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|. INTRODUCTION

The decline in the quality of U.S. education initiated a review process which culminated in the
report A Nation At Risk (U.S.Department of Education,1983). This landmark publication outlined
the general problem facing U.S. education and made a series of prescriptive recommendations
designed to stem the decline. A number of nationwide educational initiatives have come into being
for the purpose of operationalizing the suggested reforms. (See School Reform Networks on this

server.)

Unlike its historical predecessors, this new effort at educational reform was framed in an
atmosphere of educational probity,.i.e., there was, and continues to be, widespread publicity and
public recognition of the extent of the problem. The national impact of the crisis was repeatedly
noted by political figures who correlated the decline of the quality of U.S. education with the loss
of U.S. world predominance (Carnegie Task Force, 1986). More importantly, public recognition of
the crisis placed U.S. education in the limelight, and in so doing the U.S. educational system now
has the onus of response with attendant accountability. The new fiscal crisisin education
highlights the need for the reforms. Now there is an increased emphasis on quality and there are
less monies available to obtain the desired result, al part of the "new contract." The emphasis on
decentralization continues a process already in place wherein the bulk of the responsibility for the
operationalizing of the reformsis at the local level.

A goal structure was drafted at the federal level utilizing a serial number of reports on the issue of
the status of U.S. education (Carnegie Task Force, 1986; Goodlad, 1984; Holmes, 1986, 1993;
Sizer, 1983). Theinitial approach to implementation was of a voluntary nature, i.e.,
implementation of the reforms was |eft in the hands of the state, school district, and ultimately,
local schools. General criteria were developed at the state and school district levels, but it was the
local school which was to provide the more concrete and measurable curricular outcomes which
the public outcry now required.

It isunclear to what extent the "restructuring” process has been successful since there was, and
continues to be, alack of objective criteria against which to measure the success, or failure, of the
new methodol ogies being employed (Toner, 1993). The general corpus of the restructuring effort
was perhaps too amorphous. It was voluntary and lacked assessment guidelines. Innovative
successful initiatives (pilot programs) were encouraged, and subsidies were made available on a
competitive basis. This notwithstanding, there was/is no baseline against which to measure the
programmatic success of the restructuring effort. The quasi-voluntary nature of the restructuring
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effort has caused practitioners/academicians to observe that

..{[T]here's still no consensus on what
[restructuring]is, or what it ought to be. States
haven't yet hit upon a means to build up alocal
capacity to restructure....\We have various people
out there selling their medicines, but we don't
know yet what the medicines will do. (O'Neill, 1990, p.10)

In light of this, a number of independent, and seemingly, comprehensive approaches have come
into being with the idea of providing the restructuring process with a more concise program of
action. These initiatives were to build on the ongoing restructuring process and as such were not
implemented in isolation. They each had different emphasis and varying levels of additional
support. They have attempted to provide a cohesive overlay of educational principlesto the
existing restructuring effort. These initiatives have as their primary purpose the refocusing of the
restructuring process utilizing a distinct set of educational principles, techniques, and emphasizing
current trends in organizational/ bureaucratic efficiency.

Three initiatives which have received particular recognition were: the Holmes Group-Professional
Development Schools (Holmes,1986,1993); The RAND Study-Induction Schools (Levine and
Gendler,1988; Houston,1990); and John Goodlad-Partner/Key Schools (Goodlad,1990). The
implementation of these initiatives was superimposed on, and theoretically integrated into,
existing restructuring efforts. They have also been put in practice without the establishment of an
assessment baseline, and further, no assessment protocols have been designed to measure their
efficacy.

The issue of assessment runs like a persistent and continuous doggerel through the entire history
of U.S. educational reform. The lack of empirical assessment has been noted as a reason why past
reforms have failed (Cuban,1990). The current attempt at restructuring seems to be following the
established historical pattern. What follows is an attempt to establish a base of comparison
between alternative approaches to the restructuring process, specifically between those belonging
to the Holmes Group-Professional Development Schools (hereafter PDS) initiative and those only
being serviced by the school districts and the states.

The distinctiveness of the PDS effort relies on the formulation of a specific set of principles whose
component variables were/are already part of the restructuring process with varying degree of
emphasis and application. The composite set of principles developed by the Holmes Group were:

* Teaching and Learning for Understanding;

* Creating a Learning Community;

* Teaching and Understanding for Everybody's Children:

* Developing an Understanding for Diversity, equity, and Socia Justice;

* Continuing Learning by Teachers, Teacher Educators, and Administrators;
* Thoughtful Long-term Inquiry into Teaching and Learning, and;
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* Inventing A New Institution. (Holmes,1990).

The PDS effort is further noted by establishing a support mechanism that relies on a"loose"
liaison relationship to schools and colleges of education. This liaison to postsecondary educational
structures was further strengthened via the integration of designated members of faculty as
advisors, coordinators, and thematic facilitators to the PDS. In addition the PDS initiative under
the leadership of the Holmes Group has devel oped a conference infrastructure both regional and
national for the purpose of developing the principles and processes which are to conceptually
guide the implementation of the PDS effort. The support provided has been jointly subsidized by
the member schools/colleges of education and the Holmes Group.

