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Executive Summary 

Executive Summary 

This evaluation report provides a picture of what is happening/has happened 
across the state with regard to teachers' understanding and use of standards in 
teaching and learning. Areas such as their knowledge, beliefs, practices, and further 
needs have been assessed. The leadership of the Minnesota Educational 
Effectiveness Program (MEEP) wanted to find out the current status of those areas in 
an effort to understand and support the successful evolution of change towards a 
standards-based educational sys tem in Minneso ta. 

Phase II of MEEP began during the summer of 1997. As in Phase I, the task of 
Phase II was to continue the training of K-12 teachers in the use of performance 
assessment packages as part of the implementation of the Profile of Learning. The 
Profile of Learning is the high standards portion of the Minnesota Graduation Rule. 
In the summer of 1997, teachers from across the state were invited to attend a Phase 
II training session in their geographic region. About 10,000 teachers participated in 
the Phase II summer training. 

Demographic information reveals that the teachers involved in Phase II are 
rather evenly represented in the random sample of 500. Nearly two-thirds of the 
respondents were female . In addition, these individuals have been teaching for 
between one and 36 years, with an average of 17 years. The teachers have been in 
their schools for an average of 13 years. Teachers were almost evenly divided 
between working at the elementary (44.0%) and secondary (45 .7%) levels, with the 
remaining 10.3% teaching at both levels. The average district size was 
approximately 2000, although responses ranged from 50 to 46,000. 

Findings from the written survey reveal that while more respondents agreed 
than disagreed that they have sufficient understanding of how the standards fit with 
their district's curriculum, it was also the case that almost half of the teachers 
indicated that they did not feel sufficiently prepared to implement the standards and 
that sixty percent noted that they need more knowledge of the standards in order to 
develop learning activities linked to the standards. Questions relating to changes in 
practices indicate that while less than half of respondents have discussed the 
standards with parents, these teachers are, in fact, discussing with colleagues a 
variety of issues related to the standards. 

Analysis of the items regarding teachers' beliefs and attitudes revealed that 
these individuals are confident about their ability to link activities to standards, yet 
are divided in their belief that standards are jus t another passing fad . Many more 
respondents agree than disagree that the use of standards can make a positive 
difference in both their teaching and in student achievement. The use of 
performance assessments will positively alter instructional methods, according to 
the respondents. 
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Executive Summary 

Approximately three-quarters of the respondents reported having at least one 
special education student in the classroom in which they implemented a standard. 
Of those, a similar percentage acknowledged having sought resources or advice 
from special education regarding accommodations for assessment. A slightly 
smaller number actually used accommodations to assess the standard and about the 
same number of teachers either agreed that they were effective or were neutral 
about the effectiveness of the accommodations. For teachers having students with 
limited English proficiency (LEP), only one-quarter of the individuals responding 
had at least one LEP student in the classroom where the standard was implemented. 
Of those teachers, over two-thirds stated that they had sought resources or advice 
regarding assessment accommodations . However, only one-third agreed that the 
accommodations had been effective, while one-quarter disagreed. It is important to 
note that this is significantly less agreement than had been generated regarding 
special education accommodations. 

Responses to questions of support at the district level reveal generally 
positive findings. Over half noted that their district staff development activities are 
relevant to their learning about and using standards and nearly two-thirds 
acknowledge that their district staff development policies support their learning 
about and using standards. 

When asked about their needs, by far the most common topic about which 
these individuals wrote was that of needing more time. Thirty-four percent of the 
remarks dealt with this issue. Time is needed to develop the tasks in the packages, 
to meet with colleagues about shared activities, and to integrate the standards into 
the curriculum. Other needs which surfaced included the need for clearer scoring 
rubrics for the packages, better exemplar packages, and the need for resources such as 
money for equipment, books, and software needed to complete the packages. 
Negative comments dealt with issues of record-keeping and with confusing roles 
and expectations across subject areas. 

Finally, the observations of the teachers' meetings during the summative 
conferences indicated that there appears to be much interest in performance 
assessment and dedication to changing education with the use of standards. 
Teachers' conversations were lively and impassioned. Comments from focus 
groups amplified the findings from the written survey. Also they shed new light on 
the deeply felt positives that are occurring in individual classrooms, for both the 
teacher and the learner. 

Kyla L. Wahlstrom, Ph.D., Primary Investigator 
Amy E. Bemis, M.A., Research Assistant 
September 1998 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 
College of Education and Human Development 
University of Minnesota 
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Introduction 

Section I: Introduction 

A. BACKGROUND 

Phase II of the Minnesota Educational Effectiveness Program (MEEP) began 
during the summer of 1997. As in Phase I, the task of Phase II was to continue the 
training of K-12 teachers in the use of performance assessment packages as part of 
the implementation of the Profile of Learning. The Profile of Learning is the high 
standards portion of the Minnesota Graduation Rule . 

In Phase I (the 1996-97 school year), the only learning area being targeted was 
the "Inquiry" area. During Phase II and the 1997-98 school year, more learning areas 
were added: Decision Making, People and Cultures, Math Applications, Scientific 
Applications, and Managing Resources. In the summer of 1997, teachers were 
invited to attend a Phase II training session in their geographic region. About 10,000 
teachers participated in the Phase II summer training. 

Each district in the state has one designated "graduation standards 
technician." At least one teacher, and usually more, in every school in the state was 
engaged in the implementation of an assessment package in the high standards . 
The teachers were asked to provide formative feedback about the package--its tasks, 

l time needed to implement it, necessary resources, and student reaction/ 

1 performance--at the end of the school year. To enable teachers to share that 
information, the MEEP regional summative conferences were held in spring and 
early summer, 1998. 

This evaluation report seeks to provide a picture of what is happening/has 
happened across the state with regard to teachers' understanding and use of 
standards in teaching and learning. Areas such as their knowledge, beliefs, practices, 
and further needs were assessed. Through the writing and implementation of one 
or more assessment packages, teachers come to develop knowledge, beliefs, and 
practices. The MEEP Leadership wanted to find out the current status of those areas 
in an effort to understand and support the successful evolution of change towards a 
standards-based educational system in Minnesota. 

As a final note of background, the MEEP outreach system in the state is 
comprehensive and is intended to reach every single teacher. From the individual 
teacher to the Department of Children, Families, and Learning, a web or a network 
is present and provides invaluable feedback loops in all directions. The following 
persons have a focus upon the standards implementation effort: 

• school-based "technical coordinators" whose role it is to support and 
mentor local teachers' experiences with implementing standards and 
assessment packages; 
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• district standards technicians from the 349 districts across the state who 
meet with their local school coordinators and who have regular contact 
with their MEEP regional coordinator; 

• MEEP Regional Coordinators who meet regularly with the district 
standards technicians, in order to support their efforts, to answer 
questions, and to act as a link to the MEEP leadership team at the state level; 

• the MEEP Leadership Team in the Minnesota Department of Children, 
Families, and Learning who act as the state-wide coordinators and who 
regularly meet with the MEEP Regional Coordinators, school 
superintendents, and others to remain in constant contact with 
happenings, concerns, and questions from around the state. 

B.METHODS 

Survey 

In late fall of 1997, evaluation staff at the Center for Applied Research and 
Educational Improvement (CAREI) began formulating a survey for teachers who 
had been involved in Phase II training during the summer of 1997. The purpose of 
the survey was to gain a better understanding of teachers' knowledge, attitudes, and 
practices in delivering the graduation standards, and to determine any further needs 
they might have. Input on content and clarity of the questions was gathered from 
the MEEP leadership team, the MEEP regional coordinators, members of the 
Minnesota Assessment Project team, and 12 Phase II teachers who were randomly 
selected for a 'pilot test' of the survey (for a copy of the final instrument, see 
Appendix A). 

