9, no.; 5
' tﬁ’ the role and performance of the fac111tators
- 1n genera]7 »t | v"h; ‘_; e"h - yes =0y no —]4
:vi) Do you th1nk that a frank express1on of your op1n1on v:
ttitop1n1on on. the Teacher s Month]y Report m1ght R
o adyerse]y affect the fac111tator2 . :_“f' yes‘- 12, no - 2

©69. On the whole, how wou]d you character1ze yOur re1at1onsh1p

.‘ w1th your fac111tator? -Would. you say -

i) very pos1t1ve o _4_:'- T_v-;iv) somewhat negat1ve 2, ‘
iﬁ)k,sqmewhat pos1t19ei] 6 V) very negat1ve 'eO.'T
ii1) ambivalent S22 ST e

C 316



IN-SERVICE

0. a)

How many in- serv1ce sess1ons have you attended?

;ALL SO FAR - 4 TNO OUT OF THREE - 8; ONE OUT OF THREE - 2

317

b)) To what extent d1d you feel free to raise quest1ons aboutm
-the_program dur1ng these se551ons?‘ Would you say
L R S PR .
i) - completely | ~ 2 div) very little 1
i) to a cons1derab1e extent C 4 .v). not at all 4
0 'Mu5111) to some extent S 3 . |
c) Did you, in fact br1ng up reservat1ons you had dur1ng in- serv1ce
535510357" _ B
" yes - 4; no - 10
. If no, why not7 IT DIDN T SEEM APPROPRIATE TO Do’ SO - 3
fg'_TI DIDN T KNOW ENOUGH ABOUT THE PROGRAM TO COMMENT - 3 fﬁ@'
d)'Us1ng the code great cons1derab1e, some, 11tt1e, none,
:A_pTease 1nd1cate the va]ue of these 1n serv1ce sess1ons in -
heTptngiyouf . | -
. great cons1der- some T1tt1e nonez
oab]e _ -
§)  to understand the .
* . underlying ph1losophy B C
of the program_ - 0 1 o 6 -_40*~_ 3
- 4i)  to uhderstand the = |
‘objectivesand .
“methodology of the o . e .
: program o ,-’ 0. 3 - 2 . 6 -3
.Tifi) to ut111ze the text- Co L e
.f Civ) lto;utijize the o “'v_: ‘;;_'_; PRI L
B ' ~facilitator 0 3., .2 -6 23
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~ great consider- some’ littfe none

able
V) to utilize the o . R
3 resource centre o 3 3. 4.4
vi) to utilize the = R SRR T -
'activ1ty units - - 4 A2 0 0 -
vii) to utilize new S o TR
desgurce material ~ - 0 . 2 5. .3 .- 4
~wiii) to make new materials 3 . 4 3 2

-

- RESOURCE CENTRES

.

'a) Have you ever been to'one'of:this sch001;system'5'1an90age;‘

:; arts resource centres7 '
yes - 18; Mo - 0. .
o).If no, go to the next quest1on
: If yes, for what purpose7 FOR IN SERVICE SESSIONS - 14

c)hWh11e you were there, d1d you have t1me to exam1ne the

: mater1als ava11ab1e7

yes - 14 no - 0.- o f->;', BREIIC RIS
. A

d) what was your react1on to th1s resource centre’ wou1d you say"'

| i) very- pos1t1ve : -: 3 1v) somewhat negat1ve ']
i) somewhat positive " 6 V)F very negative o
.111) amb1va1ent I S

e) Are’ these resource centres access1b1e to you in’ terms of

'_i)‘ d1stance? yeS'- 6 - no- - 8

-

711) t1me7 o yes =1 o = ]3

f) Could mater1a1s current]y ava11ab1e at these resource centres J

be better made ava11ab1e through I.M, C 2. yes - 12 no - 2

< \Q
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72.

DEMONSTRATION

.a)

o demonstr t1on 1‘sson to. your class th1s schooT year7
5 b

Approx1mate1y h mahy t1mes has your fac111tator taught a '

) WEEKLY FRADE 6 - 7 FOUR TO SIX TIMES (GRADE 2) - 45

‘1ii) d1d she expect you to do a fo]]ow up Tesson to

' TWO TO IHREE TIMES (GRADE 2) 453.

) What react1on d1d it rece1ve from you class7 wou1d you say ‘

{

. ;'1)_- very pos1t1ve . f'6v ﬂ{iv) somewhat negat1ve 0

S L R

i) somewhat pos1t1ve 3 ) T very negat1ve -0
111) amb1va1ent '»:f. 5 |

th was th1s the case7 VERY POSITIVE OR SOMENHAT POSITIVE
‘FELT IT WAS: BECAUSE THE PROGRAM WAS NEW AND DIFFERENT - 9

What sort of an arrangement d1d you have with the fac1]1tator? ‘ _'h

iI d1d she teach her Tessons Targely 1n 1so]at1on
' i

‘vto what you were do1ng W1th your cTass at the 1 t
-4

' t1me7 "f g;*"_hrj ;:‘”_" ' yes - 145 no - 0.

75ii) :d1d she expect you to do preparat1on Tessons pr1or

fto her demonstrat1on 1essons7 yes - O '75«144_:

;her demonstrat1on 1esson7 v T- yes juf' 'jn6”4 8@Iﬁ>=‘
iV)‘ d1d she expect you to repeat her demonstrat1on f”

' Iesson somet1me th1s year? _»I'“ yes - 0 '.]4;

.D1d you f1nd these demonstrat1ons rea11st1c in terms of _'1 :

J’v_i)'f the amount of preparat1on 1nvo]ved? [.; yes - 5 no - 9.

) the t1me taken to teach the 1esson7 - yes-— 5 no - 9




CONSULTATION = L RETA

. 73.. ‘) How frequently (or how many- t1mes) d1d the fac111tator ho]d f
. f. consu]tat1on sess1ons w1th you? NEEKLY OR EVERY TIME ouT -vZ
_,110 - 12 TIMES - 15 4 - 6:TIMES‘r 2, 1 -3 TIMES - 8; |
CNONE - 1. | ,. - - | '
'b)vwhat usua]]y was the subJect of such d15cuss1ons? ." ol
' '7MATERIALS'4 63 LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM IN GENERAL - 3 , [
DEMONSTRATION LESSONS - 2; IN—SERVICES - 1;':P.I}P.‘f_1£»
NA. ;'1. | f' N B
: c)'How much t1me d1d the fac111tator spend d1scuss1n? the‘f
| 'fo]]QW]ng. (Codee great COns1derab1e, some 11tt1e, e
nonejiv ' : |

P great cons1der— some little none
B ab]e

B the unden1y1ng o
' ph1losophy of . the U E : el
program .. & ,' 0 1 0 4.9

:;ii).f1ts obJectlves and . ”w‘f' ,'-”,:' e
o ’methodo]ogy _ v‘n.;.., 0 2 1 b

R :;1if)‘how to ut111ze ‘the e R
C “textbook S o0 0. 5 5. &
iv)} how 'to utilize the ' :, o _ L
‘ ;fresource centre 00 251

SN how to best ut111ze the . ﬂ R
e 'fac111tator 5 serv1ces S0 T 4 2

'v{)i-how to ut111ze act1v1ty S St e
e un1ts L 00 4 0 3.

‘vii) how to’ ut111ze new - . L
. -resource. mater1a}s _ :,’?.,0. - 1 4 . 4 .
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. MATERIALS
'74. ) On how many different occas1ons d1d the fac1]1tator br1ng

/
© you new mater1a]s? ALMOST WEEKLY = 75 .1 - 3 TIMES.- 53

 4- 5 TIMES - 2. <"

b).D%d she usually use these'matertais'in'her;demonstratibn  j.h'
1essons7‘ yes - 9 nom; 5; _ - |

d) D1d you f1nd these materxa]s relevant to what ygu_were:
do1ng in your c]ass at that part1cu1ar t1me? yes - 55:-no - 9. o

: d) Will you be ab]e to use these mater1a1s eventua11y7

oyes - 14, no - 0. - - '§ .

'FOR GRADE TWO TEACHERS ONLY

g 75. a) Hayelyau“hadfa chance'to'study-the,aCtivfbytunitsfthat theh.-'

o ‘faei1itatbrs'prepared"tqrngrade twoiteachers?_" |
yes - 7;" no - 0. | | O
b) If no, why not7 N A | |
1If yes, have you attempted to use them w1th your - c1ass7

ﬁyes - 7 no - 0.

i) If no, why not N. A |
"ii) If yes, how va]uable have you found them? . (Code:
great cons1derab1e, some, 11tt1e, none) o
GREAT -4, CONSIDERABLE - .24 SOME - 1 N
;’c)fDo you th1nk the preparat1on qf such act1v1ty un1ts’uas a
‘yva1uab1e use of the fac111tator S t1me7 yes - 7 no - 0.
",d);Have you. been suff1c1ent1y tra1ned in the use of these

:‘:
»act1v1ty un1ts? yes,y 4, no'f .. -



1
\.',

FOR GRADE SIX TEACHERS ONLY = -

- 76.

s

,_a) Have you rece1¥ed a copy of the E1ementany Language Arts :

~b) If no, go on to the next quest1on T
I yes. when’ NEVER -.g;‘ NOVEMBER DECEMBER 1975 -8.
' -c)vHave you: had a change to read it? yes - 7 no - 7

~'d)‘If no, go on to the next quest1on

a): Onvthe basis'of”your knowledge of:thefactivity units

d1str1buted to the: teachers of grade two, -how xa}uab%e/would /

-_'simi]ar un1ts_be to‘you2 wou1d you say \;,j’ . E'. B
i)' great ;1 3 iv) 11tt1e v 0  R j
oy ¢ SR B j

i) cons1d rab]e 4 v) ,none 0. I

i) some - 0

b)‘Have you read through the handout g1ven to you at the f1rst

’1n<serv1ce7

f yes - 2.5 no - 5

[

Handbook pub11shed by the Department of Educat1on7

1 yesa— 83 no - 6

N I

.If yes, how thoroughly have you read 1t7 WOuld you -say

vi) comp]etely R -0[:.-iv) very. 11tt1e '_ 0 .
"ii) to a"consideréb]e'extent | ‘]t',hv)~ N T
- 111) to some extent R vv'Q

'e)vwhat was your react1on to th1s.document? wouid you say

i) very positive - 0 ’fiV) somewhat negat1ve '3

§i) somewhat positive . 2 ) very negat1ve 0

jii) sbivalent = 2°
e |

322
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£) Why did you'feel this way? SOMEWHAT POSITIVE: "IN BASIC
AGREEMENT. WITH IT - 2; AMBIVALENT: EXAMPLES NOT RELEVANT -
TO GRADE SIX - 13 D.K. - 15 SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE: DIFFICULT
70 UNDERSTAND - 3. | |

kS )

""78; a) Have you rece1ved a copy of the Program of Stud1es for : .ww_'

E]ementary Schoo]s’ 'yes - 9 no - 5.

.h)’If no, go on- to the next quest1on
- If yes, when7 FALL 1975
. e)‘Have you read the sect1on on Language Arts7 JA‘F
- yes - 3 | no - 6 | | |
- d)lIf no go on to the next quest1on

If yes, how thoroughly have you read it? Woqu'ybu Say'g

- i) N comp]et ly & :‘-]' : f ) very’ 11tt1e 0.
<.ﬁi)f'£o a é;ngderab1e\e;T§hfl 1) notjat'gllsvv*.osf

" i) to some extent 1o '
ethhat was your react1on‘to this. statement7 WOu]d you seyi
i)y very pos1t1ve f; 7,“ Ovv'g' h_),somewhet'hegatjve »T_
fi)’ somewhat pos1t1ve ;} ]f h 'v)} Yehy negative ... 710’
B i%i) amb1va]ent h“Abf"_ -h'fx.“ S 7‘ﬁ l S }?
','f)_Why did you fee] thls way’ sOMEwHAT bOSITIVL- AGREE WITH ~
‘ i'71T BASICALLY - 15 AMBIVALENT AND SOMEWHAT NEGATIVE: N r\g»'
o GRADE-BY- GRADE BREAKDOWN OF OBJECTIVES - 2. R -f_;"\
© Section H: THE TEXTBOOK o



<!

aspect

ofJEducat1on.

79.

e - b
Cc

.80. a

) How he]pfu] was th1s teacher s manual to you wou1d3yoo'say
cf)ﬁ_,great L ;05- - f“_'1v) ]1tt1e 4

7 .ii) considerable f‘ 4 vﬁ',Tv)? none »;2;5
(ii1) safle 4','54. N

o

.

Th1s ¥ect1on of the 1nterv1ew dea]s w1th the various g

s of the new textbook ser1es recommended by ‘the Department

L ~
oy

. 2
SN

Educat1on for uSe\w1th th1s course were you g1ven7
NORLD OF LANG&,GE’ 14.
) As far as you know, on what bas1s d1d the Department

se]ect th1s book for_its recommended 1ist?.

,a551gn th1s textbook ser1es to your schoo17

D.K. - 10; RANDOM - 4.