The Holmes Group principles do not per se define a new educational philosophy. They are rather a
pragmatic summation of state of the art concepts joined together for the purpose of solving a
national problem. Not unlike its many reform predecessors, the principles were formulated on
ideals, leaving the proof of their validity to researchers and practitionersin the field. In fact, some
of the components of the principles lack empirical substantiation (Toner, 1993, p.178). More to
the point, and irrespective of the lack of empirical formulation and proof, the Holmes Group
Principles were accepted on the strength of the reputation and knowledge "bank™ which their
developers and founders represented. The subsequent infrastructure of support developed around
the principles, i.e., the conference structures and fee structure for institutional membership assured
their ad hoc implementation. Foundation giving, based solely on the reputation of the developers
knowledge "bank," further assisted in the implementation of the Holmes Group Principles.

The success of neither the national initiative at restructuring or that of the Holmes Group
Principlesisassured. The U.S. asit enters the post-Cold War period is undergoing an educational
and fiscal retrenchment while simultaneously attempting to maintain its slowly ebbing preeminent
world status. Power preeminence has been significantly eroded by emerging power blocs. Thereis
little doubt about the positive correlation between education and the attributes of national and
international power, afact which becomes significantly important as the U.S.enters the 21st
Century. The U.S. educational system cannot continue to flounder in splendid isolation without
taking due cognizance of proven methodologies. Neither can it ignore the need to rise to the
challenge of our society and the 21st Century. Thetimeis at hand when educational practitioners
need to base instructional strategies on methodol ogies that have been empirically validated, while
concurrently exploring new educational hypotheses.

Considering that the Holmes Group Principles have been implemented, and that variables
subsumed therein are also in effect, i.e., are a part of the nationwide restructuring effort, it is
important to establish the extent to which one primary educational cohort, teachers, perceive their
implementation and impact. The purpose of this articleisto provide an analysis of the perceptions
of elementary school teachers at five PDSs and two Non-PDSs with comparable demographic
characteristics regarding the implementation and impact of the Holmes Group Principles. This
study expands research findings on the perceived congruence of PDS to Holmes Group Principles
(Toner, 1993).
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ll. HISTORICAL HIGHLIGHTS OF THE HOLMES GROUP
PRINCIPLES

The Holmes Group met for the first time in 1982, started meeting on aregular basisin 1984, and
became incorporated in 1985. The principles were thereafter codified in Tomorrow's Teachers
(Holmes, 1986) with widespread input from the faculty of the member institutions. It is now an
educational consortium, organized into five regions for the purposes of communication and
institutional support, and is composed of over 100 institutional members. A regional, and national,
conference structure provides the bulwark for generating conceptual materials building on the
initial principles and addressing the basic question as to how to improve "...the generally low
quality of teacher preparation in the United States (Richardson, 1987, p.1)." However, it isonly
through the evaluation of outcomes accruing from the implementation of the Principles that
empirical validation of this educational strategy can be obtained. Their implementation by the
University of South Carolina (hereafter USC), Columbia Campus, School of Education in the
Columbia, South Carolina area presents an opportunity for just such a case study.

In 1985 USC's School of Education, a charter member of the Holmes Group, under the leadership
of Dean John D. Mulhern began a fledgling attempt to establish the required post-secondary-K-12
liaisons. A modification of the teacher training program was devised, but not implemented,
because of administrative changes at USC. In 1990 Dr. R. Ishler, anewly installed Dean,
reinvigorated the PDS initiative at USC and began a series of meetings which were to continue
until 1991 for the purpose of exploring means of implementing the Holmes Group initiativein
South Carolina. An advisory board was formed (Toner, 1993, p.33). Furthermore, a Professional
Task Force was charged with developing along range strategic plan to outline the qualities of
participatory PDSs (Dozier,1990).

In 1991, as aresult of a Goodlad-sponsored conference, it was decided to carry out a credit-
bearing, year long, PDS Institute for the purpose of devel oping operational guidelines (Toner,
1993, p.34). Thiswas carried out during the academic year 1991-2 with the participation of over
10 schools located in the Midlands area of South Carolina. Participating schools were to
incorporate PDS goals and objectives into their respective mission statements. A fiscal investiture,
beyond the Holmes Group institutional membership, was made by the College of Education in
1992. It created a non-tenured instructional category, Clinical Faculty, for the purpose of
"...study[ing] and debat[e]ing questions and concerns related to PDS and the clinical initiative...
(Toner, 1993, p.36)." The Clinical Faculty were de facto to become the liaison/coordinators of the
PDS.

Therole of the Clinical Faculty was developmental in nature since there were no initial guidelines
other than the basic tenets of the Holmes Group Principles. Whereas there were numerous
meetings of all the PDS participants, the materials generated did not contain a plan for their
implementation, nor was a strategy developed for the Clinical Faculty to follow during the first
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year of operation.