Surveys were mailed to a random sample of 500 teachers of the approximately 
10,000 who had participated in Phase II training. Teachers who had not responded at 
the time of the initial deadline were then sent a second copy of the survey. A total 
of 357 surveys were returned to CAREI for a response rate of 71.4%. Of the 357 
returned surveys, 352 were appropriately completed and thus eligible to be used in 
the analysis of the data (to be reported in Section II). 

Observations 

During the spring and summer of 1998, summative conferences for teachers 
involved in Phase II were conducted by the MEEP leadership and were held in each 
MEEP region of the state. At each session, teachers were placed in small groups 
based on the performance package they had chosen. These groups discussed the 
implementation of the package each had done in his/her classroom, noting 
instructional techniques and resources used. They were then asked to sort and score 
the examples of student work each had brought and attempt to reach consensus on 
what constituted '4', '3', '2', and '1' work. 
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CAREI evaluation staff attended one session for Regions 5 and 7 that took 
place in St. Cloud on May 11, 1998, and two Region 11 sessions that were held in 
Little Canada on June 16 and 18, 1998. The learning areas that were the focus of 
those conference sessions were People and Cultures, Decision Making, and Math 
Applications, respectively. Upon receiving permission from group members, staff 
from CAREI observed small groups at each of the three conferences attended (these 
will be discussed in Section III). 

Focus Groups 

At each of the summative conferences attended by CAREI staff (noted above), 
teachers were invited to participate in a 30-minute focus group wherein they could 
discuss their experiences with implementation in Phase II . Because the written 
survey generated primarily quantitative data, a deeper understanding of some of the 
results obtained could be gained with focused discussions with small groups of 
teachers. Several of the focus group questions were, therefore, based on findings 
from the survey (see Appendix B for a copy of the questioning route). The 
voluntary and confidential nature of participation in the focus groups was made 
explicit. 

Telephone Interviews 

Because CAREI evaluation staff were unable to attend one summative 
conference session for Region 10 in Rochester that they had planned on observing, 
the regional coordinator was requested to obtain names and telephone numbers of 
teachers who would be willing to participate in a brief telephone interview with an 
evaluator at CAREL The names and phone numbers of five teachers were given to 
CAREI by the regional coordinator and all of these teachers were contacted and 
interviewed by telephone late in the summer of 1998. Because the same questions 
were asked in both the interviews and the focus groups, these data were analyzed 
together and can be found in Section III of this report. 
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Survey Data 

Section II: Survey Data 

This section of the report describes information obtained from the results of 
the MEEP Survey for Teachers Implementing Standards in Phase II (for a copy of the 
instrument, see Appendix A). Quantitative data were analyzed with the statistical 
package SPSS, while qualitative data were analyzed with the help of NUD*IST 
software. It should be noted that throughout this section of the report, the 
percentage of responses reported are based on the number of responses available 
rather than on the total number of respondents, as some individuals left certain 
items blank. It is also important to point out that while certain categories (such as 
agree and strongly agree) were combined for ease of reading the graphs, complete 
information that includes all categories can be found in a small table following each 
graph that contains collapsed categories. 

A. Demographic Information 

Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (64.3%) were female. In addition, these 
individuals have been teaching for between one and 36 years, with an average of 17 
years. The teachers have been in their schools for an average of 13 years and in their 
districts for an average of 14.5 years. Teachers were almost evenly divided between 
working at the elementary (44.0%) and secondary (45 .7%) levels, with the remaining 
10.3% teaching at both levels. The average district size was approximately 2000, 
although responses ranged from 50 to 46,000. (For further detail on these 
demographics, see the following graphs) . 
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Survey Data 

Finally, the packages selec ted by these respondents for Phase II were as follows: 

Learning Area N % 
Mathematics 98 28.4 
Decision m aking 72 20.9 
People and cultures 64 18.6 
Sciences 48 13.9 
Managing resources 39 11.3 
Inquiry 13 3.8 
Writing and speaking 5 1.4 
Arts 4 1.2 
Read, view, listen 2 0.6 

B. Knowledge 

The first three items looked at where the Phase II teachers stand with regards 
to their knowledge of the Minnesota standards. While more respondents agreed 
than disagreed that they have sufficient understanding of how the standards fit with 
their district's curriculum, it was also the case that almost half (48 .7%) of the 
teachers indicated that they did not feel sufficiently prepared to implement the 
standards and that 60.4% noted that they need more knowledge of the standards in 
order to develop learning activities linked to the standards. 

Question 1: I have sufficient understanding of how the MN standards fi t with our 
district's K-12 curriculum. 
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Question 2: I feel sufficiently prepared to implement the MN standards currently in 

place. 
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Question 3: I need more know ledge of the MN standards in order to develop 
learning activities linked to the standards. 
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C. Beliefs/ Attitudes 

Analysis of the items regarding teachers' beliefs and attitudes revealed that 
these individuals are confident about their ability to link activities to standards, yet 
are divided in their belief that standards are just another passing fad. Many more 
respondents agree than disagree that the use of standards can make a positive 
difference in both their teaching and in student achievement. The use of 
performance assessments will positively alter instructional methods, according to 
these teachers, who also reported feeling comfortable in the role of "facilitator" of 
learning vs. the more traditional "dispenser of knowledge." 

Overall, respondents were equally divided regarding whether student success 
or failure is due to factors beyond or within their control. However, a statistical 
comparison indicated that secondary teachers were more likely to attribute such 
success or failure to factors beyond their control than were elementary teachers. 
Finally, most individuals (71.6%) described their beliefs about student capacity for 
learning as not having changed as a result of implementing standards. Because this 
result was somewhat surprising, this was one topic that was explored via the focus 
groups and telephone interviews (see Section III). 

Question 4: I am confident about my ability to link activities to standards. 
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Question 5: I think that standards are just another passing educational fad. 
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Question 7: I believe that using standards can make a positive difference in student 
achievement. 
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Question 9: I am comfortable in the role of ''facilitator" of learning vs. "the 
dispenser of knowledge." 
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Question 11: As a result of implenienting standards, my beliefs about student 
capacity for learning have: 
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Items 12 through 21 were included in order to determine the degree to which 
conversations and sharing with others are occurring as a result of standards 
implementation. Results indicate that while less than half (43.4%) of respondents 
have discussed the standards with parents, these teachers are, in fact, discussing with 
colleagues a variety of issues related to the standards. 

Question 12: I have discussed with parents the role of standards in learning. 
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Question 13: During the implementation of the package, I shared activities and 
experiences with colleagues. 

100 

90 

8 0 

7 0 

c 6 0 
QI 

5 0 u .... 
QI 

0.. 4 0 

3 0 

2 0 

1 0 

0 

Di sag ree/strongly 
disag ree 

Strongly disagree Disagree 

2. 0 5. 0 

18 . 1 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

18.1 

74.9 

•••••••••••••••••••• .................... .................... .................... .............•..•... .................... 
•••••••••••••••••••• .................... .................... . ...•.•.•••.•....... •................... ..•...............•. .................•.. ...................• ........•........... ................•... .....•.............• ................•..• ...••........•.....• .................... 
•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... •••.••.............. •....•.............. .......•...••••..•.• 

Agree/strongly 
agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

61.8 13.1 

Question 14: During the implementation of the package, I solicited input from 
colleagues about the learning activities. 
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•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... .................... .................... •.•................. ••••................ . .................. . . .................. . .................... . .................. . . •••••.•.••......... 
Ag ree/stron gly 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

60 .3 11.1 

16 



Survey Data 

Question 15: During the implementation of the package, I received useful 
suggestions from colleagues about the learning activities. 
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Question 16: In order to implement the standard in my classroom, I had 
conversations with colleagues about the deve lopment of new curriculum. 
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Question 17: In order to implement the standard in my classroom, I had 
conversations with colleagues about managing classroom activities. 
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Question 18: In order to implement the standard in my classroom, I had 
conversations with colleagues about specific teaching behaviors. 
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Question 19: In order to implement the standard in my classroom, I had 
conversations with colleagues about what helps students learn best. 
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Question 20: In order t o implement the standard in my classroom, I discussed w ith 
colleagues assumptions about teaching and learning. 