)nWhen were you f1rst given this next textbook7 1973- 1974

) Nhen d1d you rece1ve a comp1ete c]ass set?

a) Which textbook series, recommended by the Department:of

-~

- DvK* - ]O;V;EANﬁQlAKKEONTENT --3 BOOK" IS APPEALING - 1.

) As far ae/;ou know, on what bas1s d1d the centra] offlce :

EASTSIDE 1974 753 NESTSIDE 1975- 76 el

c) when d1d you rece1ve your teacher S manua] to accompany
th1s textbook7 USUALLY 1973 74 (NESTSIDE ONE TEACHER
IN APRIL 1976, ONE TEACHER NOT AT ALL) o |

~

_ ) Have you read through this teacher S manual?

_yes_-vO “no - 14 S

"

324



- 81.

82.

83,

_;)

35 L

Did you receive any in-service training‘On the_prdper‘Use'

\.of this. textbook before attempt1ng to. ut1]12e it?

Cof this textbook? v % el

N [oF)
LR

If no, have you ever been “in- serv1ced on the proper use

yes - 0 no - 14

If yes, go on to the next quest1on

what was your very f1rst react1on to th1s book before'

attempt1ng.to ut111ze“1t7 would you say

) very pos1t1ve : 93 2 iv) omewhat negatlve’ .‘51_I
i) somewhat pos1t1ve 5 ) very negative R
111) amb1va1ent ‘”' N B ‘

'_ut111ze the text?,

: textbook‘- would you say 1t was

i) very pos1t1ve - 0 1v) somewhat negatlve 7
Cid) somewhat pos1t1ve 1 »j? v)h very negat1ve e f.]'-
"111) amb1va1ent _ f:’1,5‘ |

‘yes - 10 no - 4.
;If no, go on to the next quest10n

If yes, p]ease 1nd1cate your subsequent react1on to th1s

D1d th1s 1n1t1a1 react1on change once you attempted to’.‘

NOTE OF. THE TEN PEOPLE NHOSE INITIAL REACTION HAD- CHANGED
THREE,INDICATED THE CHANGE NAS MORE POSITIVE SEVEN SAID :

W

MORE NEGATIVE . B ;,:‘ R




84.
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affected by your f1rst attempts to. ut1I1ze this next textbook?

3

.woqu»you say -

i)

i

Lo

85.

)

g

greati . 2}% Vo ."iv) Iiche_i._I ,
chSideﬁabTe ;"7T"-"‘ X F‘v) none AVV 1
)'some_U uw ":2“'::' :‘ j/Vi)lN.A.\ 1
y /yﬂ”r' - . .

Do yoU'féeI-the Say way about‘thiéifexfbookﬂggy2

yes - 9; no - 5.

o

R

/,\ .
If yes go on to the next quest1on

,LIf no, how wou]d you now descr1be your react1on to th1s

'j"book? WOuId you, say '
o,

¢

f1f very pos1t1ve PR ) somewhat negative UUSf'

:yii)f somewhat pos1t1ve 2 fY)' Very,nega;ive’;y .0 -

-111) amb1va1ent :g : 6‘v

WOuId you br1ef1y exp1a1n why you feeI th1s way now? g

_ SUMMARY OF THE NEGATIVE FEELINGS TONARD THE TEXT NOT ENOUGH

EXERCISES AND ACTIVITIES -‘4 TOO MUCH EMPHASIS ON THE

~ORAL - 3. SUMMARY. oF THE POSITIVE\FEELING FIND THE ”;;:",, S

f.ACTIVITY UNITS 0F VALUE - 2 IT S MY JOB =1

+

- FOR GRADE TWO TEACHERS .~ & Sy

86,

)

e T A SR o R Sy

Do you th1nk that not hav1ng a textbook to accompany the
o]d Language Program made teach1ng 1t d1ff1cu1t for the

cIassroom teacher7 yes - 6 nd:- ] 5 ;f



' b) If no,: go on' to the next quest1on | S '; o

| If yes, pTease exp]a1n ' INSUFFICIENT GUIDELINES FOR THE

TEACHING OF LANGUAGE HAVE TO. PREPARE EXERCISES ACTIVITIES

AND LESSONS FROM-SCRATCH - 6. ‘: ' I”h” "

| c). Has the new textbook you have been g1ven soTved th1spart1cular
prob]em for you'? . : o “q.“ & ,

yes =05 no»- 65 :NQA..; T..:ERpIaTn?\ LESSONS AND}EXERCISES

'MUST STILL'BE'DEVELOPED BY THEITEACHER':\4; BUT’BETTER_THAN g

s

ﬁbsmk-z i '3gj;',4 - |
d) Have the act1v1ty un1ts you were g1ven so]ved th1s part1cu1ar :w3
, oo L

prpb]em? yes - 63 no - 0' N. A - 1. ;‘_" _51?._

" FOR. GRADE SIX TEACHERS

1f87: a) From your.herspect1ve ‘was® there anythxng wrong w1th the R
| h?‘old textbookvwh1ch accompan1ed the prev1ous Language progran7
'yes - 6‘v no -0 N A - 1. f .'I _ o '5
i~ﬂ§) If no go on to part (d) of . the quest1on ‘C ; . '_ -
IT"*:If yes, exp1a1n TOO DULL AND DRY - 3, TOO MECHANICAL AND- - -

ANALYTICAL AN APPROACH - 2 NOT ENOUGH ON' THE MECHANICS OF -
LANGUAGE AND TOO MUCH ORAL - T

c) Has th1s new textbook so]ved th1s part:cu]ar prob]em for ycu?_f"7
yes - 4 o - 2 N A. T _ ” - ' ) ' ’

- g)OSpec1f1ca11y, was the oId textbook heTp1ng you to ach1eve f ;

"yes = 3, no/ 3 N\A [ O
. P

Cbag

: the ob3ect1ves of the prev1ous Language program? “- :; o n”,'{‘:!h"2



88.

89,

T 90." 3

91

Can you personally see .any adyantages to this ﬁew'LangUage(

: |
Arts textbook?

yes. r'13' no - 1

If yesi spec1fy MOTIVATES THE PUPILS - 9;- MATERIALS ARE -

GOOD - 5

g

- e 8 : o .
Can you personally see any disadvantages to this next
textbook? = | N R

yeé —714' no - 0

If yes, spec1fy NOT ENOUGH EXERCISES - 1] TOODIFFICUETV_

(READING) -,4 NOT ENOUGH‘ON BASICS OF LANGUAGE - 3

&

Spec1f1ca11y do you cons1der th1s textbook appropr1ate for

the students you presently teach7 . )
yes - 8;°no - 6 o ;‘.{“( . }
_If no, why not7 Exp1a1n NOT ENOUGH EXERCISES - 2

VOCABULARY IS TOO DIFFICULT - 4.

Would the-“pEdper? use of this textbook neééssitate a

1 change.infyouf Wdfkf1oad?

EIf no, go on to the next quest1on

yes = ]4 o —‘EL/T

~If yes; to what effg;t’ THE NORK LOAD IS HEAVIER - 14

-

1328

~
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c) To what extent? Would you say

!

i) _great f" 3 ' : :‘iv) little 0
ii) considerable lu9iﬁ B o v) none 0 S
i) some o : 3 | | “ B
| V:% "3

'i92; a)'Based on whatever know]edge you have’df the'aTternatives
ava11ab1e would you have preferred to have been given one
-~of the other textbook ser1es recommended by the Departmbnt
: of Educat1on? _ , _
. yes - 3; no - 3; 0. K. - é. - 4//<:
b) If yes, ‘which one? NELSON - 3; GINN - 1.

93. ‘a)IWho do. you feeT should be respons1b]e for choos1ng the
textbooks to be used in- this school from the Department S

“Tlist of recommended books?»

A%

i) centraT off1ce staff S “OL !
- jfi ﬁhe superv1sor df Language Arts ‘ E . ollj
itdj)-the school pr1nC1pa1 .-; Er P -_‘-? 0
:f;TV)' a committee of teachers from this school 14* ) -
. y) ‘the fac111tator SR :"' | - 0" .
vi) the 1nd1v1duaT teacher ~. T _'itgf :

* OF WHOM SIX TEACHERS WOULD ALSO HAVE INCLUDED CONSULTATION
NITH THE SUPERVISOR OF LANGUAGE ARTS x .

7
/ . R .
¢ VA . z
/ .



9.

95.

96.

wlanguage to the 1mp1ementat1on of th1s Elementary Language

To what extent do you .depend on the new language arts textbook

for the teach1ng of language arts in _your .class? WOu1d ‘you say

i) comp]ete]y ‘ ) 0 dv) very little 7
ii) to'a considerable extent 3 V) 'not‘at all =~ 2

iii) to some -extent 2

a)-Howhimportant is it that'teaehers~havela cTear.dnderstahding
of the basic,ski]}s of. language to he taught at each grade 1
" evel? wauid_you;say.. | ‘ N R
i) extreme ”J12‘A ‘:‘ | . v) 1itt1e,‘ rO
‘fi); great' ,fa;,z - v) none 0

iii) moderate 0

gb) Do you persona11y have a clear understand1ng of the basic

.sk11ls of 1anguage to be taught to students at your grade' ’

‘,]eve]?

yes - .63 no .- 8.

c) If no, why not? HAVE NOT SEEN THEM LISTED ANYNHERE - 8.

i

' i

In. terms of what' you th1nk is expected of you, how 1mportant

+

-'g1s the 1ntegrat1on of read1ng, Spe1]1ng, handwr1t1ng and

Q

rj;Arts Program at th1s t1me7

3 1) : extreme ‘ 72j - L jv) little a4

ii) great 4 Lo v) nome 0t

©iii) moderate 4 S L

L

3

330
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97. ) Have you ever t§1ed to 1mp1ement the ew Language Arts
i ‘ Nv‘a . S .
’ Program7 i 'j.;“ T ,' . T 0
yes - 145 no - 0
b) If no, go on to the next quest1on

If yes, how d1d your students react to th1s program7

i) very pos1t1ve o "3 -~_‘_ iv) somewhat negative 0 .
vii) somewhat pos1t1ve 8. V) very negatiVe' .0
i11) ambivalent ":"vf'33;f' | “, o | “",;rﬂ

3.

i . ot
v98;v.a)fHaVe you rece1ved any react1on from parents in. part1cu1ar or_\

‘the commun1ty in generaJ regard1ng the new E]ementary
Langgage Arts Program in th1s schoo] system? |

fyes - 13 .no - 13.

~ . : :
i b) If yes, how wou]d you descr1be th1s react10n? On thelwhole,
. ~would you say At was _60 5 “ 'u ;»; |
1 1j?, very posAtive . :.0 f"e iv) somewhat negat1ve 0 ,
"_ ti) somewhat p051t1ve "Qf'v : :v) very negat1ve - O“
it1) amb1va1ent : h:_:f 1 e vi) N. A 3 &fﬂ o 13

m?

B 99.‘ a)*Have you ever taken university coursg§ related to ]anguage e

'-’arts wh1ch m1ght have been of some éss1stance to you in

".A‘:
PR

'f_teacﬁﬁng th1s new program7 r;gm.
T ~: . yes ‘-.__ 2’ 0 - ]2 | : ﬁg“? ’.
AR A

'fg“b);Effyes; when? 1971 = T TEACHERS,'j*
L Wnerer UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA.

R "wh{éh'coursev ELEMENTARY LANGUAGE ARTS METHODS COURSE»- 1

~PLINGUISTICS -1 fﬁ-
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- 100. In summary, to what extent does the way YDE-tEJth.dOW differ:

‘A

_from the way you taught preyiousgit@ the introduction 6f tms"'

New E]Imé*tary Language Arts. Program? Would you say
i) &!!!pl'&ew . ‘0 Hy) very little 3 .-

i) to a considerable extent '3 V) not atall 1

i1i) 40 some extent - . 6

RS



o«

[

APPENDIX B.
FACILITATOR'S QUESTLONNAIRE

-333.



FACAQJTAEPR 3 QUESTIONNAIRE

& i, ’

This quest1onnaare is 1ntended to examine your percept1ons

-PART 1

aﬁ% the new E]ementary Language Arts Program and the various
d1mens1ons o? the” Edmonton Separate School System S Progress

'Imp]ementationsProcess,(P;I.Pt);

- Section A:. ADOPTION OF THE INNOVATION
Th1s sect1on of the quest1onna1re deals. br1ef1y with the
process 1ead1ng up to the forma] adopt1on of the new E]ementary

Language Arts: Program.

_;17 As far aS‘yoo'know
) Pr1or to the adopt1on of thiggp;ogram Was a forma] and (
E v systemat1c assessment of the ]anguage arts 'situation" ever
_ carr1ed out : |
‘)» at the prov1nc1a] 1eve]? 'yes - 1 no.- 2 -;12;
| ) at the schoo] system 1eve17 yes - 1 no - 4 D K ..]0;'
'«b),Pr1or to the adopt1on of th1s program was the fu]l Language
'.Arts Program ever p1loted and eva]uated before adopt1on
) at the prov1nc1a1 Tevel? yes -0, no - ar D;Kt'—_]4,vf
11) at the schoo1 system 1eve]7 yes - 0 no;- 4,1>D;K: - 11[2

;;nc) Did c]assroom,teaohersu]n the fJe1djhaye a,Signfftcanthinput 2‘

R



" intq the process by which the Language Arts Program was adopted?