Subsequent national and regional conferences provided a more substantive definition of the
principles, and their implementation in South Carolina resulted in the formulation of general
parameters for the role of Clinical Faculty. Without delving into the minutae of the evolution of
therole of the Clinical Faculty, and their acceptance by participating schools, it isimportant to
emphasize that their impact during the first year of operation can best be described as resulting
simply fromtheir physical intervention (presence), and not as aresult of a planned approach
utilizing the panoply of educational strategies suggested by the Holmes Group for the PDS.

The infrastructure of support for the PDSs has evolved slowly following the pattern of
development of the principles and their guidelines. The literature on the PDSs has been sparse and
case studies do not abound in part because of the newness of the approach. No assessment,
evaluation guidelines, or strategy for their implementation have as yet been noted, and the Holmes
Group has been taken to task for their absence (Winitzky,et.al., 1991).

This study is predicated on the assumption that there is a commonality of variables present in both
PDSs and Non-PDSs, and that the major difference between them is the nature and extent of
cohesive and invasive support, and thematic emphasis. Clearly there is aneed to establish the
perceived efficacy of the Holmes Group approach vis a vis that of the services being provided the
nation generally by the restructuring effort.

lIl. METHODOLOGY

The Holmes Group Principles were broken down into component variables. A literature review
was carried out to determine the extent of empirical validation for each of the variables. The
variables were defined and broken down into component indicators. Appropriate survey questions
were developed for each indicator.

Two surveys were developed to obtain information regarding the perception of the implementation
and impact of the Holmes Group Principles component variables on PDSs and Non-PDSs. The
survey administered to the PDSs made specific references to the Holmes Group Principles. In
contrast, that administered to the Non-PDSs addressed the content of the principles without
reference to the Holmes Group Principles.

The surveys were validated by a peer group. The first section of the survey was designed to
ascertain frequency of practice. The second section honed in on the degree of practice. The fourth
section attempted to obtain information regarding the degree to which the principles may have
been implemented and their perceived impact. Section five sought to establish the extent of
teacher involvement in the restructuring effort and the PDS initiative. A Likert- type scale was
used to measure the frequency and degree of performance in the above four sections. In addition,
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section three contained two open-ended questions designed to ascertain the extent of thematic and
operational congruence between the quantitative and qualitative results. The survey also obtained
information regarding the demographic characteristics of the cohort being surveyed [and the latter
became the independent variable utilized for inferential statistical analysis).

The survey was administered to the teacher cohort of five PDSs and two Non-PDSs at the
elementary level with comparable demographic characteristics. Multiple distributions of the
survey were carried out so as to obtain the highest possible level of return. A total of 308 teachers
working in both PDSs and Non-PDSs were surveyed, and 214 responded for a response rate of
70%. The total number of teachers surveyed in the PDS category was 215, and of these 154
responded for aresponse rate of 71%. The total Non-PDS teachers surveyed was 93, and of these
60 responded to the survey for aresponse rate of 65%. Response rates were above the acceptable
level of 60% established for this study.

V. COMPARISON OF TEACHER PERCEPTIONS

A. Quantitative Data

1. Overall Conformity to the Tenets for Restructuring,
the Holmes Group Principles.

Following the lines of previous research (Toner, 1993) conformity to the Holmes Group
Principles, as tenets for restructuring, was established for the totality of the teacher cohort
surveyed by category, PDSs and Non-PDSs. The objective of establishing the degree of
conformity was to obtain an initial comparative measure of the extent of perceived overal
implementation and impact of the Principles by teachers in both categories of schools. The extent
of conformity was determined by assessing the response of PDS and Non-PDS teachersto six
survey items respectively addressing the question of the Principles implementation and impact.
"Perfect” conformity with the Principles would be obtained when the sum of each set of six items
would yield a score of 30 for a given scale, respectively implementation and impact.

One sample t-tests were calcul ated to assess the teachers' perception of the measure of Principle
compliance at their respective schools. This was obtained by comparing the average response of
the overall sample to the criterion value of 30 and each school's average response to the impact
and implementation subscales against the criterion value of 30. The one sample t-test determined
if the implementation and impact scores (overall and for each school) were significantly different
from the criterion score representing conformity (See Table 1).
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Table.1--Summary of t - Tests,
Conformity to the Six Holmes Group

Principles
| mpact I mplementation

School Mean |t-value Mean t-value
PDSs
School A 23.07 |8.40* |23.72 |10.36*
School B 20.97 [9.27* |23.78 |7.56*
School C 19.89 7.86* |20.36 (8.77*
School D 21.46 |7.93* |22.42 |9.45*
School E 22.46 |7.40* |23.90 |11.69*
PDS Total 21.64 |17.68* |22.95 |19.78*
Non-PDSs
School F 21.13 |6.23* |22.64 |5.33*
School G 23.63 6.19* |24.14 |7.10*
Non-PDSs Total |22.61 8.69* |23.52 |8.68*