100 

90 _,... 

80 
_ ... 

7 0 ... 

c 60 
<lJ 

5 0 u .... 
<lJ p... 4 0 

3 0 

2 0 

1 0 

0 

Never 
4.7 

18 .6 
..................... ..................... ........•...•........ ..................... ..................... ..................... 

Never/ Rare ly 

Rarel 
13.9 

I 

33 .6 
..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... .........••.......... ..................... ..................... 
··················~~~ 

Sometimes 

Sometimes 
33 .6 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 

47 .8 
•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... .................... .................... •••••...•.........•• . .................. . .................•.. . .................. . . .................. . .................... 
• ••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• 
:~··················· 

Frequ ently/ Alw ays 

Alwa s 
6.1 

19 



Survey Data 

Question 21: In order to implement the standard in my classroom, I had 
conversations with colleagues about goals of this school. 
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E. Special Education Students 

Approximately three-quarters (74.3%) of the respondents reported having at 
least one special education student in the classroom in which they implemented a 
standard. Of those, a similar percentage (73.9%) acknowledged having sought 
resources or advice from special education regarding accommodations for 
assessment. A slightly smaller number (61.0%) actually used accommodations to 
assess the standard. Those who did so were asked if the accommodations were 
effective and just under half (46.3%) agreed that they were. Interestingly, almost as 
many (40.8%) neither agreed nor disagreed that they were effective, which may 
indicate that it was too soon for these teachers to know if this was the case. 

Question 22: I have one or more identified special education students in my 
classroom where the standard is being implemented. 

Yes No 
74.3 25.7 

Question 23: If yes, I sought resources/ advice from special education to identify 
accommodations for assessing the standard. (N=245) 

Yes No 
73.9 26.l 
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Question 24: I used accommodations to assess the standard. (N=241) 

Yes No 
61.0 39.0 

Question 25: If yes, the accommodations I used to assess the standard were effective. 
(N=147) 
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Only one-quarter (27.7%) of the individuals responding had at leas t one LEP 
student in the classroom where the standard was implemented. Of those teachers, 
most (70.5%) stated that they had sought resources or advice regarding assessment 
accommodations. Jus t over half (55.7%) reported having used accommodations to 
assess the standard. Those who did so were then questioned regarding the effective
ness of the accommodations. Only 36.2% agreed that the accommodations had been 
effective, while 25.5% disagreed. It is important to note that this is significantly less 
agreement than had been generated regarding special education accommodations . 

Question 26: I have one or more identified LEP students in my classroom where the 
standard is being implemented. 

Yes No 
27.7 72.3 
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Question 27: If yes, I sought resources/advice to identify accommodations for 
assessing the standard. (N=88) 

Yes No 
70.5 29.5 

Question 28: I used accommodations to assess the standard. (N=88) 

Yes No 
55.7 44.3 

Question 29: If yes, the accommodations I used to assess the standard were effective. 
(N=47) 
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34.0 2.1 

This section of the survey was included in order to ascertain the frequency 
with which teachers are incorporating standards into their practice. Upon analysis 
of these items, it is apparent that many of these individuals are not yet linking 
assessments to standards beyond their Phase II implementation plan (30.1 % 
indicated that they never or rarely do this). However, the results also demonstrate 
that over 90% of teachers sometimes, frequently, or always modify curriculum 
content in order to implement standards and integrate assessment with instruction. 
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Question 30: In order to implement standards m my classroom, I modify the 
content of existing curriculum. 
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Question 32: I use standards as the basis for planning instructional activities. 
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Question 34: I use checklists for evaluating performance-based products (e.g., papers, 
projects). 
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Question 35: I integrate assessment with instruction. 
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H. Needs 

A large discrepancy was found in the responses to questions in this section of 
the survey. On the one hand, only 22.3% of these teachers agreed that staff 
development activities in their district have addressed the implementation of 
standards when working with students having special learning needs (50.4% 
disagreed that this was case). 

However, the other three items generated much more positive findings. For 
example, 53.9% noted that their district staff development activities are relevant to 
their learning about and using standards; 64 .3% acknowledged that their district staff 
development policies support their learning about and using standards, and 73.5% 
agreed that their district administration supports their efforts to learn about and use 
s tandards. 

Question 36: The policies in my school district for staff development support my 
learning about and using standards. 

100 

90 
80 

70 

-;::; 60 
Q) 

50 u .... 
Q) 

0... 40 

30 
1 8 17. 7 

20 

1 0 

0 
Disagree/strongly Neither agree nor 

disagree disagree 

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor 
disagree 

6.4 11.6 17.7 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 

64.3 
•••••••............. 
•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... . .................. . .................... .................... ..••....•.......••.• ..•..••......•..•... ••..•.•...•......... .................... .................... 
•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... .........•........•• ••.•................ 

Agree/strongly 
agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

47.8 16.5 

26 



Survey Data 

Question 37: District staff development activities available to me are relevant to my 
learning about and using standards. 
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Question 39: The administration in my school district supports my efforts to learn 
about and use standards. 

100 

90 
80 

70 

c 60 
<lJ 

50 u .... 
<lJ 

P... 40 
30 
20 10.8 
1 0 

0 
Disagree/strongly 

disagree 

Strongly disagree Disagree 

3.7 7.1 

15 . 7 
..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... ..................... 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

15 .7 

73 .5 
111 I 11 11111111111 11 l .................... ...•........•....... •................... ••••........••••.... 

•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... ..........•......... . .................. . 
•••••••••••••••••••• .................... •••••••••••••••••••• .......•...•......•. .................... .................... 
•••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• .................... ......•..•...•...... .................... ••...........•.....• . .................. . . .................. . • ••••••••••••••••••• . .................. . . .................. . 
Agree/strongly 

agree 

Agree Strongly agree 

48.7 24.8 

Question 40: What else do you need to know in order to successfully implement the 
graduation standards? 

Question 41: Given limited resources, how can the state and regional networks best 
support your efforts? 

Because respondents ' answers to questions 40 and 41 covered the same 
themes, responses to these two items were analyzed together. A total of 435 valid 
responses were offered to these two questions, and it is this number upon which the 
following percentages are based. 

By far the most common topic about which these individuals wrote was that 
of needing more time. Thirty-four percent (N=147) of the remarks dealt with this 
issue. Specifically, these teachers expressed the need for time: 

• "to develop my units." 
• "to write my own package and tie it to the standards." 
• "to work with other staff in developing an implementation plan." 
• "to develop assessments and implement th.em." 
• "to learn and explore assessment packages and graduation standards ." 
• "to use and experiment with material." 
• "to work with my peers and establish. a well-rounded all inclusive curriculum." 

. • "to meet with graduation standards technician." 
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Examples of other comments regarding this topic include: 

• "I spent more time than I ever imagined trying to develop and assess student 
work." 