, . . - . '%ul.w
v : ey
. . . v W
A J. N
DI

"

’ yesv- 1; no - 12, D.K. - 2.

" 2. For the adoption process to be adequate, how much jmportance would

~you attach to the fojlowing: X o
’a)'absystematit.needsiassessment ! A
i) ektreme: :7 iv) little df 0
ii) great.'_v 7 y i ,Q)- none ‘ ‘; Qb3 -
111) moderate i
hb) piloting and eva]uat1on of the program before general: use
i) " extreme 6 1v)'11tt1e R IR
ii)v'great | 7 a;h ’ r‘V) hnone "0':“;v o
4i) moderate 2 | | _'
‘ t) part1c1pat1on by classroom teachers in the adopt1on process

i) extreme = 8 - i) little 0 .

i) great 6 ) mone 0
ii1) moderate 1

A
-~ T

© Section B: THE PROGRAM.

oo . oL o

335-

o '~ .

This part of the questwonna1re covers your ear11est exper’enres

| 'y‘w1th the c1assroom teachers, your percept1ons of the Language Krts ;

o _Program 1tse1f and your understand1ng of the extent to wh1ch 1t 1s

3.a

J’be1ng 1mp1emented by. these teachers

f

) when you f1rst began to v1s1t the teachers in your schoo]s, h”
g what seemed to be the1r att1tude to the new Language Arts _'v

Program? '

et - eaat s Al hASA AL Ak rme oo bl mrY

;X\A._ﬁ;t
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’1) Very positive 1 iv) somewhat'negat1Ve -4
" I . I ¢
'ii) somewhat positive 3 ~v) very negative '~.Q'
11) ambivalent 7 R
b) why was th]s the case7
" POSITIVE TEACHERS HAD HEARD OF THE. WORK OF PREVIOUS ) |
FACILITATORSl VTR ° _T,,. A " |
e AMBIVALENT: TEACHERS GAVE LANGUAGE ARTS LOW PRIORITY _ 3. | | '_\
. } AMBIVALENT AND - SOMENHAT NEGATIVE LACK OF CLARITY IN THE 'A
| | PROGRAM - 6. B B B

'.4; a) By Novemper 1975 (i e., before the first.in—serviee), how much -

‘».

¢

- effort were teacherg\mak1ng to 1mp1ement th1s new Language
Arts Progi%m? WOuld you say A I

1) great\\ U o 1V5 T1tt1e 9
- i4) Aconsidg ble” 1. B p ‘ EV)' none 0
111) some | 5

program at tha?\t1me? wou1d you say K

4

' "ivcomPIet61y o0 ~Av) very Tltt]e 8
to a cons1derab1e 03' V) not at a]] S
extent v : e
:A"iii)_to.some extent.'i 6

" Br1ef1y descr1be in your own: words what you cons1der to be the

fundamentaT character1%t1cs of th1s new program in Language Arts “7’ 5;

e

_ 1Author s note Typ1cal fac111tator responses to open ended g
quest1ons have been retorded us1ng upper case type :



§

i) IT IS MULTISENSORY e

. x v
i11) MORE GUIDANCE IS REQUIRED BY THE TEAC§§§

B

which’ would distinguish it from the previous Language program.

i1)" CHILD CENTERED . )j%&ff 2

i N

iv) ACTIVITY UNITS ARE AVAILABL&@ -
. . J&ﬁl

. On the basis of your experienée With it, to what extent do you N
fee] that this program 1s d1ff1cu1t to understand andw1mp1ement
'w1thout the aid of course units?. wOu1d you say ‘ _;;f¥’

i) to a.great extent | Y ©dv ) very little - ?' rv.
i) to a c0n51derab1e extent » 3 ,vh v) not at all. 0 g
iii) to some extent ‘ V»3_> o _ 3‘

._To what extent do you fee] that this new Language Arts Program
;can be a]tered to meet the various needs of d1fferent students '
~teachers and commun1t1es7 WOuld you say | ‘. o

i) comp]ete]y S o -'d‘ffz e iy)'very_lftt]e - 0
ii) to a considerdble extent | "10H ; , 7&) inot.at a]]-.i. Og,

: }ii)mtg.somé extent E o ‘j.3”f.‘ BRI |

._As‘ydu understand the 1ntent of th1s program how 1mportant 1s the ‘
1ntegrat1on of read1ng, Spe111ng, wr1t1ng and’ 1anguage tg-the
1mp1ementat1on of the new E]ementary Language Arts Program?

';WOuld you say - | e |

ii):g extreme]y 9 _?'~.:' - dv)jdf.little‘importance .?O_g
:ii)_ﬂgreat1y_‘ "i Si'g S v)hef'no'imbbrtance. : f'fd:‘\

. 111) moderately * 1

R - 33y




9.

0.

fwould-you,say

i) veXtreme]y’.'vv12,

.a) From your exper1ence with th1s program, to what extent do you

think that the existing role of the teacher (i.e.; pr1or to’

'P;IWP.)”Mould have to chahge in order for full implementation -

to take place. ."v : L, - | S //:' s

iy great 2 iv) little . 0
i) - considerable 1 I V) none . f'Q‘
U iii) some "}'v .2 - . .Q dj::{

“b) Using the following headings p]easevindicate in what respects -

&y,
‘ teachers would have ‘had to ‘change:

§) attitudes: ADOPT A POSITIVE ATTITUDE TOWARD CHANGE IN

| - GENERAL AND THIS PROGRAM‘IN’PARTICULAR 6,

| EMPHASIZE LANGUAGE - 2. -~

* 4i) " knowledge: KNOWLEDGE OF VARIOUS Aspgcrs oF THE PROGRAM
B KNONLEDGE OF METHODOLOGY - 3,

.KNONLEDGE OF SEQUENCING SKILLS - 3, THEORY OF ‘

o LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT'- 3.
111) sk11ls and ab111t1es NEw METHODOLOGY - l
"lv) work 1oad ' HEAVIER FOR TEACHERv— 11.

v)‘ ;other-(spec1fy). N,A.

0"_

How 1mportant is 1t that teachers have a clear understand1ng of = f:

the bas1c skills of 1anguage to be taught at each grade 1eve17
RIS 3 |

. jv) of 1itt]e importahte"*f 0

“4i) moderately . 0

i) greatly 3 v) of noimortance . 0

338
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1. a ) By April 1976 (i.e., before the grade 2 act1V1ty units were
. ?ﬁh

ava11ab1e) did your teachers ‘have a clear understand1ng of .

‘ the basic sk1115 of 1anguage(;o be taught to students at .
the1r grade 1eve17 yes - 2 no - 13. If no, why not7' e
- THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM WERE NOT PRESCRIBED ANYWHERE - 7

b) Do ypu thwnk teachers have a c1ear understand1ng of the bas1c

sk111$ of 1anguage to be taught to students -at the1r grade N
Tevel now7 yes - 10 no'- 5 If yes, why do you th1nk 507

| BECAUSE OF THE ACTIVITY UNITS - 8. e,

-12.-In order to fu]]y 1mp1ement th1s new program in Language Arts,
to what extent w111 ‘the classroom teacher have to change h1s or

: her.methods of ]nstruct1on? WOUTd you say

_ﬂi)l comb]eteTy , : o O wm 1v)-1itt1e"'T -:' 0.
if) toa COnsTderable extent 6 ~v) " not at all Tva
jii) to some extent S : 9

13. a) On the who]e;ito what extentido‘you'think that’your teachers s
are w utiiizing;theTnethanguage Arts,Program_in‘their"

classes? WOqueyou say

7/ i) comp]c,e]y _‘f. _-f 0. | iv)_very littTe 1v 1
' 11) to & c3 ns1derab1e extent 9 .: - v) ]nbtﬁatlall_f.. 0
iii) to some extent""‘s : ""5-i o ’_”, SR fﬁf //1"-T"‘

b) What makes 'you think, so7
CONSIDF\%BLE EXTENT TEACHERS CLASSROOM DISPLAYS - 8
SOME LXTENT OR CONSIDERABLE EXTENT - TESTAMONIALS OF TEACHERS

R

e i



I’;“ ‘. .
&,

'*S'et) Do you see any probIems stand1ng 1n the way of the eventual
- full 1mpIementat1on of th1s 1nnovat1on7 LACK OF ON-GOING.
w’f | REINFORCEMENT - 6 - A LACK OF LESSON PLANS AT EACHVORADE ‘:
;éé. ’, L;VEL - 3, SOME TEACHERS WHO ARE AGAINST CHANGE - 3
' fﬁK . ELEMENTARY TEACHERS WITH INSUFFICIENT TIME 2;

W7 " o

4. = e there'siénificantidifferences among. ybur.SChools'regeteing'm

'_ o degree of 1mp1ementat1on of tp1s new pr'ogram7 yes - 14
; no - 1 ;'_"OC ".H - SR .IC T 3 ) | |
"S.bI If yes, have. you been abIe to ascr1be such d1fferences to :
- any part1cu1ar factor or character1st1c of the schooI its'
atmosphere_ students, staff or pr1nc1pa17 yes: - 12 no - I
N A I. It yes, pIease eXpIa1n SOME SCHOOLS EMPHASIZE
READING INSTEAD - 35 DEPENDS ON THE ATTITUDE OF TEACHERS D
AND THE TIME AVAILAB&% TD THEM - 3 NILLINGNESS OF TEACHERS
. T0. SHARE IDEAS -'3 DEGREE OF THE STAFF ADMINISTRATION

COMMUNICATION AND COOPERATION«r 2.

'2

Section'C: ' THE FACILITATOR -~ g

1

ThlS port1on of %he quest1onna1re deaTs with;
. e ‘$}
exper1ence, academvc background,\reasons fdr becom1ng a fac111tator

and your tra1§3ng to do th1s JOb
&

your profess1ona1 ‘

340



15. 55 For what grade are you ‘a fac111tator? grade 2 8 grade 6 7

b) what pos1t1on did you ho]d last year7 ,
“. i) teacher RN I grade s)’ taught SAME GRADE YRS

( .
ii)‘“aSsiStant principa1v Oggrade(s) taught N. A R h“l';
.viii) pr1nc1pa] ,Ah 1 grade(s) taught 75 8, 9 (if any)“
- iv) -other (Spec1fy) “\' 0 grade( tauggt N. A .

‘9

“6) Have you ever: taught grade two7 yes - 8,. nq’-_O. If yés, f‘17
when did you Tast.teach th1s grade? LAST YEAR-4“8 '
Have you ever taught grade $1x7 | v yes -7, no - 0 a
-K}f yes, when q;p you 1ast teach ‘this grade? LAST YEAR - 6"‘H‘b
17 YEARS AGO - 1. | ” “

16 al,Have you ever been a fac111tator before? yes‘- O ‘no - 15,

I yes, for wh1ch course? N.A. "wh1;h grade? NuA. and CY

b

when? NQA;

Y

b) Have you persona]]y ever hi 'he1p of a ]angdage arts

fac111tator wh11e you were teach1ngP yes - 4 ‘no - ]1

o) If yes wh1ch grade7 GRADE. ONE - 2, GRADE THREE . GRADE
R .’;,,.3 o : :
FIVE - 1 D1d th S ex;;r1ence he]p you understand the ro]e

of a fac111tator th1$ year7 yes - 1—' ov-j3.