* Denotes significance at p 0.0001

by-school and school aggregate tests yielded t-values different from 30(p 0.0001),i.e., none of the
Its met the criterion value for implementation and impact of the Principles. The instructional cadre of
five elementary schools surveyed did not perceive their schools as being "perfect PDSs,"i.e., in

mal conformance with the Principles as tenets for restructuring. The results show that teachers

eived their schools as being in varying stages of development vis avis implementation and impact of
Principles.

s reiteration that there was no significant statistical difference in the total sample regarding the
rted perceptions of teachers. Nevertheless, teachers at the Non-PDS did report slightly higher (but not
istically significant) overall score. Teachers at the Non-PDSs perceived a higher degree of
lementation and impact of the totality of the Principles as tenets for restructuring, i,.e., they perceived
r schools to have obtained a higher degree of total conformance.

sidering that an initial level of inquiry yielded results indicating that all seven schools were at
erent points of development regarding the overall implementation and impact of the Principles, and
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none of them could be considered to have obtained complete congruency to full PDS
us'regarding implementation and impact, it became important to establish the extent to which
hers perceived their schools as actually practicing each of the six principles. Thisis of particular
est in the light of higher overall scores obtained by the Non-PDSs.

2. Reported Perceptions of Teachers Concerning School Frequency of Practice which
Reflect the Holmes Group Principles

Means and standard deviations were computed for each group (PDSs and Non-PDSs) and subscale
(each Principle) in order to ascertain the extent to which the schools were "walking the talk," i.e.,
to obtain a measure of the differences in the scores obtained for overall implementation and
impact. The numerical scale for each Principle had arange in values from 1, indicating "never," 3.
"occasionally," and 5, "always." A higher reported score would indicate that teachers perceived
practices in their respective schools as conforming to the Principles, whereas alow score would
indicate a perceived lack of conformity. Survey items were summed to obtain subscale scores
representing the practice of each of the six Principles. Scores are reported in Table 2.

Table 2.--Table 2.--Teachers' Reported Perceptions
Concerning School
Practices which Reflect the Holmes Group Principles

Schools  |Subscale 1 |Subscale 2 |Subscale 3 |Subscale 4 |Subscale 5 |Subscale 6

PDSs

A *3.77(.68) |2.54(.83) |3.71(.69) |4.15(.51) |2.81(1.02) 3.50(.68)
n=28 n=28 n=28 n=28 n=28 n=28

B 3.55(.59) (2.66(.80) |3.71(.58) 4.06(.74) |2.57(.97) |3.24(.82)
n=31 n=31 n=31 n=31 n=31 n=31

C 3.45(.53) (2.43(.63) |3.40(.68) 3.72(.76) |2.47(.68) |3.11(.68)
n=28 n=28 n=29 n=29 n=29 n=29

D 3.21(.60) |2.62(.83) |3.53(.58) 4.47(.49) 3.46(.65) |3.77(.58)
n=23 n=23 n=24 n=24 n=23 n=24
3.30(.61) (2.78(.93) |3.54(.66) 4.00(.64) |3.12(.82) |3.30(.70)
n=40 n=40 n=40 n=40 n=40 n=40
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PDSs Total **3.45(.63) |2.62(.82) |3.58 (.64) **4.06(.67)(2.88 (.90) |3.36 (.73)
n=150 n=150 n=152 n=152 n=151 n=152

Non-PDSs

F 3.36 (.66) (2.37(.68) |3.57(.69) 3.88(.72) [1.98(.71) |3.10(.70)
n=23 n=23 n=24 n=24 n=24 n=24

G 341 (56) |2.55(.62) 3.80(..63) [**3.93(.76) 2.53(.82) |3.40(.53)
n=35 n=35 n=35 n=35 n=35 n=35

Non-PDSs

Total 3.39(.59) |2.48(.65) |3.70(.66) **3.91(76)|2.31(.82) 3.28(.62)
n=58 n=58 n=59 n=59 n=59 n=59

*= Mean; **= Grand Mean () = Standard Deviation; and n= Number in Group.
Response Scale was: 1= Never; 2= Rarely ; 3= Occasionally ;
4=Fairly Often; and 5= Frequently.

Principlel, Teaching and Learning for Understanding. The perceived practice of this principle
obtained a grand mean response of 3.45 for PDSs and 3.39 for Non-PDSs, i.e., the average of
teacher responses from both groups indicated an overall frequency of practice regarding the extent
of student involvement in decision-making related to the learning process in the interval between
"occasionally" and "fairly often."

Principle |1, Creation of a Community of Learning. The statistical response of teacher's
perceptions regarding the practice of this principle obtained a grand mean of 2.62 for PDSs, and
2.48 for Non-PDSs, i.e., the average of teacher responses in both groups indicated an overall
frequency of practice specifically regarding collaboration between teachers and students and the
use of innovative teaching/active learning techniques to be in the interval between "never" and
"occasionaly."