• "What time is going to be given on an ongoing basis to help us do this?" 
• "Mandate (including funding) time away from the children when teachers get 

together to plan curriculum. Our board thinks if we don't have children in our 
room, we are not working." 

• "Give us a more reasonable timeline!" 
• "The standards are a great way to ensure the students a quality education, but 

teachers have to work together to develop the best curriculum and we need time 
to do that." 

Sixty-six responses (15%) brought up the topic of performance packages. It is 
apparent that these teachers are concerned with the quality and availability of 
performance packages and that they are interested in learning how to develop their 
own packages. Some examples of their comments follow: 

Quality 
• "The packages, at times, are weak." 
• "The performance packages need to be more teacher friendly ." 
• "change the language in the packages so they are more student friendly." 
• "The packages need to come to us 'student ready' so we don't have to do so 

much 'remodeling' and adapting." 
• "They could develop packages that are more realistic in their time frames (one I 

used was to take 5 days - took 15 days)." 

Availability 
• "There need to be packages available to fit our grade level." 
• "Provide more packages for primary (K-2)." 
• "Provide approved performance packages that can be readily implemented." 
• "Would like a clearing house of packages." 

Development 
• "Writing our own performance packages to meet standards would be a big help. 

Much of what we already do is aligned with the standards, but we are being 
forced to do packages we don't like or don't know how to improve." 

• "More emphasis on writing own packages as adapting models is more time 
consuming than writing ones that fit specific curriculums." 

• "Time to write packages that will be meaningful for my students yet fulfill the 
grad standards . All districts have their own uniqueness and challenges. I would 
much rather create than apply someone else's work that fits their district's/ 
students' needs." 

Comments about the ongoing need for training constituted 11 % of the 
responses (N=47). As one teacher remarked, "If teachers don't get trained and 
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immersed, this will fail by its own weight." Specifically, respondents are seeking 
more staff development time devoted to implementation of the standards, as the 
following comments demonstrate: 

• "more training on how to write a package and satisfij a standard by writing one." 
• "Have more workshops where we can get ideas and solutions from other 

teachers trying to implement the same standards." 
• "Mandatory teacher in-service/reduced student contact time for one year (even 2 

days would be great)." 
• "Organize workshops between similarly sized schools within different 

departments. It does little good to compare notes between me where I am the 
entire department and St. Cloud where they have a set of specialists in each 
area. 

• "Continue to send specialists out into the districts to help us." 

Forty-three remarks looked at the issue of assessment, which continues to 
confuse some of the Phase II participants. Their comments reflect their concerns: 

• "Another teacher teaches the same class and we talked at length about how we 
were to present the material and we couldn't agree on how to grade each task." 

• "I need more on alternative assessments. I am also nervous about the 4, 3, 2, 1 
scormg. 

• "Something needs to be done in order to remove the subjectivity of the 
evaluation of the projects." 

• "If this process is going to work, independent, non-biased evaluations of the 
grades teachers give to students will have to be implemented. If this doesn't 
happen this whole process will not have any significant impact on increasing 
student performance. Some teachers will give a lot of '4 's; others won't. There 
won't be any consistency. We eventually will have 'grade inflation' in standard 
process. 

A slightly smaller number of respondents (N=41) indicated their desire for 
more opportunities to share/exchange information with others. Examples of their 
ideas and suggestions include: 

• "I would like to get together with other teachers who have implemented the 
same standard as I have and compare notes on how they did it and what their 
results were." 

• "Let us have time to work with others from other schools to see how they are 
doing on the packages (we need a chance to learn from each other). " 

• "Schedule small groups of people working on similar standards together for in
service as the sharing of ideas is both reassuring and invaluable." 

• "Organize groups of teachers who have successfully done this so we can share 
ideas and actual plans." 
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The issue of money was raised in 34 of the comments. Examples of 
statements made in this regard include: 

• "Give schools more money for materials, resources, and teaching training." 
• "Money for more teachers to lower class sizes so the standards can be successfully 

implemented ." 
• "Provide funding to districts to allow for needed staff development and 

collaboration time as well as teacher training opportunities." 
• "We need to feel confident the state is willing to fund this enormous project." 

In addition to time and money, 26 responses called for other resources that 
are necessary for the successful implementation of the graduation standards. These 
teachers made requests for: 

• "a computer (with internet access) in my classroom" 
• "special equipment for my science class" 
• "software, storage, etc." 
• "computers, books, reference materials for research" 
• "multimedia materials and equipment" 

Twenty-four respondents indicated that they would like to see more samples 
and examples of the various components involved in this process. Some of their 
comments follow: 

• "Good examples of packages implemented by Grade 4 teachers." 
• "I want to see what other people have done; actual student work and how it has 

been assessed." 
• "Examples of completed packages to see how written papers look, etc." 

1
, • "Give examples of student work in all areas so we can see if we are on the right 

track." 

Curricular issues were brought up by 23 individuals, most of whom are 
concerned with integrating the standards into their curriculum and/ or what they 
will need to "leave out" in order to implement the standards. Examples of remarks 
in this regard include: 

• ''I'm concerned how these standards are dictating the curriculum particularly m 
science. 

• "What do we eliminate from our curriculum in order to add these Grad 
Standards? How can we expect students to do these when they don't have the 
basic knowledge to understand them?" 

• "Our district has been slow to clarifiJ in which courses various standards will be 
embedded, thus resulting in a delay in serious implementation by most teachers. 
These factors need to be decided clearly first, so that teachers can determine how 
to alter curriculum in con tent areas." 
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Concern for the tenuous status of the Graduation Rule (at the time the survey 
was administered) was reflected in 22 of the comments. These teachers remarked: 

• "Is it for real? I'm putting everything on hold because it seems like the policy 
changes weekly ." 

• "Have a policy which doesn't change with every new workshop." 
• "We need the standards set in place once and for all so we know they are here to 

stay so we can commit to the process." 

Twenty individuals need more information about the record keeping 
involved in this process. Following are some examples of where their concerns lie: 

• "How much documentation is needed and retained for each assessment package? 
How do we keep track of assessments on studen ts in constant movement 
between districts?" 

• "I would also like suggestions as to how to keep track of all the assessments for 
each student. That paperwork seems overwhelming. " 

• "Record keeping of assessments -- the sta te needs to design a program that will 
not be time consuming and will fo llow students when they transfer to a new 
district ." 

Comments regarding these teachers ' roles and expectations were made by 15 
of the respondents. Specifically, these individuals want to know: 

• "As an elementary teacher I teach reading, English, social studies, science, math, 
health.... Do I personally need to be thoroughly familiar with all those standards 
and personally develop packages to meet them?" 

• "I would like to be told in very simple terms what is expected of me to 
implement the standards. " 

• "Give me detailed plans of what I'm to do and when ." 
• "Exactly what standards I'm responsible for and what portion of the assessment 

packages I'm to do ." 

Other issues that were raised included: the desire for a resource person/ center 
who can give "straight answers" to questions (N=ll); the need for more information 
on making accommodations for students with special needs (N=ll); the need for the 
state to inform/educate the public as well as parents (N=S); and the need for support 
to be provided by district administration (N=S). 

A variety of specific questions regarding the logistics of implementation were 
also asked by these teachers. Examples of these include: 

• "How can high ability students accelerate themselves through a mathematics 
department without missing standards on their way to graduation?" 
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• "When doing a performance package that spans several weeks, how can I get 
each student to complete it when they are absent; go to L.D.; speech; counseling; 
and gifted? " 

• "What are small school districts with limited course electives to do to offer grad 
standard packages?" 