. N . co . [SYPT
s g R . RENER PPY) o .
] L T S T Y

R R

"K'

';fye If o (to partlﬁ? have you tr1ed to 1mp1ement the new

‘ Language Arts Program on your own? yes -}5; g - 4

“'ﬁ}?' N A ] If yés‘ wh1ch grade’ 'SAME GRADE“AS THIS YEAR-- 6

Nas the exper1ence a pos1t1ve one? yes - 2

341
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S+ 7, a) i) Did you actively. seeR this job as a fanguage Arts
| ‘fac111tator on your own 1n1t1at1ve7 0.. . .Tl
",Ii) Or were. you recommended for the posﬁt1on by someone? " 7.
If so, by whom (pos1t1on)?_ CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATORS
-3, PRINCIPAL - 2 PREVIOUS FACILITATOR -1 - 1.
» ) :Why7 DON T KNON 5y SURPLUS OF TEACHERS - I FELT I
| ‘couw DO THE 308 -.1 : S oy
‘iii)'Or did someone encourage you . to appIy for - th1s job? 7.
'If soegwho (pos1€10n)? AREA SUPERINTENDENT ~ 3, PR%VIOUS
“FACILITATOR - 3, PROJECT COORDINATOR - 1. Why? FELT 1 .~'
#” HAD THE EXPERIENCE -.2, HAD REQUESTED A TRANSFER - 2
“ LOOKING FOR A CHANGE -1, RESIGNING ADMINISTRATIVE ;//7
: POST - ] THOUGHT I MIGHT ENJOY THE EXPERIENCE - 1. o
'Ly Or d1d someone pressure you 1nto tak1ng th1s JOb7ﬁ']:
If so, ' who (pos1t1on) ZONE SUPERINTENDENT Nhy7
_ CONVINCED ME IT wAS A LEARNING EXPERIENCE -/1
‘_ b) At the t1me you were g1ven th1s JOb as fac1I)tator, d1d you
honest]y want 1t in preference tor B _// o = .;;Q‘
5‘;'v ’ 1) what you had been d01ng in the system last year?
| | yes - 13y no - 2. ‘,- o o .7 m;'. S
11) to any ‘other teach1ng pos1t1on in the system7
;l o yes - 7, np - s »iR T .u:';?'
' ) How wouId you descr1be your 1n1t1a1 react1on to the 1dea of

becomlng a Language Arts fac1I1tator? wouId you say 1t was



B

¢f343d

\
i)  very pOsitive . 7 I "iv)_somewhat,negative‘ 0
ii) §omewhat‘positive ,"5 _ i" *va very negative ]
ﬂfd L i) amb%vaTent | 2 S
.0 -y

" d) Why d1d _you feel th1s way7 THOUGHT IT NOUUD BE A LEARNING |
| EXPERIENCE FOR ME - 6 WANTED A CHANGE - 3 SAw IT AS A
o CHALLENGE - 2. _ _ ) ‘
e) If you had not wanted th1s job to beg1n with, wouId you
‘have, felt free to ‘turn 1t “down? yes - 14,: no - 1. If,no;
why not? " IT MIGHT BE HELD AGAINST ME - 1.
f) . Will you please Statebfrankly‘just»why yOU"aocebted the job
of facilitator7 LEARNING EXPERIENCE -9, A CHANGE - 5,
'.A CHALLENGE -2, HAD TO TAKE IT-OR LEAVE IT - 1, NAS TOLD‘;

/

IT WAS A REST - 1 Jﬁ

' 18.‘a) What do you be11eve were the most 1mportant cr1ter1a used 1n.’~'
. 'the se]ect1on of th1s year' S- fac1I1tators7 THE SOLUTION OF |
_PLACEMENT PROBLEMS/ 4, NO CRITERIA - 3, EXPERIENCE -3 S
-GOOD LANGUAGE ARTS TEACHER - 1. | |
b) Do you personaIIy con51der such cr1ter1a adequate?

!

' y%-—g-no-l,fDK T -

s B

s I?ﬁxUs1ng the code extreme g;eat moderate, 11tt1e and none, please S

';1nd1cate what you th1nk ought to be the 1mportance of . the , g

foTTow1ng cr1ter1a 1n the seTect1on of the fac111tators
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Extreme Great Moderate Little ‘ ﬁﬁﬁg
~record as a classroom - o : T g
_teacher in general . -~ 5 . 9 " 17 0o - ‘
record as a teacher in _ o i!
Language Arts 5 8 2 0 o
“creative abi]ity-" T 2 8 - 3 2
capac1ty for hard wo;kv - : 1 ‘8 .5 1
i _ AR _
,curr1cu1um deveTopment sk1115 3 - 6 5 14
; A
jpersona11ty (ab111ty to get o o o
along with others) SN 7‘ 8. 0 0
courses in the new Language | : o
Arts _ _ 2 3 . 8 2
Teadersh1p qualities (1ncluding o o N "~‘.§§,
organizational ab111ty) -3 8 1 2
experience in the grade TeveT o : :
1nvoTved . R 10 - 3 0
other. Speci?ﬁﬁ. ‘ ', o o iD L0 0o 0
Havewyou'ever_taken univereity courseg in Elementary Language'
Arts7: yes - 8v o - 7.
Have you recentTy taken un1vers1ty courses wh1ch have proven
to be of some. ass1stance to you 1n understand1ng the new f
Language Arts Program and in he]p1ng you to carry out your : |
'~dut1es as a fac111tator? yes - 3 _ no - 12 ’
If. yes when7 1973, 1975 1976 Where7 UNIVERSITY OF
ALBERTAJ Wh1ch course(s _ READING,‘ENGLISH.AS A SECOND. o
vﬁ-LANGUA&E EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY. How did it (they) help? -~ -
> EXPOSURE T0 LANGUAGE ARTS ,MATERIALS - 1, LEARNED TO ESTABLISH Dl
fSPECIF C OBJECTTVES FOR EACH LESSON -1, UNDERSTANDING : 7§'_55h;
B COGNIT]VE AND %ERSONALITY DEVELOPMENT OF ADOLESCENTS -1 ‘ =
. /Q:‘ B _'_ | ' . | - :]-[
e N



Mo

. &
0

"@ a%t°

_ZI Do you personaIIy fee] that your profess1ona1 exper1ence and - ~/

' ~academ1c tra1n1ng @Eg of September 1, 1975) was sufficient for
the requ1rements of th1s JOb as a fac1I1tator of the EIementary .

Language Arts Program7 yes -v9 no - 6 Exp1a1n NO:

‘INSUFFICIENT BACKGROUND IN LANGUAGE ARTS - 3, ONLY HAD- EXPERIENCE o

AS A GUIDE, i.e. ,_INSUFFICIENT DIRECTION - 5. S

- 22.-a) When you f1rst started to’ v1s1t the’ schooIs in. October of

1975, d1d you have a’ clear p1cture of what you were expected

to do as a fac111tator7 yes'- 1, no - 14 '
b) If no, in what respect were your dutxes uncIear to you at

that time? ' I DID NOT KNON WHAT MY DUTIES NERE NEITHER DID
© THE TEACHERS - 0.

‘M}i PR

R

23._a)1To what gxtent d1d you understand the new Language “Arts’

;.Program back 1n 0ctober7 WOuId you say :

i) compIeter : ‘f? 'E } _0 iv) very.little g
f‘vii) to a cons1derab1e extent 3 ,LVAV)~'n6tAat aIIE -0
111) tO some extent B "j v,_4 Lo

'B)vSpec1f1caIIy did xpu have a cIear understand1ng of
'_i)” what was expected of your cIassroom teachers7‘
yes - 5 ’ no - 10 ' | ’
iII the spec1f1c ob3ect1ves of the program at y@gr part1cu1ar
e grade IeveI7 ‘yes - 3,° no - 12 o
111) the generaI goaIs of the program at your grade Ieve17

o o yes -8, no-7.

. 345
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- a)

- jv)’ the‘overal] goa]s_of'the~entire'Elementary}tanguage Arts

- 346

o Program7 yes - 7, no - 8.

) y) how the textbook was to be utIIIZed by teachers7

a)
o prepare you for your JOb as fac111tator laste THREE NEEKS

' yes - 6, no - 9

How IOng did the or1entat10n per10d wh1ch was deSIgned to

3

(OVERALL) s : S .- . v ,
'Of thIs Ubta] tIme, how much was spent deaIIng w1th the o 7
fOIIOWIng top1cs | | o
. i)‘ the ph110$ophy and the theory behInd the new' f_
o Language Arts N ':h o o . Jﬁ“:' 3 days j
. if)‘.operationaIIZIng the new'program - _k’;- ‘f. 3 days ' V?”L,
iii) duties of the fac111tators o L‘ B ;I~day | A:
iv). how to approach teachers (COHSUItatIOH)‘ i‘f . ?ELI;d%y'efi_ée;
.:y)“ how to teach a demonstra%Ion Iesson _j. _vtpffg}hg'} ¢ I;:;;
'uij' how to prepare Instruct10na1 materIals 5‘ iEf: atp" 1? “ILO:PI

ZVII) IocatIng and eva]uatIng Language Arts materIals - ;4Eansf'if;_E?

L)

‘LvyIII)IdenIIfyIng communIty resources 2 _ ﬁd. ."‘1$.L~Og;ﬁuﬁ‘
"ix)' how to. utILIZe the textbook B ,e'_,.AIO'f¥77

: . v R s e

x) other (speCIfy) - ]»'. R -5"gfu‘” ﬂ.’fji?‘O“

'what d1d you lIke best about th1S orIentatIon programf ’

: _COMPREHENSIVE LOCATION OF MATERIALS - 6 OPPORTUNITY T0 NORK_37

’”’waTH OTHER FACILITATORS - 5 FREEDOM FLEXIBILITY AND RELAXED S

”*ATMOSPHERE - 3 PHILOSOPHY AND THEORY OF THE PROGRAM - 2

what dId you IIke Ieast about thIs orIentatlon program? LACKff |

OF CLEAR GUIDELINES AND OBJECTIVES FOR FACILITATORS - II

Tk
R R
DS

-;-:y»:a_‘ o . Y

' PR . . .
o
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Z.111) some : fiﬁ n -‘%1’ R

)

' ‘iii) topies COvered7' yes'é 5 -,n034ﬂ§;

1a

In 11ght of the job you were expected to do ‘was this

.or1entat1on program adequate in terms of

i) t1m1ng7 yes -6, no-9. If ne, when should it have '
. been he1d7 BEFORE SCHOOL BEGAN - 8 a

ii) vduratjon7 yes - 10 “no - 5. If_.no, how 1ong should it

L8
g

nave lasted? - SIX NEEKS - 2, FOR WEEKS™- 1, THO WEEKS
o o B

- If no, Ewhat topiCS‘

. shou1d have been- covered or dropped7 SPECIFIC DUTIES OF

‘e

| FACILITATORS SHOULD HAVE BEEN INCLUDED - 8

iv) 11ocat1on of time to top1cs? yes -5, no'- 9. 1f no,"

i how would you like to see this changed7 © MORE TIME ON
“DUTIES OF FACILITATORS L4, MORE TIME ON USE OF TEXT'F>
BOOKS -3, MORE TIME oN PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS - 3.

;In summary, do you cons1d r th1s or1entat1on program to have

"'been adequate for the t'a1n1ng of fac111tators?

' yes - 4 no. - 11.

have met in September w1th the

Language Arts fac111tators from

previous years?..WOuld ou s
i

11)

great o 100 E\~1v)l1itt1e 0 -_zh

' cons1derab1e 3 _v) nohe -

347.



- 26..a)

?

Were you ever given afjbb description regarding your,dutiesv '

Cas a fa611itat0k5 yes - 4, ‘no - 1.

- b)

If no, did this cause you some concern7 yes - 83 no -.2

'N A. —HS. Exp1a1n YES FELT INSECURE IN THE JOB - b,

| TEACHERS FELT THREATENED BECAUSE THEY DIDN T UNDERST;HD OUR.

7. a)'How many schoe]s do you serve aeﬁaHfacilitator?-'4 - ]T’SCHOOLS_v'

DUTIES - T

l

PER FACILITATOR

How: many teachers d@_you serve? T] -'20 TEACHERS

Do you fee] that you have been - spread too th1n1y with

T

respect -to:

t) “the number of schools served?_ 'yes.5“7, no - 8..

ii) ‘the number of teachers served? 'yesT-’7,,_no-€ 8.

) Are there in fact schools whose teachers see you Tess

_frequent]y than others? S o yes - 10 no-- 5

1F yes, what is the rat1ona1e for the a]]ocat1on of your t1me Tﬂ

"”T'among the schoo]s7 MORE TIME FOR THOSE NHO WANTED IT - . H/

}Ifsno, ‘go on’ to theinextiqueStion.' S

’Do _you, think'teacherS’have eXpefienCEdisome diffibuTtyuin

try]ng to understand how to ut111ze the serv1ces of the 'f;a;

'fac111tator? yes - 15 no - 0

..y“.

_If yes, what makes you think so? TEACHERS DIDN'T"KNOW WHAT

© T CTHEY WANTED ME TO 0 - 8.