Principlelll, Teaching and Understanding for Everybody's Children, obtained a grand mean
response for PDSs of 3.58, and for Non-PDSs 3.70. Thiswould indicate that on average Teacher
respondents perceived the frequency of practice practice of equal opportunity for learning in
respect to the aggregate of variables (factors) included in the full spectrum of multicultural/gender
diversity to bein the interval between "occasionally" and "fairly often."

Principle 1V, Continuing Learning by Teachers, Teacher Educators, and Administrators,
produced a grand mean response for PDSs of 4.06. The numerical representation noted by the
PDSs grand mean is located in the interval between "fairly often” and "frequently” which indicates
that on average respondents perceived that appropriate and meaningful inservice and pre-service,
and other continual learning opportunities were being made available and implemented in their
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respective schools. The Non-PDSs grand mean response was 3.91. It was located in the interval
between "occasionally" and "fairly often," and was below that obtained for the PDSs.

Principle V, Thoughtful Long-term Inquiry into Teaching and L earning obtained a grand mean
response of 2.88 for PDSs and 2.31 for the Non-PDSs group, i.e., all groups of respondents on
average perceived afrequency of practicein theinterval between "rarely” and "occasionally" for
the activities of planning, research, and collaboration subsumed under Principle V.

Principle VI, Inventing A New Institution, produced a grand mean response for the PDSs of 3.36
and for the Non-PDSs of 3.28. Both groups fell in the interval between "occasionally" and "fairly
often," i.e., the average respondent perceived their school to be run according to general tenets of
representative democracy wherein all constituent groups (teachers, parents, teacher educators, and
administrators) were represented in the decision making process.

Teacher respondents from the PDSs reported the highest grand means for Holmes Group
Principles |, Teaching and Learning for Understanding, 11, Creation of a Community of Learning,
IV, Continuing Learning by Teachers, Teacher Educators, and Administrators, V, Thoughtful
Long-term Inquiry into Teaching and Learning, and VI, Inventing A New Institution. Teacher
respondents from Non-PDSs reported the highest grand mean in the practice of Principle 11,
Teaching and Understanding for Everybody's Children.

3.Differences Between PDSs and Non-PDSs Concer ning Involvement in School Practices
Reflecting the Sx Holmes Group Principles.

In order to determine the difference between PDSs and Non-PDSs regarding school practices
reflecting the Holmes Group Principles each set of indicator variables was submitted to a
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) model utilizing PDS status (yes/no) asthe
independent variable. The MANOVA was used in lieu of individual univariate tests in order to
control for the intercorrelation between the dependent variables due to their common source and to
conserve the power of thetest against Type | error. The TOMSUB, IMPLEM, and IMPACT
guestions refer to each of the six Holmes Group Principles subscales. The five INV variables refer
to the perceived involvement of teachersin the PDS and restructuring initiatives in their respective
schools.

Table 3.--Summary of
MANOVA on Indicator
Variables

Indicator Set \Wilks |F p>F
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Lambda
TOMSUB 1-6 |0.8910 |4.078 0.0007***
IMPLEM 1-6 0.9762 |0.755|0.6060
IMPACT 1-6 |0.9813 |0.563|0.7598
INV 1-5 0.9958 |0.165|0.9752

Editorial Note: Authors contacted about effect sizes
explained to us that effect sizes this large are not unusual.

ificant differences between scores on indicator variables between teachers from PDSs and Non-

s were found for only one set of variables, the principle subscale scores (Table 3). There were no
ificant differences for the IMPLEM, IMPACT, or INV variables. Mean responses for each of the two
ps in questions were further examined in order to determine which of the six subscale scores were
ificantly different for each group in question (Table 4).

Table 4.--Means on Principle Subscale
(TOMSUB) Variables PDS/Non-PDS

Variable PDS Mean Non-PDS M ean
(n=149) (n=58)

Principle | (Items 1-59) 3.4576 3.3885

(TOMSUB I)

Principle Il (Items 6-8,10) 2.6197 24770

(TOMSUB 2)

Principle I11 (Items 11,27-30) |3.5832 3.6994

(TOMSUB 3)

Principle IV (Items 12-16)  |4.0630 3.9224

(TOMSUB 4)

PrincipleV (Items 17-21) 2.8789 2.3261

(TOMSUB 5)
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Principle VI (Items 22-26,31) |3.3498 3.2914
(TOMSUB 6)

mean response for the PDS group was slightly higher than that for the Non-PDS group for

ciples I, 11, 1V, and VI subscales. The difference,.55, was larger for the Principle V Subscale
ughtful Long-term Inquiry into Teaching). This would suggest that teachers in the PDSs perceive
selves to be more involved in inquiry and research than Non-PDS teachers. The Non-PDS group
onse was slightly higher for the Principle lll subscale, Teaching and Learning for Everybody's

dren-Diversity, which suggests that the Non-PDS schools view themselves as more diverse in

ry and practice than PDS respondents.

underlying correlations were subsequently examined via a Type Ill Sum of Squares and Cross
ducts matrix in order to ascertain if the slight differences shown could adequately account for the
ificant Principle Subscale (TOMSUB) MANOVA finding (See Table 5).