• "How is it possible to cover standards in a combination classroom (2 grades)? " 

Not surprisingly, some individuals took this opportunity to share their 
negative views regarding the graduation standards . Complaints made by these 
teachers include: 

• "Packages have too much paper work and they take too much time away from 
other necessities." 

• "I think that we would have more money applied in better ways if this whole 
idea were dropped!" 

• "It is obvious to me that it is politically incorrect and professional suicide to be 
anything less than enthused about these Grad Standards." 

Positive remarks were made by these respondents as well. Examples of their 
favorable comments follow: 

• "Our grad. technician has been excellent in explaining and helping us to 
implement and become familiar with standards. So as of right now, I don't have 
any questions." 

• "I feel that it was time that the whole state got on track and have students be able 
to meet certain standards in order to graduate." 

• "As a special educator whose students have participated in a grad. package in the 
classroom, I have seen their success and an increase in the classroom teacher's 
respect for their performance." 

I. Further Analyses 

Three of the most crucial questions on the survey were items 32, 33, and 35, 
which attempted to gather information regarding the frequency with which teachers 
are engaging in various practices utilizing the standards. As was shown in Part G of 
this section of the report, the results for these three questions were as follows: 

Question % of teachers who answered 
sometimes, frequently, or always 

32. I use standards as the basis for planning 
instructional activities. 77.4% 

33. I link assessments to standards 69.9% 
35. I integrate assessment with instruction 90.2% 
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In order to determine which teachers were more likely to engage in the three 
behaviors measured by those items, we examined the relationship between the 
items and: 

* 
* 

teachers ' knowledge ofl and attitudes towards2 the standards, 
perceived support for3 and sense of competency in using4 the standards for 
instruction and assessment, 

* the extent to which they actually used the standards5 to inform their curriculum 
and instruction, 

* 

* 

the frequency with which they had conversations with colleagues6 regarding 
implementation, and 
whether they found it necessary to modifiJ the content of the curriculum7 in 
order to implement the standards. 

In other words, we were curious about whether or not teachers who indicated 
a certain level of knowledge or a greater sense of competency, for example, would be 
more likely to agree with the behavior measured by questions 32, 33, and 35. 
Therefore, stepwise regression analyses were conducted using questions 32, 33, and 
35 as the dependent variables, with the questions listed in the footnotes below as the 
independent variables. 

Results 

Question 32 

Teachers most likely to use the standards in planning their instructional 
activities also (in order of decreasing importance): 

• link assessments to standards, 
• use the standards to explain expectations to students, 
• have a more positive attitude toward the standards, 
• modify the content of existing curriculum, and 
• have conversations with colleagues about s tandards implementation. 

Question 33 

Teachers who link assessments to standards also: 

• use standards as the basis for planning instructional activities, 
• use the standards to explain expectations to students, 
• feel competent with regards to implementation, 
• integrate assessment w ith instruction, 
• use checklists for evaluating performance-based products, and 
• share activities with, and solicit input and receive useful suggestions from, 

colleagues. 
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Question 35 

Teachers who integrate assessment with instruction are those who: 

• use checklists for evaluating performance-based products, 
• link assessments to standards, 
• feel a sense of competency regarding implementation, 
• have conversations with their colleagues about the implementation of 

standards, and 
• modify the content of existing curriculum in order to implement standards 

into their classroom. 

Discussion 

Because each of these three items asked about the degree to which teachers are 
using standards to inform their practice, it is not surprising that the extent to which 
teachers are carrying out the activities in questions 32, 33, and 35 is related to the 
degree to which they are engaging in various other practices utilizing the standards. 
It also follows that teachers who are using standards feel competent about their 
ability to do so and are having discussions with and feel supported by their 
colleagues. What was somewhat surprising, however, was that their reported level 
of knowledge regarding standards did not appear to have any relationship to their 
use of standards in their practice. 

1 See questions 1 and 3 
2 See questions 5, 6, 7, and 8 
3 See questions 13, 14, and 15 
4 See questions 2 and 4 
5 See questions 31, 32, 33, and 34 (excluding the item which was being examined) 
6 See questions 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21 
7 See question 30 
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Section III: Summative Conferences 

This section describes the results of the observations and focus groups 
conducted at three summative conference sessions in two regions, as well as 
telephone interviews of Phase II teachers from a third region. For detailed 
information about the methods used, see Section I. 

A. Observations 

The following account is based on observations of teachers who were grouped 
based upon the performance package they had implemented in the 1997-98 school 
year. Group members represented grade levels from elementary through high 
school and came from both large and small schools . 

Based on the number of survey respondents who indicated that they needed 
time to talk/network/share with other teachers (see Section IIL it was not surprising 
that the groups of teachers that were observed engaged in almost nonstop dialogue. 
In fact it was immediately apparent to the observers just how anxious these teachers 
were to share their stories and ask questions of one another. The issues that they 
discussed took precedence over actually beginning their task, which was to sort and 
score the examples of student work they had brought with them. One group, for 
example, spent the entire hour and 15 minutes that they had before lunch time 
discussing how they had implemented the package, as well as some of the 
difficulties and frustrations they had experienced, and therefore did not begin 
sorting/scoring the student work until after lunch. 

Some of the difficulties these teachers discussed are as follows: 

Different interpretations of the language in a standard 
For example, one standard requires students to do an "in-depth study" and 
teachers in this group had various definitions for that term. Another group 
had a lengthy discussion about whether the pattern and symmetry required by 
their standard meant that a student's finished product needed to be entirely 
symmetrical or that there simply had to be symmetry somewhere in the 
pattern; this dilemma was not resolved during the course of the observation. 

Student Attendance 
One teacher talked of a student who had moved 11 times by second grade. 
Another noted that there had been no time for re-teaching students who had 
been out sick or on vacation during implementation of the package and thus 
these children did not complete the package. 

Special needs students 
The performance package entitled 'A Day in the Life' was implemented by 
one teacher during a time when no students were pulled out for Title t ESL, 
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L.D., etc. and no aides were in the classroom. Successful completion of this 
package by all students was described as "impossible." 

Lack of necessary resources/materials 
It was noted by one teacher that the package she had used requires so many 
resources (e.g., library books) that not every teacher at her grade level can do it 
at the same time. Another individual lamented that many books in the 
school library were published prior to 1975. A final teacher commented that 
students in their school are not allowed on internet. 

Isolation 
Teachers who had been the only one in their building using a particular 
package pointed out how difficult it was not to have anyone with whom they 
could discuss specific problems they were experiencing, such as scoring. 

Time to complete package 
Several teachers expressed frustration with the amount of time it took to 
complete the packages, with many pointing out that they were not able to 
complete their package because of this. For example, one teacher worked on 
the package for two hours a day for three weeks and only partially met the 
standard. Another acknowledged that completion of the package took one 
and one half quarters. 

Logistics of implementation 
These teachers posed various logistical questions to their group members, 
such as: 
• What if a student completes a standard in first grade at a '1' - do you stop 

there? 
• Do you leave the 'low' kids in the room during a package, or pull them 

out to remediate the skills necessary for the package? 
• How does it work when you can't score it until it's completed? 
• How do you find time to sit individually with students? What are the 

other students doing? 

Scoring 
One group of teachers had such difficulty coming to a consensus on scoring 
student work, they decided to simplify the task by dividing the work into two 
piles, 'good' or 'poor.' However, even this proved to be challenging (partly 
because there was still disagreement over how to interpret the standard). 