R why do you th1nk th1s is the. case7 TEACHERS NERE NOT =

o thRIENTED TO USE THE FACILITATORS - 7

st
¥

. 348
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30,

31

/- S 3

a) Do you thtnk teachers shoqu have been 1n serv1ced on the ro]e
and proper use of the facilitators’ before fac111tators were .-
sent out- to the schoo]7 yes - 12 no - 8.

b) why;(not)?' YES, BECAUSE TEACHERS COULD' NOT MAKE INFORMED o |
k REQUESTS’OF THE~FACILITATORS =7, -TEACHERS wOULD HAVE'BEEN : rf;j_i%f o
| LESSfTHREATENED -2, IT NOULD SAVE TIME BY ALLOWING o 4
A FACILITATORS TO START EARLIER - 2..

a) Do you persona]Ty th1nk that teachers on the who]e be11eve
that the1r fac111tators have the competenc1es needed to carry “:?
'out the tasks expected of the: fac111tator7 . A L

yes-— 12, no - 2

" b) What makes you th1nk sb3 YEs, POSTTTVE'FEEDBACK'- 4, FROM
- THE REQUESTS THEY MADE OF US - 3, TEACHERS THINK FACILITATOR

-

ARE EXPERTS - 2 o - .~n' L o -" e '\

.'Do you thlnk the teachers you serve feel free to be perfect]y

‘. frank w1th you in stat1ng thelr v1ews on:

© i) the new ETementary Language Arts Program7 o yes - 13, .no-2. vrd

.32,

Do you th1nk teachers frankly express the1r op1n1ons on:

i%). the role’ and performance of the fac1]1tator7 yes = 7, no -7,

N.A. -1

. i).'the Teacher $ Month]y Report sheet? yes - 7, no~- 7

N.A. - 1. MWhat makes you th1nk 507 YES, POSITIVE FEEDBACK
-1, NO BECAUSE TEACHER 2 NAME IS ON THE REPORT AND THEY

_ )
- ARE AFRAID 70" OFFEND - 3. Tmf”ﬁﬁ -

B J T . D



t\ 0

: ii) the workshop evaIuat1on forms? 'yes = IS S ng - O. d
What makes you “think so? YES, BECAUSE OF THE IMPERSONAL
NATURE OF THIS FORM - . 8, COMMENTS NERE BOTH POSITIVE AND
Z‘NEGATIVE -2, COMMENTS NERE_ACCURATE,IN MY OPINION - 2.. -

' '\33< a) Do you feeT 11ke an'”outs1der" in most of the schools in’

which you serve as Y fac1T1tator7 yes - 7 ‘no - 8

' If yes, does th1s bother you7 oyes - 4 . n0‘-'3 N.A. - 8.
é'c)_wouId you have T1ked to have been g1ven some preparat1on in

human rea1t1ons to heIp you establ1sh a good reTat1onsh1p

\

w1th your teachers7 yes "TO no - 5

v
\\

3%. In summary, how onTd you character1ze your reTat1onsh1p with

.;i-your teachers as a group7 JWOUTd you Say it 15&

K i) very Dos1t1ve liﬁhgfé '\ iv) Somewhat-negative H.b ‘
ii)ivsomewhat pos1t1ve L?gi;' v) fVéEY°OeQafiv;' I” 0

%{ IiTT amb1va1ent 'z;‘ ' M!iilffq“ ' SR

s . = o . A o
.3SE‘ ) Do you feel that you had a s1gn1f1cant amount of freedom and
e T erx1b111t} 1n carry1ng out your role as ar fac1T1tator this
| year? yes,- 15 no - O '_ _ . |

b) If yes, do you personaTTy approve of th1s arrangement?

3

yes -1, no - 4. o

) Desp1te th1s “freedom and’flex1b11}pyT do,you ?ee] you woqu
have benef1ted from more d1rect10n? yes - 13, no - 2 .
why (not)? YES; THIS NOULD HAVE PREVENTED PROBLEMS - 4

WE COULD HAVE BEEN A GREATER HELP TO TEACHERS - 2 =

o

<
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37.

"f_lv)wlmaterwa]s ( extbook and commerc1a] mater1als)

,'Do you feel that you now have a c]ear p1cture of what you are fyﬂf

" expected to do in carrying out your dut1es as’ a fac111tator?

yes - 10, no -5. .
-

<

a) To what extent do ydu,npw~under$tand the new ETementarj. S

"'Language‘Arts Program. Would you say . -

'i)‘ comp]etely o o A 'p iVj very 11tt1e 0
ii) toa cons1derab1e extent 13 V) not at a]l ‘_ OH‘
3i1) to some extent . o

b) Spec1f1ca11y do you now have a c]ear understand1ng of

v_i) what is expected of the c]assroom teacher’

‘::E | yes - 14, no - 1 S bi,d;"=. {*".-_ i "W'{'

N B . Ly
N o o’

| wb=ii) -spec1f1c obJect1ves of " the program at your part1cu1ar

.;rade 1eve17 yes - 13 no - 2
iii) the genera] goa1s of ‘the. program at your part1cu1ar“
: grade 1eve1?' es - 15 no- - 0 e ’N
ivj overa]] goals of the ent1re E]ementary Language Arts M
O Program7 yes - 10, no - 5. 'v, EEE_‘- W
v) . how the textbook is to be ut111zed? yes''- ]5 , ndk—'O.;
d) Do you have any reservat1ons regard1ng th1s Language Arts
Program spec1f1ca11y w1th respect to 1ts v

E% . quect1ves NOT SUFFICIENTLY CLEAR TOO GENERAL - 5. _
‘1.):)c0ntent S TOO MUCH EMPHASIS ON ORAL SKILLS AT EXPENSE

s
X1

- 351

OF MECHANICS Z 2 CONTENT 1S JUST NOT CLEAR

111) methodo]ogy TEACHERS NEED MORE DIRECTION - 3



138 a a) |

s yes - 10, no - 5

‘_fee] free to frank]y express these to centra] off1ce

.v’If no to part b) why not7 SINCE OUR VIENS WERE NOT SOUGHT

~If yes to part a), did you in fact‘do so7

WE DIDN T KNON HOW COMMENTS WOULD BE RECEIVED - 4 IT IS TH
LAST YEAR OF THE PROGRAM - 2.

‘ Spec1f1ca11y, would the re]uctance to do so be’ due to fear7'”'.

SHOULD NAXE BEEN MORE CAREFULLY SELECTED. ) i

= 5 MATER%?LS NOT ALWAYS AVAILABLE -2, _/
.'~x(. ’ i
TEXT NOT E@%" T

If you were to have such reservat1ons, woqu you persona]ly
author1t1es? yes —‘9 no -5, N A -:T.

yes - 3, /'no -'6 N.A. - 1. If yes, to whom d1d you Speak7
PROJECT COORDINATOR -‘3 CURRICULUM DIRECTOR - T

-

yes -4, no -1, ‘N, A. - 10. P]ease exp1a1n' YES MIGHT MAKE

;»;’SUPERIORS LOOK BAD - 1 I MIGHT BE SEEN AS INCOMPETENT -
3, AFRAID TO DO SO ON MY OWN - 1.

39.Ta)

’How wou]d you descr1be the re]at1onsh1p among members of your

'grade group of fac1]1tators? wou]d you say on. the who]e 1t was

i i)j very pos1t1ve . "9'T"Rx 1v) somewhat negat1ve T O,"’
.1i)vjsomewhat pos1t1ve : fS v) very negatlve ' _ 0‘.
'_iji)»amb1valent | -_‘_ 51‘ G e |
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b) Do you think grade group coheSTon Is Tmportant to. the

successfu] use of facilitators? yes - 15 no - 0. o B "l‘////
) If yes, could the fac111tators orientatiqh prpgram have | - _2//(
benefited from. the inclusion of group dynamies? | D 1. //{
"1’ yes - I1,‘_n655}1, D.K. - 3 'j'j : “Ijull' o % .///“v

46; Appromeately what percentage of - your worang hours durTng/é/(v-

- xQTca1 week as a fac111tator were: spent perforang th

i) - teacthg demonstratTon 1essons o /)5//// R 27%

: fo]]oWTng dutTes A
i) consultTng w1th your teachers )//*//4. B £

'L:ﬂlTng from one schoot/te another: and .

‘ waTE?ng to see teachers o o o o c ;15%‘

iv) mak?ﬂg materTals for teachers

vy locat ing, orderTng or exaanTn

vT) plannTng,_oﬁganTzTng (fac111tator meetTngs, etc ) - 16%

R o g

© Section D: DEMONSTRATION LESSONS .~~~ = . = R

: 541 ) WTtth P I. P whet do you c0n51der to be the prTmery‘purpose ’
 ofthe demonstratTon Tesson? THE ILLUSTRATION OF THE USE'OF
ONEW MATERIALS -7, ILLUSTRATION OF NEW TEACHING TECHNIQUES "f.«enyr~f*TTT
-5, SEE PROGRAM IN ACTION - 3 | _' | “ | t R
b)lOn the average, how often de you teach a demonstratl_n 1essoh T.
‘°5for each of your teachers? -6 LESSONS OR LESS - 8 12 =16
| 'SJLESSONS -5, ONCE A WEEK - 2



c) Usually, were these 1essons taught 1arge1y in aso]at1on to

what the teacher was do1ng w1th h1s or her class at that

t1me? yes - 11 no - 4

-d) If no, what arrangement d1d you' have w1th the teacher7 f

I BEGAN THE CHAPTER THE TEACHER 01D FOLLON UP WCRK - 3
) FITTED INTO WHAT SHE WAS. DOING P

/46 On the who1e, do you th1nk that these demonstrat1on 1essons

'were rea11st1c for the c]assroom teacher in terms of:

i) the amount of preprat1on t1me 1nv01ved? ﬁ;ﬁj~ra*
yes - 6, no -8, D.K: =T ‘i_",.v~?f;irﬁ?; ; .

1) the time taken to teach the lesson? f¥ ‘ | |

| yes ->12 no -1, D.K: 2’.,':_1”fr‘ :y- tf .

111)'1ts appropr1ateness for the ch11dren 1n the c1ass7

- yes TT,' no - 3, D.K. 1
~erf’ﬁ;f%7/ L L

.,a)’D1d a. 1ack of fam111ar1ty W1tb/the c]asses you were eXpected

“to. teach affect your attempts to make the 1esson appropr1ate

"_~for the: students7 yes - 8 no - 6 D K 1

. prob]ems for you?' yes -4, _no - 11 _}‘f3'

*vfc).On the whole, what was the react1on of pUp1ls to your :h’y‘

- demonstrat1on 1essons? WOuld you say

szi)u very pos1t1ve *": 13 - ) somewhat negat1ve 0 3g.a
flvii)% somewhat pos1t1ve f;[].'a; V). very negat1ve 0
:-til) amb1va1ent :V'v‘;'ﬁf17; kN

354

.,b)ED1d class d1sc1p11ne dur1ng demonstrat1on 1essons create any L

e i T
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43. ) On the whole, how attent1ve were classroom teachers ‘to your , ‘f .

. de;onstratTOn ]essons? Wou]d you say ;. \ |
“ “E'i)v' Comp]etE]y :.1T' PR BT very little. 0
B 11) to a cons1derab1e extent 8 E- "Jv)' ﬁot at.al] * 'RORI !
' 111) to Some extent vf B 5f: ’ ' ‘

a

\‘b) what was the react1on of teachers to- your demonstrat1on f, - e

1essons7 On the who]e wou]d you say ’ ;ff | j' ‘

i) ' VEFy P051t1ve R gy8 o 1v) somewhat negat1ve -0
o 11)“ somewhat pos1t1ve ‘"' 6 ‘ V) ;v‘ery negat-lve ' vv - 0 '
‘Tﬂl) amb1va1ent | ’
. e . . L | ‘ . 5 c

44. a) HOW'many of your schools have fa11ed to b]ock t1metab1e the

)
F O

language arts7 (FACILITATORS REPORTED A TOTAL OF 23 SCHOOLS) __‘[t'
b) D1d th1s affect your work’ yes - 6 no - 8 N A - 1.

If yes, exp]aTn INSUFFICIENT TIME FOR FACILITATOR TO BE

N wITH THE TEACHER IN A LANGUAGE ARTS CLASS - 6

§-'v o e) How many of your schools have homogeneous group1ng of

~oe7" chitdren? 35, g i L j‘»‘ HORSE f“ |

o . d) Did’ th}s affect your ork? yes - 4 no . TTX If yes, expla\n
LONER HOMOGENEOUS GROTIV DIFFICUET TO MOTIVATE - 2 YOU NEED
HOMOGENEOUS GROUPS BECAU i OF THE RANGE OF STUDENTS - T 3bff=?{j:'

B  LACK 0F FLEXIBILITY RE.THE USE oF TIME - 1. L

| Section E: CONSULTATION' s f
‘_"1‘ 45 a) On the average, how often have you consu]ted w1th each teacher

regard1hg some aspect of the Language Arts Program or P I P 2 ﬂf?if'fﬁvT?

A
. ‘!- . .



W

.
T . ’ . .‘ -\ -
. . , . R ey
o RN
Bl . Y I o
I Y

P

TWICE MONTHLY -
N.A. - 4.

\ . .-.

7 TEN TIMES OR- LESS - 3 ONCE PER WEEK - T

1

b) Have you exper1enced any difficulty in tirying to f1nd t1me

for these consu

-'c) If yes, why7 T

PREPARATION PER

1tation sess1ons7 yes - 12 no - 3.

EACHERS DON T LIKE TO LOSE THEIR FREE TIME OR

1005 - 6, TEACHERS ARE ausT T00 BUSY -5, 'Tﬁf_

SOME TEACHERS bUESTION THE VALUE" OF CONSULTATION -1

~

d) Have you ever held consuTtatlon ;ess1ons w1th your teachers

during thé foTHowung t1mes

i) before cl%
CONAL -1
i) Lat recess?