Table 5--Principle Subscale (TOMSUB) TYPE Il SS/CP**

MATRIX
TOMSUB 1|TOMSUB 2|TOMSUB 3|TOMSUB 4| TOMSUB 5|TOMSUB 6
TOMSUB 1 |*0.1993 0.4116 -0.3352 0.4055 1.5945 0.1685
TOMSUB 2 *0.8498 -0.6922 0.8373 3.2922 0.34/8
TOMSUB 3 *0.5637 -0.6819 -2.6814 -0.2833
TOMSUB 4 *0.8249 3.2435 0.3427
TOMSUB 5 *12.7538  |1.3475
TOMSUB 6 *0.1424

*Effect Size
** Sum of Squares/Cross-Products

http://llanes.panam.edu/journal/library/Vol1No2/tone_Aybar.html (13 of 19) [9/15/2001 1:32:05 PM]



http://llanes.panam.edu/journal/library/V ol INo2/tone_Aybar.html

scores on the diagonal of the matrix represent effect sizes for each individual TOMSUB principle
scale score. The off-diagonal scores represent the pattern of the TOMSUB effect. The slightly larger
een group difference in TOMSUB V is evidenced by the coefficients greater than one in any pair
TOMSUB V. The atypical group differences noted by TOMSUB Il which produced the highest score
he Non-PDS group is evidenced by the negative sign of the coefficients in any pair with TOMSUB III.
ordingly, the slight differences noted in the scores on the diagonal of the matrix represent effect

s for each individual TOMSUB (principle subscale) variable.

eneral, PDS respondents produced slightly higher scores than Non-PDS respondents to TOMSUB
ables I, 1, 1V, and VI with the notable exception of TOMSUB lll, Teaching and Learning for

rybody's Children: Developing an Understanding for Diversity, Equity, and Social Justice. Non-PDS
ondents reported scores for TOMSUB lll which would tend to indicate that they perceived their

ools to be addressing issues of diversity, equity, and social justice more effectively than did their
nterparts in PDSs. The higher then average PDS score for TOMSUB V, Thoughtful Long-term Inquiry
Teaching and Learning, suggests that respondents in the PDSs perceived themselves to be more
Ived in issues of inquiry, and research related to teaching and learning.

B. Qualitative Data

litative data was obtained by including two open- ended questions on each survey (PDS and Non-
). This was done in order to carry out a crosscheck for reliability (Oppenheim,1966), as well as to
in a further measure of the teachers' internalization of restructuring and the Holmes Group

ciples. The questions were designed to obtain a subjective description of the teachers’

erstanding of the reform and PDS effort being applied to their schools. PDS teachers were further
ed to describe what they perceived to be the major differences between PDSs and Non-PDSs. Non-
teachers were subsequently asked to state what changes would improve the instructional

roach at their school.

aggregate response rate for the open-ended questions was 67.3%. It is significant that the PDSs
a lower "No Response" rate, 22%, than the Non-PDSs, 43%. Further, teacher respondents having
Knowledge" of the substance of the question was 7.1% for the PDS, and 16.7% for the Non-PDSs.

teachers in the majority understood the PDS effort to consist of a collaborative relationship

een the school and the university. The second largest grouping understood the PDS effort as a

ns for the University of South Carolina to carry out student teacher training. Another large
centration of teachers perceived the PDS effort in terms of one of its objectives, i.e., to provide them
"state of the art" knowledge and instructional skills and tools. A small number of teachers

eived the PDS effort as a means to "improve the curriculum.”

overwhelming majority of teachers concentrated their qualitative observations on items

gorized in Principle IV, Continuing Learning by Teachers, Teacher Educators, and Administrators,
ciple IV stresses the collaborative relationship between the primary stakeholders with the
eralized objective of providing a dynamic, ongoing, structure for educational change and

vation. It is worthy of reiteration that the PDS teachers perceived the essence of the PDS effort to
It from the relationship between the university and the schools.

rder to further delineate what teachers perceived to be the strengths of the PDS effort they were
ed to state how their school differed in instructional approach from non-professional schools. The
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atic grouping of responses yielded three major clusters. PDS teachers perceived one of the major
rences between their schools and Non-PDSs to be found in Principle |, Teaching and Learning for
erstanding. They perceived their schools to be on the "cutting edge of education” and "open to new
s." An equal number of PDS teachers perceived the major difference to be found in Principle VI,
nting A New Institution. The two key concepts repeatedly mentioned in the responses were: "input
... and "freedom to..." A slightly lesser number clustered around Principle IV, Continuing Learning
eachers, Teacher Educators, and Administrators. These teachers reiterated the involvement of the
essors from the University of South Carolina as providing the major difference between their

ools and the Non-PDSs. Finally, a small cluster of responses formed around Principle I, Creation of
mmunity of Learning. This small number of PDS teachers perceived the major difference between
r schools and the Non-PDS to be found in "conceptual teaching," "meeting individual needs of
ents," and "cooperating across grade levels."

gligible number of teachers highlighted Principle Ill, Teaching and Understanding for Everybody's
dren, as being the major difference between their schools and the Non-PDSs. Finally, there were no
teacher responses that could be thematically categorized for Principle V, Thoughtful Long-term
iry into Teaching and Learning.