While these teachers did seem to welcome the opportunity to 'vent' some of 
their frustrations, it was the case that positive experiences were shared as well. For 
example, one teacher told her group, "I had seven L.D. students who really rose to 
the occasion. They did an awesome job." This teacher later told the evaluators, "I 
love it. I'd never go back to the old way of teaching. The kids did so well--they 
learned so much and are retaining it." 
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Positive remarks were also heard regarding various media specialists. It was 
shared by one teacher that their media specialist was going through the standards 
and ordering relevant materials; another teacher agreed that this was the case at her 
school also. It was also volunteered that one school's media specialist had gathered 
a list of web sites relevant to the tasks involved with package and also gave students 
clues on searching the web. 

Clearly, one of the most valuable aspects of these teachers' coming together 
was the fact that they were afforded an opportunity to share with one another. As 
various individuals discussed how they had implemented their packages, their 
group members leaned forward and appeared very interested in the conversation. 
They took notes, wrote down citations for books that had been successfully used, and 
made requests for copies of materials. When discussion turned to the obstacles that 
had been encountered, plenty of nodding and empathizing was noted by the 
observers . These teachers had numerous questions for one another, as well as 
words of encouragement, such as: 

• "That is neat." 
• "That's a great idea ." 
• "That was a great way to organize that." 
• "Could I get a copy of that?" 

The value of this experience of coming together was certainly appreciated by 
one participant, who reflected, ''I'm probably going to teach this differently after 
listening to this conversation." 

B. Focus Group and Interview Data 

Because focus group participants and teachers interviewed by telephone were 
asked identical questions, their responses were analyzed, and thus will be reported, 
simultaneously. A list of the questions used can be found in Appendix B. 

Collegial discussions 

Questions 16 through 21 of the written survey asked teachers about the 
frequency with which they were having conversations with colleagues about such 
topics as the development of new curriculum, managing classroom behaviors, and 
what helps students learn best. Results indicated that these individuals are having 
such discussions frequently, yet it was not possible to ascertain whether this was a 
change from previous years, or if these conversations had always taken place to this 
extent. In order to clarify this issue, focus group and interview participants were 
asked to talk about their experiences in this vein. While some respondents alluded 
to building-level conversations having a negative tone, most agreed that imple
mentation of the standards has led to an increase in their collegial discussions. 
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Negative 

• "Jn my building, I think the only conversations that it has generated have served 
to polarize the individual staff, that whatever talking we are doing has to do 
with pro or con standards ." 

• "Because [my colleagues] are older and have been there, they've seen OBE come 
and go, no matter what I do, I cannot convince them that this is a rule and that 
this is going to happen. I think they prefer not to hear about it.... The kids are 
real responsive to everything; however, the people in my department are not." 

Positive 

• "It's given teachers a common ground either to talk or argue about, I guess ... but 
when we come together from different schools and get to talk, now we have a 
common ground.. . so it has spurred more conversation than I think there has 
been, whether good or bad. " 

• "[Previously], we were all in our own individual classrooms and not talking to 
each other because we were too busy to even have lunch together. Now, it's 
causing us to sit down and take a look at what we really need to have." 

• "This year, I've talked more about curriculum issues than I ever have before." 

• ''I'd have to agree--interdepartmental, and then across other subjects, we're 
talking more." 

• "There are definitely more conversations. We talk about what we can keep, 
what we can modifiJ." 

• "We tend to have generic conversations because we're a small school so people 
are implementing different standards, but we talk about things that work, things 
that don't work. I don't think we shared as many ideas before, even about things 
like classroom management." 

Student capacity for learning 

Interviewees were also asked to help shed some light on the survey finding 
that approximately 75% of respondents indicated that their beliefs in the capacity for 
student learning had not changed (as opposed to having become more positive or 
more negative). Their hypotheses consisted of: 1) teachers' expectations have always 
been high (and therefore have not changed); 2) teachers are only beginning to 
implement the standards so it is too soon to have noticed a difference; and 3) there 
are negative attitudes regarding the standards in general. 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 39 



Summative Conferences 

High expectations 

• "The people who are out there trying it have always been more positive. I would 
say their beliefs have always been high. " 

• "I think the packages are already raising expec tations ... much harder than what 
we 've been asking students to do." 

Standards not fully implemented 

• "When I talk to my colleagues, they say a lot of the things that they 're doing is 
already grad. standards and they can already embed it.... I can't see that, so I guess 
I disagree. " 

• "I think it will be hard to tell for sure until we've don e more of these with more 
kids." 

• ''I'm concerned that people think they're doing it when they're not. I don't 
know if they're really reading the packages . We are facilitators --we are not 
teachers anymore up in front . The fact is that my kids did more last year than 
they've ever done before (in 30 years of teaching)." 

Negative attitudes 

• "I think it's due to negativity surrounding grad. standards. I was positive about 
grad. standards and more open to seeing change." 

Some teachers were adamant that their beliefs about the capacity for student 
learning have become more positive. Examples of their comments include: 

• "I know I answered [question 11) with 'I think our kids are going higher than 
what they did before the standards. '" 

• "They intentionally put L.D. students in my classes and I can't put it in words 
how well they did and what an experience it was for them. They never were 
pulled out, they never needed help with a test . Because they could use their 
other strengths and it wasn 't just writing, because it was 'be the spokesman for 
the group ' or whatever, they just did wonderful work. And it was so beneficial 
for them.... In fact , two of my exemplars I brought today were done by my L.D. 
kids." 

District graduation standards technician 

While some of the individuals involved in the focus groups or telephone 
in terviews were currently working as their district' s technician, most were not. 
Nor, they asserted, would they want to p lay that role. One teacher revealed, "That 
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person almost becomes the enemy because people don 't like them. There are 
naughty things said about the technicians, and really, they 're just trying to do their 
job . If they had a team of people helping them, I think it would ge t across a lot better 
than just one person." Most agreed that having more than one technician (even 
one per building, depending on the district size) would be desirable, as the workload 
is so extensive. Discussion also included what the technician had done specifically 
that these teachers had found helpful. 

Workload 

• "Now this new person is coming in who is also head of all technology in our 
district and I'm wondering how this person thinks they're going to do both." 

• "Our grad. standards technician is the technology coordinator and the 
curriculum director. Excuse me, but that 's three jobs. All she does is go from 
meeting to meeting to meeting.. .. What doesn't get done is the communicating 
with the people that have to deliver the goods." 

• "What we've don e in our school, and it's something the state is encouraging 
schools to do, is set up a committee that holds accountability for the district as far 
as the packages and that's helped take some of the pressure off the technician 
because now she has a group of people. " 

• "She's been great. Anytime you're frustrated, she very much keeps her cool, 
keeps you focused, brings you back to the topic at hand. She's very positive and 
never upset about it. Very good about trying to move us forward and very 
approachable ." 

• "She has held our school board accountable and our superintendent and our 
administration accountable for us attending meetings . She had great 
communications with them and she's laid it on the line--this is what we need, 
this is what the state is asking.. .. I f eel comfortable enough to go to her and ask 
her questions or call her at home." 

• "She's very knowledgeable in the area that she teaches, so when we had 
individual curriculum questions, she wasn't able to answer them, but she would 
do best to find an answer for us. " 

• "I think as a technician, that person has to know the technical stuff of the grad. 
rule, but I think they're overstepping their bounds if they proclaim that they 
know content. [As a technician], I certainly can help other teachers to ge t 
through struggles ." 
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Ongoing needs 

Focus group and telephone interview participants were asked what they 
needed in the way of support, given limited resources, from the state and regional 
networks (identical to question 41 on the survey) . Their answers centered around 
the topics of materials for students, resources for themselves, and time for 
additional training and sharing with others. 

Materials (for students) 

• "What I find very limiting is the amount of resources available. 
our media centers upgraded, get more time on computers, that's 
limiting my kids." 