~ .iii) noon-hourp

i) during c]asst1me7 yes = 15 ho - 0.
SR

sses_1n the morning?, yes = 13, no -1,

b

%yéST-'TB . n0'+ib. o Mﬂ o L

yes - ]4 no: - T - ‘1;' S

V) .during'teacher preparat1on perﬁods’ 'yes - T] -no'f,q.

o vi)"after schoo]7 yes - 8 o - 7

_vii) other (speC1fy) DURINE IN- SERVICE SESSIONS - 3,

i
. : T
A

"e) When do ggu usdaT]y hold consu]tq$1on

teachers7 ANYT

SVIAT LEPHONE - 4 ON ADMINISTRATIVE

CTIME T }
!sess1ons w1th your

‘ .

IME -6, RECESS -3 JOST BEFORE OR AFTER CLASS

° =3, DURING PRERARATION TIME - 2 NOON - T CLASSTIME -. T

_'-,f) Is th1s Garrangement sat'lsfactk y" yes - 6 no < 9

g) Do y0ur teachers m1nd Ie§1ng preparat1on per1ods for

¥

consu]tat1on seSS1ons w1th ydu7 yes - 11‘ ‘no - 4. A’- - n“»ff

t
ol

~

. » . . . )"
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h) How 1mportant is it that t1me be. arranged to allow teachers the

i opportun1ty to consult with their facq]1tators? Would you say
i) Aextreme]y ;&8 o iv) of 11tt1e 1mportance 0.
i1) gréatly .5 - ) ~of no importance B 0o 3
©iii) moderately” 2 - . | 3 ’
. o . ' o I P
46. a) Did yourﬂconsultatioh‘ﬁith ‘the teacher involve observing him
. - N - . . "'g‘A

or her teach7 yes —'0 -no - 15.

’b) Do you thlnk that observat1on of ghe c]assroom teacher 1s '

necessary 1f fac111tator¢teacper consu]tat1ons are to be most
~ fruitful? yes -2, no - 1% h o ‘-.' AR S
c) Why (not) : ND TEACHERS wOULD FEEL THREATENED«- 7 LESSONS '
. .

N

NQULD BE UNREAL -3
) }d)(Can you th1nk of. an alterhat1ve appéﬁﬁth to teacher

observat1on wh1ch wou]d serve as a basis for fac111tator- B

teacher consu]t;t1on7 JOINT PLANNING AND TEAM TEACHING -7

APPROACH - 6. — i e f,Y :;;t‘.:u_;~

PR . L A
. . N

'47a'U51ng the code great, considerable, sdme- ]1tt1§tor none, '

u:‘please 1nd1cate hOW‘mUCh tfmeayeu Spent~d1$CUSSJngntbe

fo]]ow1ng w1th your teachers e

NP

RN ‘;\_ .., .. great.considerable some little none”

X

S oS e REE L
o L e .ph.ﬂosoph‘y‘ Of the . _;:";r‘ 4 s ‘}/\ [ P .'f\\‘ S
: o, 'program ‘- . E L C (0// S 3 B R -5 4 o g "-4\\ .

fﬁ);‘1ts obJect1ves and ://(({i/f} ;}.;. ' rf?]-j:“

ﬂ;': methodoWogy _7 ,v -0 ‘f:.;; 3 ': '10:_;-2 ‘-OET:E‘V .

e e e



¥
| {E; great considerabTe éome little none.
ihi)-how to utilize 'cheAa | | o . ?fT
| textbook - - 2 4 8 0
i;) - how to ut11iie the

fesource,centres‘ 2 3 5 5 0

-how to best utilize

358

the TaciTitator's ! -
. services B AR 10 /
vi)v “how to ut111ze the‘ | o , / -
| grade 2 act1v1ty_un1ts E T . 1 // 2 0
iyii) hdw fd utiTﬁie new,f__e o T o |
,'\;Hre50uree materiale 2 w‘.{B - _-.3 T 1 {,di
,'VTTT) ot} Pl (spee1fy) - ;‘ 'lTl. | " 1' ' g//
o CHARTS FOR TeAcHERs o PR R o o I
Section F: TEACHER‘TR-SERVICES" e .
| 48.1 ) waS’the t1m1r3 o# the teachers f1rs{ 1n serv1ce satlsfactory 5 :
o " 5 or sh0u1d it have been ear11er - 10 or later —'O‘) | g
'b) Before the agenda had been dlstr1buted what do yod thlnk ,T}:;
'1?Q~--IEachers expected»fd learn at thelr f1rst 1n serv1ee5‘ ‘_; -
SOMETHING ABOUT THE PROGRAM - 5 DON T KNOWTT‘4“GAMES~ _;:;‘;M; _
"i 3 P I Pa’- 2 WHAT THEY HEARD FROM OTHER TEACHERS - 1. '. 'TTTN‘TT
-:‘c) Do you th1nk they Tearned what they had expected? . E
o yes - 9 no - 4, = 2 ‘ _
| iﬁﬂd) Nhat makes you thlnk 507 BECAUSE OF THE POSITIVE COMMENTS
ON THE EVALUATION FORMS - 4, THEY USED IN SERVICE TDEAS - 2,{R



.

~y

49.

————

i) dropped from the 1n service program? USE OF VIDEO TAPES,

'_ 1v) g1ven Tower pr1or1ty (Tess t1me aqd effort) w1th1n the

. ;;ETementary Language;Arts Program? yes -6, no' -_9L

‘,, S S 359

THEY HAD REQUESTED GAMES - 1.
e) Do you have any reservations about the qua]1ty or effect1veness
of this first 1n-serv1ce sess1on? yes t‘TT no - 4.
If yes, ébeo1fy TEACHERS’COULDN'T'INTERACT - 3 GAMES
IN- SERVICE SHOULB HAVE BEEN LATER -2, T00 LENGTHY - 2 |
'NOT ENOUGH ON PROGRAM ITSELF (1.e,,CURRICULUM EXPERIENCES)
Keep1ng 1n m1nd the top1cs actuaTTy covered by all the.teacher
1n-serv1ce sess1ons (workshops) he]d for your grade level th1sn,‘

year are they any top1cs which you would like to see

-2, LECTURES._-] oA

- i) vadded to the in- SerVTCE Drogram7 ACTIVITY UNITS OR\LESSON oy

. PLANS -4, TEACHERS SHARING IDEAS - 3, DRAMA AND LITERATURE
- 2 USE OF COMM ITY RESOURCES\* 2. ‘;"fH . :V

( .

111) g1ven greater pr1or1ty (more,;1me and effbrt) w1th1ﬁ the

y o

*prdé)am’ PROGRAM OBJECTIVES FOR EA;H GRADE LEVEL -6,
g PRESENTATION OF ACTIVITY UNITS OR LESSON PLANS - 2
VMATERiALS - 2

program? THE MAKING OF GAMES - 3

) . T A
Lo
L : . N Lo [
: . R oo ' . Lot . N

ou th1nk that three- one day in- serv1ce sess1ons were

— :
adequate for the preparat1on on 0f" o 1mpTement this

.

R e
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N

b) If yes, what‘ﬁakee you' think so7 TEACHERS HAVE ALL YEAR To
> _MAKE USE OF ATTIVITY UNITS AND BawES - 2, NOT MEANT T0 '
PREPARE TEACHERS COMPLETELY - 1, JUST NEED BETTER PLANNING

- 1, IMPORTANT TOPICS WERE COVERED = 1. -

& c)/If no, how many shou]d there have been7 FOUR;INfSERVICE!
' ‘DAYS -8, FIVE IN SERVICE DAYS -, 1. | )
- Sﬁ. a) Do you think most teachers felt free to raise quest1ons
o regard1ng the Language Arts Program or P I. P dur1ng these
‘1n -service se551ons? yes -8, no - 7 _ ) |
b). What makes. you;} il tls BECAUSE THEY DI@‘- 8. NO,.ITw.;
WAS AN INTIMIDAMG < T““x«aN_FqR,THEM - 4.
- ‘ T o
”f§2. Using thefcbdei' gﬁgg_ cons1derab]e,\some, 11tt]e or none,j wt .
: p]ease 1nd1cate the vaIue of - these 1n serv1ce sess1ons 1n* a ?‘"‘
. he1p1ng the teachers “ ’;ej" C IFV t - j‘ A
1ta3 f;_? r'_jf“t“jf,..el ';hé;éet*eonsideEEbleﬂsphe Tfttie'nohei
f),; ‘Ohderstahd'theﬁuhdefff :4' 4 tl R :,l B | ﬁ \
| “? _1yin9hbhjlosophyﬂof the _e:)h._:"' '-’“f-T'. f}“' b‘lf' .;1hi
’ -'Laneeége'Arts‘Pregram 1.3*_ ” i:: 5': ’}a"_ﬁ 'CJ.T - ?70g~‘ . | ‘
;&ii)%’fuhdﬁrstand the obJect1ves ;2{1 éﬂ' L f1;'e;f_ff te,LV3,’"'f F'gr;. o
}b ‘ ‘2' h,’.and methodolégy of the Co o tt{’;hf;":_ ;VﬁAv‘fft’ |
R _ ;'f 3 a5 5. @ 4?oh
. ‘{ ' }iji)7"et111ze the textbook o Sei _ 1 13_-TF:f'1,.* 15-5'}53
i\ '4iv)etiut1l1ze the fac111tator hdtht f%‘ .2_'E-;Lt10 . :42v_,.Q{_

4:f='V) ut111ze the\resource ? ) !‘flijl“ EETE 'f"‘uggf e




gy oy

great considerable some little none

vi) utilize the grade 2 . |
activity units | L 3 5‘ | 0 .0 0
j vii). uti]ize_resouroe ‘ o | |
7. © materials, 5 f | _ 2 5 | 6_-i 2. . 0
vifi) make newrmateria1s'b -4 | 5h: 6 0 0
ix) other (specify) o | e o S
COMMUNITY RESQURCES 0 10 0. 0 - o 3
e - B
Section G: OTHER ELEMENTS OF P.I.P.

. . o . T
Sy ) . . - o

,‘ Th1s sect1on of the quest1onna1re dea]s w1th the va]ue of
, VA
re]evant documents, resource centres, 1nstruct10na1 mater1a]s and

T

g act1v1ty un1ts tg the imp]ementatTOn of this program
‘ . ,‘:" . .

DOCUMENTS.-C .

'53 Do you th1nk that most of your teachers have read the fo]low1ng !
; \

_?' ) “the E]ementary Language Arts Handbook7 yes - 3 no -12.

]

' fi) the Language Arts sectton of the Rrogram of Studxes7 g

:jfif the teacher swgu1de to the ﬁdhtbook” yes = 4 : no - 11

.;iv);fthe handouts d1str1buted dur1ng in- serv1ee sess1ons7 ‘,4 P
. e : ‘, N . | . . ) . . . T - :

S yes'- 12, no -3

CRESOURCE CENTRES™ - . BRI R




L
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54. a) Have your‘teachers ut111zed the Language Arts re&ource
_centres for-purposes. other than in-service sess1ons7
yes - 2, no - 13.. |
b)) If yes, for what purposes7 SUPPLEMENTAAY'MATERIALS'} 1,
s CLASS WORK - 1. How often? HARD TO SAY - 2.

‘If no, why not7 NOT ACCESSIBLE --10, FACILITATORS MADE IT

/

resource cehﬁygs be better made ava11ab]e to teachers through

L 3

' the Instruct1oha1 Med1a Centre?  yes - 13, no - 2,
& ' :

. @5:' " B . ";. ‘ ‘~,
. B o L .
S _ o R
i 55. a) Do you th1nk that ‘the $100 per teacheg&for the purchase of e

. matertals was a good 1nvestment for th1s schoo] system7
yas - 13, no - T - 2 3 o

b) WNy (not) ' NQ,“EEACHERS LACKED THE KNOWLEDGE AND TIME ’
. : %
o iﬂé%QIRED TG ORDER MATERIALS SELECTIVELY - 2

© ACTIVITY UNITS
_ SRR T
N o Ca ,'-x .'- . N - \5 . 1-_‘ . P
56 Based oh yodr own know]edge as a c]assroom“teacher,vtg what extent
tg-do you th1nk that the teachers of grades one three, four and

ﬂ5': e f1ve are currént]y us1ng the new Elementary*Language Arts :

Program7 WOuld you say




A AN SRR
& . | | o
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” . i o -~
e 1) completely . ' 0 iv) very little " 5
- N 11) to a considerable extent' 1. _— not at all 0 ‘
L o . I . _ ' _ ,
i11) to some extent . - S8 i) DK 1
. » y
3 Q " -
-57. a) Do you: th1nk that the fu]] 1mp1ementat1on of th1s new
Language Arts Program w1thout the a1d of act1v1ty or course
units wou]d requ1re that teachers become curr1cu1um
: deve]opers? yes - 15 no - O
b) If yes, is such an expectat1on rea]1st1c in your v1ew?
yes -0, no - 15. Why (not)? NO, INSUFFICIENT TIME ON THE ©
_PART OF THE TEACHER - 15. | | .
: Sect1on H: PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION\PROCESS .
~ This portion of the quest1onna1re is an overv1ew of P I.P.
. 1ntended to 1dent1fy ways of 1mprov1ng thws 1mp1ementat1on strategy é
. o | Coaw ;

~

58 The f0110w1ng are components in th1s schoo] system 'S Program

Imp]ementat1on Process (P. I .P. )

;:y - j o Extrama"éreat Moéehate Lftt%exNone_,ih'
i) fhfsgrgjoé'sessions;foh- . “;;?_ ?.. o R ‘hh-‘;
Gteackers c 3T gy 0
y ‘ .‘ - ii)_ -Y‘E}SOUr‘ce ‘Cénfres RN ; 6 4 '. ’ ‘;' 6{ 3 '.2% -
‘ lf;sn:ji%) fac111tator $ demonstrat1on T e - 'M '; '
v;;;;f o 1essons o e
o i;) »fac1]1tator teacheiagb B . jf

L consu]tat1ons R




59.

vii

Cvid

fa)

k0

7 1 Extremetheathode?ate LittTelNone :

new resoOrcelmateriaTs~.H | 2"‘If.3‘cﬁf:T:8TH%.: ;é'ff 701;;

ﬁactiydty unjts;(foniibl ’ N : ' 'v i e

grade 2>teachehsS'ii‘l; 8 : :;ng '0;”". .0 ' 0 -
) ptéacher' prebérafibn‘o% iii b u o o
,.:mater1als (games, etc ) | O ‘ fTA . 5 - 37’,TTOIT
’Ij‘other (specufy) USE OF A.V. R |
;s {MATERIALS o ':u‘,]“-‘C 0o 1 I 0 0 0
L --. ﬂ - { ‘

K L . .