-PDS teachers indicated a much lower level of understanding of the restructuring process. The Non-
s had a total response rate of 56.7%, and 16.7% of those teacher respondents further stated that
had "No Knowledge" of restructuring. The Non-PDS teachers showed a limited understanding of
ructuring. They understood its implementation at their schools in terms of items such as : "new

her input;" "new program implementation;" "community involvement;" "curriculum integration;"
reased administrative autonomy;" increased professionalism;" "parallel block scheduling;" and

e "collaborative involvement.” The Non-PDS teachers did not perceive a central component to the
ructuring effort as evidenced by the extent of the wide range of responses. The Non-PDS teacher
onses did not form thematic clusters which could be reported.

-PDS teachers were further asked to state how they would improve the instructional approach at

r schools. The largest grouping of Non-PDS responses was to be found around Principle lll,

ching and Understanding for Everybody's Children. Specifically, Non-PDS teachers wanted "smaller
s size" and "flexible scheduling.” A second, and numerically much smaller cluster of responses,

ed around Principle II, Creation of a Community of Learning. Specifically, Non-PDS teachers noted
"curriculum integration” would improve the instructional capability of their schools. Finally, a

htly smaller grouping was found around Principle V, Thoughtful Long-term Inquiry into Teaching
Learning. Non-PDS teachers noted that "planning time" followed by assistance in the form of

es" would improve the instructional approach at their school.

indeed striking that an overwhelming number of teachers identified the essence of the PDS effort to
he collaborative relationship between the university and the school. Again, the adjectival modifiers
zed by PDS teachers are indicative of a commonality of information and purpose resulting from the
effort. In contrast, the much smaller number of Non-PDS respondents that attempted to reply to
guestion did not have a central theme or conceptual schema that they could correlate with
ructuring. A response that best captures the Non-PDS teacher respondents' knowledge of

ructuring was noted in the statement: " | have no earthly idea. It's just another bureaucratic term to
that has little to do with living, breathing classroom environment."

important to reiterate the fact that PDS teachers identified the bulwark of the difference between

s and Non-PDSs to be found in the implementation of Principles I, II, IV, VI. Principles Ill, and V did
evidence similar PDS teacher responses. Non-PDS teachers also felt that instruction at their

ools would benefit from a decrease in classroom size and more flexible groupings, items which are
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sumed under Principle lll.

C. Comparison of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings

gualitative findings generally substantiate the overall results of the quantitative analysis. The
litative findings add a further dimension to those results obtained in the analysis of the quantitative
. First, and foremost, the primary quantitative finding is that PDS teachers did not perceive their
ools as being "perfect PDSs," i.e., they saw their schools as being in the process of implementing,
feeling the impact of, the Holmes Group Principles. Second, Non-PDS teachers perceived their
ools as implementing, and being impacted by, the Holmes Group Principles at a slightly higher level
that obtained for the PDSs. The qualitative findings give increased support to the quantitative
lysis in that it suggests that there is no clear understanding among PDS teacher respondents as to
t constitutes a PDS within the comprehensive definition of the Holmes Group Principles. There is
no consensus as to what "restructuring” means according to the Non-PDS respondents.

findings regarding the actual practice of the concepts underlying the indicators subsumed under

h of the Holmes Group Principles also highlight the extent of teacher internalization of both the PDS
rt and restructuring process. The results of the quantitative data showed higher scores for

ciples I, 11, IV, and VI, with Principle V yielding the highest score, i.e., PDS respondents saw

selves as doing more in these areas than did Non-PDS respondents. Quantitative data also

lighted the fact that Non-PDS teachers felt that they were doing slightly more than did the PDS
hers regarding Principle Ill. The qualitative findings showed a high level of PDS groupings for
ciples I, 1V, and VI, a limited response for I, an almost negligible response for Ill, and no thematic
tering for Principle V. Non-PDSs had a high level of clustering around Principle Ill.

re is a seemingly major inconsistency between the quantitative and qualitative results in that the
ntitative findings show a higher score (MANOVA and Type Il SS/CP Matrix) for PDS teacher
I[vement in Principle V, Thoughtful Long-term Inquiry into Teaching and Learning, whereas the
litative results indicated that PDS teachers did not see this as a major activity being carried out at

r schools. This seeming inconsistency can be explained by the fact that the initial mean scores

rted by PDS teachers regarding the practice of Principle V were in the interval between "rarely” and
asionally,” and those for Non-PDS teachers were even lower. The PDS teachers exhibited a

tice which was quantitatively slightly higher than that reported for Non-PDS teachers. The lack of a
atic cluster regarding Principle V gives further evidence to the fact that the indicators under

uiry” were highlighted as a result of their low evidence in the Non-PDSs.