Until we get 
what I find 

• "Right now, what we're doing is we go to the public libraries and check out 
things and (this has happened many times) we lose the things because of kids 
checking them out and losing them and we pay for it." 

Resources (for teachers) 

• "Just having a person out there that I know to contact (names, numbers, a 
department)." 

• "I wish there were more choices in packages. They say you can write your own, 
but I don't have time." 

• "I would love, if I had the time, which I have every now and again, to get on the 
internet and go to that curriculum clearinghouse and go to Anoka-Hennepin or 
go to somewhere else and look at their curriculum." 

Training I sharing 

• "Training as far as what's new or what other schools or districts are doing, so that 
if they have something that works and we 're struggling, we share that informa
tion so that our tasks become easier because of what we've learned from them ." 

• "I think we need to hear the general message of what's new, what's happening, 
that every person needs to hear, but as far as breaking up into small groups, I find 
that most beneficial." 

• "I like the meeting today and I think we should do it again next summer. 

• "There has to be a way for this discussion to go on or a chance for teachers to 
meet." 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 42 



Summative Conferences 

• "What I'd like to see is sharing between districts. We created some of our own 
packages, but we're not sure how rigorous they are." 

Frustrations 

Teachers were asked in an open-ended fashion about frustrations they 
encountered with implementation. Not surprisingly, the issue of time emerged as 
an ongoing frustration for teachers. Other topics that were raised were the 
additional three days of student contact, the burden of training their colleagues, 
disappointment with some of the state performance packages, subjectivity of 
assessing student work, the state's lack of communication with parents, continual 
changes in the system, and student accountability. 

• "The biggest frustration I sense is that people keep saying everyone keeps adding 
and no one takes anything away and it's impossible to do that.... There's just not 
enough time. " 

• "We want implementation, and if you want quality, when are we gozng to have 
time to do it?" 

• "There is not enough time to do the prerequisite or the pre-teaching that is 
probably required to get those scores that I would like to make sure that my kids 
had 3's and 4's." 

Additional three days 

• "Jn our district, we had to add those three days, so what did they do, they took 
away three teacher workshop days, so now we have even three less days to get 
together and talk about how we're going to do this." 

• "I just wish those three days had gone to teacher development time versus 
student contact time." 

Burden of training others 

• "Somehow I feel responsible to teach [colleagues] about the standard and I don't 
think that's fair. I think everybody should be responsible to gain that knowledge 
and they should be given the time and the money to do so." 

• ''I'm one of only two people in our entire building who went to Phase II training 
out of a faculty of about 80 people. So constantly, every time there's a staff 
development day or workshop day where we talk about it, the other ga l and I are 
called on to do this. Now we're under the gun to train." 
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Appropriateness of packages 

• "There are not enough primary packages and I believe that some of the things 
that they' re asking students to do in the primary situation are not develop
mentally appropriate." 

• "I think what I' ve found most dissatisfi;ing is some of the state high standard 
packets as they came out. The personnel that had written those had very clearly 
put in issues and instruments and measurement tools that were not appropriate 
for [the package I implemented]." 

• "I wasn't sure of part of the package; it was confusing. I had the kids evaluate it 
also and they had the same complaints ." 

Subjectivity of assessment 

• "What I'm rating as a 3, somebody else might decide is barely a 2; what somebody 
else thinks is a 4, I might think is a two and a half. Even within one building, 
there is so much difference, so much of it is opinion-based, there is very little 
that's absolute .... There's a huge amount of discrepancy in how stringent people 
are, the ways that they'll interpret words like 'accurate.' Just the vagueness that 
there is in the descriptors and how you interpret the instructions provides so 
much leeway for so much subjectiveness in grading, so much range." 

Communication with parents 

• "I have serious concerns about [parent communication] because I have serious 
concerns about the support that grad. standards have from teachers and if we're 
leaving it up to individual teachers to educate parents, then we might not be 
getting a very positive message out there." 

• "Our frustration right now is we have a highly multicultural population . We 
have no translation. For example, we have lots of Hmong families and a 
translation on paper is not what they need because most Hmong families do not 
read Hmong, they only speak it. I think for most of the urban schools, that's a big 
issue. Here we 're sending this pamphlet out that is hard to read in English." 

Continual changes 

• "The information keeps changing." 

• "And that's what is fru strating because I have information from two years ago 
and I don 't know what to keep and what to throw." 

• "They changed ' l '. It used to mean that you did not complete part of it, now it 
says you've completed everything, bu t it's not very good." 
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• "Think of it, here we 're the people who've been taking the training. I'm the 
point man and I'm so frustrated I could spit. When I go back and say, 'Well now, 
by the way, don't you dare give a 4-3-2-1 to a task, ' people are going to say, 'I'm 
not even going to talk to you about this.'" 

• "Almost two years ago, I came to my first meetings here. At that time, when we 
asked these kinds of questions (what about the 4-3-2-1, how about kids working 
together) the answer was always the same, it was, 'We don't know yet, as soon as 
we know, we'll let you know, we're working on it.' Last summer, when we did 
this training, all of a sudden it changed and now the answer to everything is, 
'That's a district decision. '... The standards are good, I'm not arguing with the 
standards, the standards are great, it's just how to get to them. But they're 
making us make all the decisions. You decide how to keep track of it, you figure 
out what kind of software to use, you decide what kind of adaptations to make, 
you decide how to deal with special ed., PSEO, AP, the whole bit." 

• "It's a top down reform trying to be clothed in a bottom up fa shion." 

Student Accountability 

The following account is an excerpt from a discussion that we did not feel 
could be summarized without losing some of the vital information contained 
therein. To maintain their anonymity, respondents are identified as Teacher #1, #2, 
and #3 (#1 and #2 teach high school; #3 teaches at the elementary level) . 

Teacher #1: 
• "We have no individual accountability. I had work that I know wasn't done by 

the student, I had projects that my students couldn't read back to me, they didn't 
know some of the words in them. I'm all in favor of the projects, but then let's 
not hang our high school diploma on it. If you give these open-ended kinds of 
projects where you get 161 different projects back and you have to re-do all the 
calculations for 161 five page projects, in the first place it'll take you, well, I 
wouldn't be done with my grades yet, that's the first problem. And if you do it so 
that everyone comes up with the same answer, if you tweak it, then there's 
absolutely no individual accountability . So we're not addressing kids working in 
groups or not working in groups, we're not addressing getting help from parents, 
we' re not addressing which parents are architects and which parents are not. 
We 're not addressing any of that, but then we 're spending all this time going, 
'What's a 4, what's a 3?' I'm opposed to that. I want to do the projects, have that 
be part of the learning, and not get so hung up on the grading because it's moot. 
We don't know who's doing it." 

Teacher #2: 
• ''I'm going to jump in again on that. The 10th grade geometry projects that I did 

as part of pilots this year, I had exactly the same problems. The great bulk of the 
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work was done outside of the classroom and I had no way to tell who did what 
part of it. It was all basically the same situation, so they were supposed to come 
up with the same numbers at every step along the way. Sure they did, because as 
soon as they walked out of the room, the brighter kids would get waylaid by the 
not so bright kids -- 'How are you doing this? How did you get that? Where did 
you get this number?' And as I would be going back through these things, I 
would look at two papers that would have absolutely identical layouts and 
identical mistakes all the way down the line and I knew they hadn't done the 
work individually and then, trying to talk with individual kids about their work, 
like you say, they had no clue what they were talking about, they couldn't 
explain how they'd gotten from step A to step B. The project itself was a real 
interesting one and I could envision ways to individualize it so they couldn't 
just get the answers from each other, but then, like you say, to try to grade it, I 
wouldn't be done now, I'd be working all summer on grading those projects, and 
that's just one project. We did three in the geometry class this year." 