Us1ng the code extreme great moderate 1ittle or none,

-

»'p]ease 1nd1cate above how effect1ve you th1nk each of these

o mg]ement this new curr1cu]ar program 'ff

a)

a'

components has been 1n he]p1ng teachers FO understand and

|

Wh1ch of these has been the*most va]uabngcomggpent7
ACTIVITY UNITS - 8, CONSULTATION - 3, MANERIALS - 2,
IN—SERVICES -1, DEMONSTRATION LESSONS = T

As a strategy for the d1ssem1nat1on and 1mp1ementat1on o o

of curr1cu1ar 1nnovat1ons, how m1ght P,l P. be 1mproved7

SPECIFY THE DUTIES OF THE FACILITATOR AND HER . RELATIONSHIP

: TO THE TEACHER - 9 FEWER SCHOOLS AND TEACHERS FOR EACH

»FACILITATOR - 3 IN SERVICE TEACHERS N S PTEMBERw-'Z:

" IN-SERVICE TEACHERS ON THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE PROGRAM AND -

o THE DUTIES OF FACILITATORS - 2 CONSULTATION TIME MUST BE"
~PROVIDED o EE |

364 .




, W . . ! )
) » )

b) Do you th1nk that adeehate proh1s1ons have been made w1th1n
the struct%re of;P I P to allow for a systemat1c on- go1ng
'h_evaIuat1on and adaptat1on of this stYategy for the
E1mpIementat1on of curr1cuIar 1nnovat1ons7 : yes - 5 no - 10.
s fEpra1h .:E: EVALUATIONS FORMS ARE INADEQUATE - 5 THERE IS
ffA LACK OF COMMUNICATION BETWEEN NEW FACILITATORS AND THOSE o
 FROM PREVIOUS “YEARS, AND A LACK OF COMMUNICATION BETwEEN g
| FACILITATORS AND SUPERVISORY STAFF - 2 __ e 9%. |
c) Do you th1nk that the 1mp1ementat1on of new programggﬁﬁke
.th1s Language Arts Program requ1res a full t1me P IQE*
coord1nator? yes - 15 ne. - O Why (not)’ YES
: FACILITATORS NEED'GUIDANCE AND SUPPORT - 2, NEED RELIABLE
| MEANS OF FEEDING BACK INFORMATION ON. EFFECTIVENESS OF ;

- PROGRAM TO THOSE RESPONSIBLE FOR IT - 4.

. Section I: THE TEXTBOOKS" =~ -~ -~ . " L SR
SRR » . RS ' ' ‘
"7 60. a) Do you,tend;te asSoeiete the;hew'tanguage Arts Program with. /7;
its textué]5hatehi3159"yes - 12'?'n6v5E3, ,'b'“_ S u'Q\\f;&7
o oo b);If no, go on to the next qUESt1on | '

If yes, w1th wh1ch textbook ser1es do you tend to assoc1ateﬂ;’°.'

"‘the program? WORLD OF LANGUAGE - 10 NELSON SERIES - 2

~

‘ f;J'c) To ‘what extent do you tend ﬂ% assoc1ate th1s text W1th the.‘ :

v

- lprogram’ WOuId you: say . j‘verf:'“» : tf,yiv-ljg .h.~(
. i) compIeter S o 4 oo i) td*somé.extente}S'I
iII,to a cons1eekeble~extent’ 7‘ S ’Iv)'vyehy IittIe v ,-'OE
o , . -'.Q. : -
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'61' a) To what extent do you th1nk that teachers, who have been
given the World of Language ser1es, depend on. this new
textbook for the- teach1ng of 1anguage (before the grade two

‘activity units were ava11ab1e). wOuld you say.

i) comp1ete1y o ‘O’ iv) very 11tt1é9 -1
di) to a'considerab]e'extent’ 2 viﬁ not_at aTT5 %;j<
“iii) to some extent{ TR I

T

‘i;;tﬂ Can whatever benef1ts wh1ch may be der1ved<¥rom the WOrld of

anguage ser1es,‘be obta1ned 1arge1y through the proper use ;"
of the teacher S gu1de to th]S text7 yes - 6 no - 9. w?~n

62. Who do you think shou]d be respons1b1e for choosrng-from the.

Department of Educat1on S 11st of recommended books, the ‘
B textbook ser1es to be used in a given schoo17 . ‘

‘“‘Jﬁ)' centra] office staff S ,"t, d A R 0 ‘
b}ﬁi)) the Language Arts Superv1sor cd\" - ‘f SR _'1'
idii) the fac111tator o ;,.",°i'f e 0
i.fv)‘ schoo] pr1nc1pa1 ...lvvgi :_.ﬁ Af:i*fy : Jf)'j,._v>.’ f .¥0~
_ V):; a comm1ttee of teachers from the schoo1 "fq' ::1:f"v‘:7 ,. :\\t'_

vidi ‘the 1nd1v1dua1 teacher e : f1:  : f?” o “,vl p.

~

' v11) E%her (spec1fy) FOUR DIFFERENT CGMBINATIONS OF THE ABOVE 6
: S S | ‘
B S S o '_'_" .iff b‘”ﬂu:.f' - *ﬁ,_'* f~;}' v

. f63 How 1mportant 1s 1t that teachers rece1ve in- serv1ce tra1n1ng | f.f;
" in the proper use of a new textbook before try1ng to US&!Tt on

‘ 'f _thenr pwn WOuld you saY lt is..

N _ L e e ) R’
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i) extremely important faﬁfv iv) of 1ittle importance . 0
ii) of great importance 3 L'v) of no importanqe ‘,Oge
‘s§§,'. _ iia) moderately important 2 |
Section'd: PERSONAL . oo %
64; what persona] and profess1ona1 benef1ts have you der1ved from
th1s experlence as a language arts fac111tator7 NEW LDEAS AND
KNONLEDGE OF THE LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAM -9, KNOWLEDGE OF
_MATERIALS AND RESQURCES.- 7, SEEING DIFFERENT SCHOOLS PRINCIPALS
. TEACHERSLAND CHILDREN -7, I ENJOYED THE PEOPLE WITH wHOM I .
WORKED - 5. e )
T L '\_'
- — \ ' . R X ) ) L : - c ‘ \ c
- Th1s br1ef queét1onna1re 1s a- fo]]ow up to the prev1ous \ Jf
e .one wh1ch has not on]y 1dent1f1ed a number of new 1ssues but has»b_ B R
kD -a]so 1nd1cated the need to c]ar1fy some o]d quest1ons as we]]
P]ease respond to a]] quest1ons as fully and frank]y as you |
N )_,‘j '-x : ) \ ]
' "";poss1b1yucan,;
ﬁﬁg:'gectiOn’K; THE PROGRAM -~ _\«_ P RRS N
“‘ < -., : \‘ - B T  ..7 ] ‘)v;v _’ \ - ._ B O - R .. e .v.
- - . . . L 4 \\\-. . - - % .
. 65. a) In your 0p1n1on, 1s the ch11d s c0py di\vhe textﬁook (e s N K

xﬁﬁ;‘ Nor1d of Language) needed in. order to propenly teach th1s

'-,5?fff*§§;”/ R§W~cQurse in Language Arts7 yes - 5 no - 10 4_ufafi“"n

o N I N




4

g
Lo

vofffn your v1ew, can th1s program be taught w1thout the further 2

'deveTopment of the content found in the teacher s gu1de to

the_text?l.yes -2, no - 13

a) How 1mportant to this new Language Arts Program 1s the attempt

A 4 '

to meet 1nd1v1dua1 needs of students7 woqu you say -

1v) of T1tt1e 1mportance//?*r)

of_no,1mportance 0

i) extremeTy [“ 1
i) greatTy 10 En v)
341, -

st

PR iii) mod%rately

Ib)'Can the demonstrat1on Teifon as ‘you* understand 1t be‘

gexpected to show the clgﬁsroom teacher how to operat1ona11ze,[

%

the“1nd1v1dua11zat1on of 1nstruct1on? yes - 4, _ no’ - TO

’ o N AT e

St
e ;u‘.: Yo

L ‘N,A.

: : co \v,,_ >
— N B : «

o 67. a),

' a

Program

the1r current (1 €., on) methods of - teachlng Tanguage?

fﬂI THAT GRADE LEVEL -5, HIGHER PRIORITY FOR THE LANGUAGE ]
| ELEMENT - 4 MUST BEGIN NLTH THE EXPERIENCES OF THE CHILD
e 4« INTEGRATION OF THE LANGUAGE ARTS ETC - 3 MORE PUPI{

[4 . .

PARTICIPATION - T

of the cTassroom teacher 1n Tanguage, to what extent woqu
you say that the essence of th1s change or 1nnovat1on for

]-E the teacher 1s one of methodo]ogy7 Nou]d you say

In order to fuTTy 1mp1ement the new ETementary Language Arts

in -what ways woqu cTassroom teachers need to- change :

USE OF NEW MATERIALS -5, STRUCTURE LESSONS TO MEET GOALS AT '

N b): In\terms of how th1s new program aﬁfects the day to day work ‘

368 -
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S i

" Section L: THE FACILITATOR °

’"GSLvFQr what grade are you aAfaciljfatbr?Ergrade:zf"gj-.gkaagzsw'z,,‘

wlo‘waaauhat was ybunweducat1on maJor at un1ver51ty? | . /_} v R

. R . e
. . . R . ’ .
. . - I . . BN . . e
' ° . - .-
N

1) completely 'E f»ll“ ' }fba;f iY)-Véfy 1iit1e 0 PR
i) to a cons1derab1e extent 130 ) not at all - 0.

. ,111) to some extent - 2 = R '

P ) R R Y - ) } TS ) S

o

e s
AN . . . - v . ] -
o . . ° .o . . o . v
T i O e L S “,» o . . . o S8 PR TR
% .. IR AT .

69 Have you ever taken a un1vers1fy course wh1ch dea]t spec1f1ca]1y :

- w1th the new E Lanentary Language Arts Program? : '5h'f” L”f_  : P
'»yes -0, no - 15 A _‘ _ L

If yes, wh1ch course? N A ~Which pniveﬂsiiy? N.AT3' e

S '— o Sl “. . . (,| " Il" o . V\

NOTE’ N0 LANGUAGE ARTS MAJOR& B -

: “‘:.b) In wh1ch department d1d you take your degreé? 8
b ELEMENTARY EDUCATION - 5, SECONDARY EDUCATION - 8.
) Nhat was your 1ast un1verL1§y,degree or- d1p1omaibj?-:~"
| M Ed ? 2, 8. Ed =10, D1p1oma\i 1; [NA. ;i -
| il when d1d you rece1ve 1t? 1963 1976 7

Language Arts Handbook’ IN 1975 - 10 L NOT YET -«c3r;l {Zf 773{E”{11*]\]u7f*
N A 2 i;'x‘a,g‘,;[ *'ff'~»*§ﬁ<; 3,1.-f§_e ;.