reis also a seemingly minor inconsistency to be noted regarding Principle Il insofar as the

ntitative data yielded a higher score for this principle in contrast to the qualitative findings which
cated that very few PDS teachers focused on the issue of " alearning community." The quantitative
ings show a higher score (MANOVA and Type Ill SS/CP Matrix) for PDS teacher perceived

Ivement in Principle Il, Creation of a Community of Learning, whereas the qualitative results

cated that PDS teachers saw this as a limited activity being carried out at their schools. This

ming inconsistency can be explained by the fact that the initial mean scores reported by PDS

hers regarding the practice of Principle Il were in the interval between "never" and "occasionally,"
those for Non-PDS teachers were slightly lower. Again, in comparison to the Non-PDSs, PDS

hers perceived the practice of Principle Il to be more in evidence at their schools.

tent analysis of the qualitative data yielded findings which substantiated those obtained via the
ntitative analysis, and also provided additional insights that described in more detail the perception
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e practice of the Holmes Group Principles in both the PDSs and the Non-PDSs.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

r three years of effort, planning, and attendant fiscal expenditure for the application of the Holmes
up Principles, and an even longer time span for the restructuring process, this study has found no
ificant statistical difference resulting from the comparison of the two approaches regarding their
lementation and impact. The efficacy of the PDS model vs that of the generalized restructuring
roach is thereby called into question. Nevertheless, the findings of the teacher perceptions of the
tice of the Holmes Group Principles suggest that the continuous intervention of the university in
cted site-based management schools, PDSs, has had an effect, particularly when compared to Non-
s who have not had a systematic, invasive thematic introduction of the tenets of the Holmes Group
ciples into their schools.

reis little doubt that the "loose" intervention of the university has caused a ripple effect. The

hers from the PDSs in the qualitative data consistently alluded to the collaborative relationship with
university as the mainstay of the new reform effort. The intervention of the university's clinical

Ity in the development and delivery of elementary instruction in combination with the "participatory
" of the teaes Group Principles as could be expected given the short duration of actual application.
ree years the PDS teachers have developed an overlay of the essence of the Holmes Group

ciples which was particularly visible in the adjectival modifiers and thematic components in the
litative data.

he very center of the university's intervention is the concept of participation and autonomous
elopment. Attitudinally, the PDS teachers have internalized the rudiments of cooperative

icipation in educational reform, and parenthetically this was noted by such phrases as "freedom
"input into,” "...ability to take risks...," and at the same time have raised the question as to

ersity responsibility for outcomes. Teachers, in general, have been the object of various attempts at
cational reform, have had to bear the onus of untried methodologies while being held responsible
ducational outcomes, and are now being "subjected" to yet another such effort. PDS teachers
enced a concern for the lack of university shared responsibility in the implementation of the

es Group Principles. Some went so far as to categorize the PDS effort as a means "...for the
ersity to obtain a training ground for student teachers.” The role of the university is indeed pivotal
rried out in the spirit of the tenets purported by the Holmes Group.

PDS effort in the five elementary schools examined is in its incipient stages of development. Three
rs is avery short time in the bureaucratic life of educational structures in which to obtain significant
nge. Nevertheless, both the quantitative and qualitative findings of this study give indications that

h a changeis indeed in process. However, in order for the Holmes Group Principles to achieve fuller
lementation the participation of all the stakeholders in the educational process need to be actively
uded. Inter alia, PDS teachers perceived only two stakeholders in the process: the university and

r respective schools. The district office, business sector, and parents have equally important roles
lay in the development of a comprehensive PDS, as outlined in the Holmes Group Principles.

nnot be gainsaid that the "loose" liaison of the university to the schools has had some effect. The
nt of Principle internalization as evidenced by degree and frequency of practice shown by the PDS
hers is indicative of the current "success" of the program. Evidence of a "restrained" excitement on
part of PDS teachers gives credence to the incipient momentum of the PDS effort in the five

http://llanes.panam.edu/journal/library/Vol1No2/tone_Aybar.html (17 of 19) [9/15/2001 1:32:06 PM]



http://llanes.panam.edu/journal/library/V ol INo2/tone_Aybar.html

entary schools studied. An expectancy has been created and the promoters of the process have a
onsibility to continue the invasive support thus far provided. The ultimate success of the PDS effort
ependent on the extent to which each of the stakeholders share in the responsibility for achieving
rly established objectives and outcomes. And second, the successful implementation of this reform
rt needs to be empirically documented so that the stakeholders can take appropriate, and timely,
edial action to the benefit of the entire educational community.
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