B l. i L
R A . PN .

the fo]]owrng

(8 SRRDY T Yt
: : ! i . : T a B R Lo
N R e o Sl BN ' .
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RN e - |

. . . . | . . -
i) . the surplus of classroom tegchers? | ~ yes -4, no - 11. .
. i1) the solution to a personaIity conflict? yes - 1, no - 14. ' °&
~., iii) a request for a transfér?  -- . yes.- 5, no - 10.

o

-73. a) At ‘the time of your apporhtment as a fac111tator would you % :

have preferred another pos1t1on within th1s schoo] system S

RV AN

mﬁﬁr outs1de it? yes -4, no - . LT o
»."b) If no, go on to questmn 74. . . ' IR - - T
. . e , . ‘

| ) If yes, 1f you couId have turned down th1s JOb at that time,
Eiiwou]d you have dOne so7‘ yes -4, »no - 0. o _

'Q)~If yes why d1dn £ you’ NO OTHER EOSITION AVAILABLE TO ME —‘1
'FFELT 1T WOULD BE AN ENRICHING EXPERIENCE -*] RESPEQTjFQR ;'-
4'AUTHORITY'— n NEEDED A CHANGE -1 *'u | BT R

| 4 i o g,< - ,:
© 74, a) Whether or ndt you wanted the pos1t1on then, at the t1me you

'were offered th1s gob of fac1ﬂ1tator d1d you feeI that fa11ure_ 2
E: to accept it m1ght be heId aga1nst you7v yes -4, no - IW
:}Eb);If yes, who m1ght hoId it agalnst ydu7. CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF
\““4 what makes you th1nk so’ JUST A FEELING I HAD - I
'fTHEY SAID THEY “WOULD NEVER MAKE ME AN OFFER AGAIN -.I |

75 Us1ng the code :, extremé great moderate, 11tt1e or. none, pIease

' 1nd1cate the mgortance of the foIIow1ng 1n your understand1ng

fg of twevdut1es of a’ Language Arts fac111tator in the FaII of 1975

) the- pr1nc1p1e of hav1ng each teacher determ1ne how to use

your services. EXTREME s, GREAT - 9, QDERATE - 1.

el



I S
' b) expos1ng teachers to new resaqurce’ mater1aTs and encouragxng
 teachers to use such materlaTs EXTREME - 3 GREAT - 10, .
X MODERATE R TR 45' ) »'
'c) show1ng teachers how to ut111ze the new textbooks
. EXTREME - 2 GREAT --8 MODERATE - 4 NONE - 1.

- 76. As an aTternat1ve to demonstrat1on Tessons, how vaTuabTe to the

1mp1ementat1on of new programs woqu you say a fac1T1tator-

‘,fteacher pTann1ng and team teach1ng approach wbqu be?

ffwmﬂdymxmy -, .
1g3 extreme];i"ﬂffé“f?iT | : 1v) of 11ttle vaTue f?faf? :
) great]y ”:*fQ;,y) of no vaTue e
191) moderateTy ,
... Section M:- INSSERVICE SESSIONS = /.

:77,.Th1nk1ng back to the three in- servwce sess1ons her for the

: .teachers of your grade th1s year,. were the teachers s a g p

- spec1f1ca11y asked how they fe]t about the new Ladx 3’_' =
= o o ' o oy
Program or P.I. P. dur1ng ’
i) the, f1rst in-service session? _»yes'sf3 no - 12 BN N

i ) the second in- serv1ce sess1on7 yes - 3, no - 12

c";_ f'-}11) the thxrd 1n serv1ce sess1on7 yes - 2, o = 13 J
: 78;1Taken as a whole, to what extent Woqu you say that: the quest1ons

T~ .wh1ch were ra1sed by teachers dur1ng these 1n serv1ces sess1ons -
i C

SN

. const1tute ser1ous reservat1ons about the Language Arts Program




Section N: IMPLEMENTATION

[

“or P;I,P,?‘ Would you say

i) great 0 s C O qy) Tittle 4
- i) considerabien' 2 © ) nene- ) 3 B
‘_fji)'someé :‘~'ﬁ:{f 4 Vi) NAL 2

I A

L 4

79 Have you had ser1ous reservat1ons w1th reSpect to some aSpects h ;‘

' 'of the new E1ementary Language Arts Program or P.I. P. a'
. strategy for its Jmp1ementat}on? 5yes - 11,. no.- 4.

 If yes, go on to‘question»BOtb; T

If no, go on %o question 81.

oot

_80.-D1d you, on your own 1n1t1at1ve ever persona]ly br1ng these

vreservat1ons to.the attent1on of:
“_ij.- the coordTnator of-the prOJect (1.e.,'the Supervfsor,of‘

Elementary Language Arts) ‘ yes‘{.S,“ no - 6.

B w

' "hﬁ ) the D1rector of Curr1cu1um7 yes -,O, vn0‘i-10,- N A - T ,f

/

. °t;f111) othe:kcentra1 off1ce off1c1a1s7 yes - 0, no'--TOf N A - 1.

”Go on to quest1on 82

>

;:8j. o ite the fact that you d1dn t have such reservations, 1f you

were to the seen serJous\&§f1c1enc1es in th1s new Language

P Program or P I P wou]d you on your own_ 1n1t1at1ve have

S fe]t free to br1ng these to the attent1on of i}'.‘ r; s

o

372



Y the coord1nator of the proaect (1 e., the Supervisor

v

ES

"oT Language Arts)? .yes - 4, no - O If no, why not? -

) the D1rector of Curr1¢u1um? yes 4'1 ,‘,0;4 3. If no,‘

‘f:iji) other centra1 off1ce off1c1als7 yes -1, °n0»- 3. Ifhho,,:

82

v-why not’ IT'S" THE PROJECT\COORDINATOR s JOB - 3

*_eebwhy_not? IT S THE PROJECT COORDINATOR S. JOB - 3
N o : L .

o
.

o~

.Assum1ng that you. had ser1ous reservat1ons regard1ng the

Co Language Arts Program or P I P wou]d you have felt free to

r_frankly express your v1ews on‘these matters 1f spec1f1callx

'requested to do 50 by the fo]]ow1ng

tﬁe coord1nator of the prOJect? , yes-- 14 no - 1:

ti)f the D1rector of Curr1cu1ym7 yes - 12, Lh01f 3["'

- 1i9) other,cehtral off1ce off1c1alsz 'yes-f‘]],-_nOv—'Ai,”

Cw

1

.
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APPENDIX C 1~ T

' DIAGNOSTIC TEACHING THROUGH ANALYSIS OF THE' TASK.®

. '1ﬁ-§et OBjeEtiVe(s):fOr ]énguage-1eaéﬁih§f§)ﬁ‘]Thé:dbfectiVe‘fdn the” .
«  Tanguage learning-arises out of .the assessed language needs of e

the child and is consonant with the .general objectives: for the ™
Tanguage arts. For example, if the child needs tofurther-.
. develop his ability to compare objects, as ‘noted through previous
_* analysis of his work, the objective for a language lesson would- .
- reflect that need.. T T S PR oo B '
2. Desigh language task. The language task is then.set.” For™: -
.- example, "Orally compare a volleyball and a football for your .
-~ younger sister." The taskmust have a specific. purpose set for
it 4s in this exampke:- If a grade.six pupil is asked’to compare
. a volleyball and a football; or, as-in one of the sampje units, -
*. to describe a screwdriver, the task may Tack ‘any interest or .
. purpose for him. ‘As a result it won't tell the teacher much about
‘the child's ability to describe nor will it be easy to set '
.criteria for analysis.. Setting a task that the child.sees as
meaningful is essential. =~~~ = .. . T

e

',‘3. Set'tritéria'for’analyéfsm’thé,crfferié'Whiéh‘you~e$tablﬁsh for.
- 'analysis should be realistic for the child(ren) you:are-teaching

“and pertinént to the task‘Which.youkhaveﬁsetJ4-FOr-examp]ey'using'_~',“""‘

' the task set .above, it is reasonable that-you should consider:
"_the child's -ability ‘to focus on the task you have set, his.
.‘description}oflthe”physica]‘

. precision in use of:vocabulary which is understandable to his .
.xsand to compare their functions.. ‘ o _ |

4 Cbl]ect'gamﬁTé(Q)ffrbhAcHdeG?én);- Sémb}esﬂofLéhjldreﬁ?Sv R

- expression go beyond written material. Samples may include .. . -
=vteacher?s'obServatiqns.of'pupiT_responses;_recording_of ordl

. presentations, anecdotal records of individual or group activities, -

. ‘videotaping of:student moyé@ent and dramatic’portrayals, mental
° “_notes of ‘the way a child_sings, -or the way he responds - to a =
. /7 question. ' The samples collected“are dependent on. your purpose. - .
.,agEor,example,afnufo]TQWinguUpﬁagspéCTﬁjc;ﬁdentifigd need on the
‘part of:'a child or a:small group .of the whole tli;s, appropriate
. samples would bé collécted to enable:you.to deter ine whether, or
not your teaching has met that identifiéd need. | ' :
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_attributes of both .objects, his. ~  ~ -

‘J-*yOUngég.sister;'his'ébi1ity todescribe. the function of each ba]l,f;Q’ 




5. Examine sample(s) carefully using the criteria. The written
,..criteria for a task form the necessary basis. for examining any
“child's expPession,. However, there are always unwritten criteria

. which must be considered when examining a student's work. What

~ . should we expect from-this particular child in 1ight of his past

- “.develophent? Are we avoiding ‘the imposition of ‘adult standards . -
‘of expression on this child? Are we avoiding unnecessary . >

et 'Eomparison of this child with the rest of the class? .-

. :6. Diagnose stréengths and areas where there is.need for further -
- development. - The diagnosis of strengths is necessary for at
Teast three reasons. -Your awareness of the. child's strengths
shows you the extent to which the child is developing in his .
'comﬁpniéative‘abi]ity,-and the extent to which your tasks are. -
Undenstandab1e”and1appro§riate‘for}that child. Strengths are
L also the basis for praise of the child's endeavors and the
B ""-foundgtibns on which other learnings develop. “In diagnosis we-
- - are aﬁking what competence the child brings-to .the task so that:
e can take him further. = -~ R e a0
R , . e :
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The‘aréas'of~need for further development give direction to the
- 'next language encounter - its objective and design.  These needs
‘may suggest aspects of communication where the child is A
" progressing but.not as fast as in other areas, or they may - - RIS
suggest ‘that the child}s competence- has not been adequately "
tapped - that if the tasks were designed differently we would

find that the -child has -some skill -in that area. .- o .

7. Plan instruction specific to idéntified needs. - oge ¢
' (a) chart. individual heeﬁé; (b) charf'group needs: n the basis -
of individual needs Which'are détermined through diagnosis, = . .
“instruction can be planned. When more than. one student shows a
-need in-one area, jnstruction can be directed to a group. '

. Planning for instruction in language arts requires-that you know.
o “ " the relationship between learning activities and learning. "% .
: ".~ . giﬁg_c_t_g et . . . A L . ‘,',:'.‘":. . *{j'fw N ! : i
" 8. Teach child(ren) needed skill(s).’ Once- the language: needs of the N
' ~child have been identifig “the, type-gf instruct n determined, i oo? -
- ..then his interests-shoul onsiderediin designing:specific = T
. procedures ‘and:activities af those -needs.  Fbr example, in = -

- the first sample unit (Year wqf-,Descrﬁptibn)}ﬁhgﬁsbéﬁﬁfﬁc
activities required in Step 7 (page 68) inglude’expériences = . - -
designed ‘to develop use of more visual sense.~ Eor the particular -
- child, CO]1ecting-andbviewing_a]1 different availdable tools, and
- _listening to other children tell about tools are some of the ' "
. - specificiactivities based on 'that child's interests:and planned -
o " to develdp his visual senses.- The provision of a variety of _ =
‘experierces . for achievement of the diagnosed needs through = = " .7
Jdnstructional actiyities is recommended. A knowledge of a - . - '
. variety of methodologies and types of ¢lassroom organization
.- facilitates the:teachinguof‘neeQed;5ki]Ts;%.Fdf'examﬁle,gthe‘ L
'inductive“method-should*befusédffrequentlyiinwsma11 groups ahd .
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individual teaching.situatjons. Other'teachinglﬁtrategiespare
~discussed in Chapter VII._ IEERE - -
s , o _ S "
, - 9. Recycle. -The d1agnost1c procedure is repeated for the same ,
N ob3ect1ve, if necessary, or for a new objective.. Other samples o
SR are c011ected and ana]yzed and teach1ng encounters deve]oped

The d1agram dep1ct1ng the steps 1n the: d1agnost1c procedure
begins with setting objectives for the langudge 1earn1ng - For
=your first 1anguage arts lesson of ‘the year and only the first .
Tesson, you may wishk: to .begin with Step 2. In other words, o

~-before you: teach a.lesson you may want to callect samples of
children's work and identify- certain language needs as thg
basis for your first lesson. Out' of the samples collecte

7 during your. first teaching lesson can arise the ob3ect1ves )

' wh1th are, a necessary part of the d1agnost1c cycle. '

: -D1agnosws of the child's strer ths and needs s tremendous]y
important in ‘language arts. The forego1ng procedure for
diagnosis ‘is crucial to.recognizing and meeting the child's

o _;1anguage needs.  Once you -have followed the steps in detail.

! and fitted your past teaching activities into. this’ framework
; you will find that diagnosis. is not an added burden nor does
. it take too much more time. Your increased skill in. -using:
~ the diagnostic approach and in getting better results will
- make it vorthwhile. (E1ementary Language Arts Handbook
1973, pp. 62-64)