Teacher #3: 
• "Right, so then the frustration becomes, what is the performance package? Is it 

the assessment or is it the learning tool?... Maybe after coming up through the 
ranks and having experiences with performance packages, the kids will be better 
at it and won't have to be going to their neighbor or we'll be better at assessing or 
knowing how to assess certain aspects of each package." 

Teacher #2: 
• "One of the worries that came up in our math department at our high school 

was whether or not we should give their packages back to the students because 
we were fearful of the kids the following year taking those same packages and 
recopying them. We're also speculating that it won't be more than a couple 
years that there will be web sites that kids can download completed performance 
packages from. There again, it gets back to individualizing each package for each 
student and the amount of work. When you 're talking 150-200 high school kids 
in a trimester, it's an extraordinary amount of work." 

Teacher #1: 
• "We've been joking in our district that we're going to open a storefront, 'Tasks R 

Us .' Because many of our students go to tutors anyway. We'll all quit, we'll 
make a lot more money, we'll tutor them through the packages. In fact, my 
counterpart at the other middle school in my district had tutors calling her 
saying, 'How do I do this task?' I'm not opposed to the process learning. If the 
packages are for process learning, that's great, then they can work together, they 
can use outside resources, that's wonderful, we should have been doing that all 
along anyway, but it's not for then sitting and agonizing for hours over whether 
Susie's dad gets a 4 or a 3. I don't want to spend my time like that and I resent 
the amount of time it took me this year when I was only piloting it, time I 
should have been spending being better prepared for my classroom, doing more 
with my students." 
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Rewards 

While teachers were asked directly about ways in which Phase II 
implementation had been rewarding, they also volunteered this information 
spontaneously during the focus groups and telephone interviews. Here are several 
positive comments offered by these individuals: 

• "It's been so exciting for me to teach [this package]." 

• "It gets you to break your routine, gets you to do it a different way. It's a good 
change of pace." 

• "The kids like the different activities, doing it--rather than going through a 
textbook." 

• "The kids got into it and worked hard." 

• "Finding out what the kids can do--exceeded my expectations. The kids can do 
more than we thought." 

• " [As a result of completing a package, the students] got to the point where they 
knew they could do it. It wasn't being done by somebody else. Now they've got 
the cycle set up, they can apply it to other problems that they run into." 

• "The exciting thing about it is I think it allows for process learning and I think 
that's what it's about instead of passing the chapter test and regurgitating 
information. This is a bigger picture of each individual student and I like that." 

• "I really think it's a very positive way to assess students ... because I think it's a lot 
better than scoring 90 or 80 percent on a test. It tells a lot more about the 
individual for sure." 

• "I found my greatest reward to be the communicating part of it, that my students 
had to explain their thinking." 

• "One of my excitements is that through this process, I've been able to talk to so 
many teachers and be involved in something that is new and exciting, whether 
it's frustrating or not, and to see so many different ways of doing supposedly the 
same thing and finding out better ways of doing the same thing. For me, that's 
been a joy, a great joy." 
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Section IV: Summary and Reflections 

The evaluation of Phase II for the on-going implementation of the High 
Standards in Minnesota's Graduation Rule reveals that teachers in Minnesota are 
continuing to incorporate standards into instruction. Exposure to standards-based 
education has begun with the teachers who have implemented one or more 
assessment packages. Embedded in the packages are expectations for teachers to 
explore the content of their curriculum, to engage in dialogue with their colleagues 
about instructional practices, and to become partners with the student in the 
learning process. Furthermore, the student now has many different ways to 
demonstrate knowledge and often discovers self-knowledge about a learning 
capacity that has previously been unknown. 

To be able to reach the goals of a standards-based system requires educators to 
make changes in current practices and to alter somewhat beliefs about teaching and 
learning. The evaluation being reported here seeks to discover the degree to which 
those changes are taking place. Three of the most crucial questions on the written 
survey attempted to gather information regarding the frequency with which 
teachers are engaging in various practices utilizing the standards . As was shown in 
Part H of Section II of the report, the results for these three questions were as 
follows: 

Question % of teachers who answered 
sometimes, frequently, or always 

32. I use standards as the basis for planning 
instructional activities. 77.4% 

33. I link assessments to standards 69.9% 
35. I integrate assessment with instruction 90.2% 

In order to determine which teachers were more likely to engage in the three 
behaviors measured by those items, we examined the relationship between the 
items and other questions about conversations with colleagues, feelings of 
competency, and general knowledge about standards. The results reveal a strong 
relationship among most of the questions. It follows that teachers who are using 
standards feel competent about their ability to do so and are having discussions with 
and feel supported by their colleagues. What was somewhat surprising, however, 
was that their reported level of knowledge regarding standards did not appear to 
have any relationship to their use of standards in their practice. 

This finding may indicate that merely having more knowledge about 
standards, per se, will not lead teachers to any greater application of them in their 
daily work. In fact, the lack of a relationship might give further credence to the 
notion that knowledge is generated through experience, and teachers have just 
begun to experience the outcomes of standards-based education with the 
implementation of performance assessment packages. More opportunities to infuse 
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performance assessment and standards into instruction may automatically lead to 
greater knowledge over time. For now, that knowledge appears to be perceived as 
somewhat limited . 

The information ga thered from all data sources shows a teaching force that is 
grappling with the facets of implementing a significant sys temic reform. The 
continual need for additional resources such as time, support, and supplies is to be 
expected with the magnitude that the move to standards-based education is. 
Concerns about parity and relevance, accuracy in scoring, and some poorly-written 
packages are fair criticisms. The state will need to address those issues relatively 
soon before they unnecessarily negatively overwhelm the positive sentiment about 
the standards initiative. 

The concept of having at least two summative conferences per year for 
teachers across the state involved in standards implementation is an excellent idea. 
It answered the need for teachers to get together to share ideas, and it provided a 
useful forum in which the MEEP regional coordinators could become the linking 
agent for "fresh" ideas to go back to the schools or take them back to the state. Even 
though those in attendance were a self-selected group, the tone of the meeting could 
have been as easily negative as it was positive. As it was, teachers seem to be still 
willing to grow along with the standards movement by providing honest feedback 
about a state-wide effort that, for some, has "changed for the better forever how 
[they] teach." 

As it was intended, the Phase II training was modified to focus more heavily 
on the standards, and less on any specific performance packages. As a result, 
teachers looked at student work more from the point of view of achieving a 
standard than from "passing" a performance assessment. Minnesota teachers who 
have not yet participated in any of the Phase I-III trainings will likely not yet 
understand that difference. It is a key difference. Teachers and others who are 
discussing the continuance of standards-based education must keep that in mind. 

In summary, the second-year efforts of MEEP to implement the standards on 
a state-wide scale have proceeded well. The various feedback loops available 
through the local district to state networks continue to provide vital information 
about outcomes and needs. The growth of teacher understanding is substantial 
from last year to the current time, and with understanding comes changes in 
practice. Minnesota teachers and students are, together, learning about learning. 
The Minnesota Educational Effectiveness Program is effectively facilitating that 
growth. 
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MEEP Survey for Teachers Implementing Standards in Phase II 

Directions: For each item (unless otherwise noted) please circle the one number which most 
closely describes your level of agreement with each statement. 

Knowledge 

l=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree 

1. I have sufficient understanding of how the MN 
standards fit with our district's K-12 curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. I feel sufficiently prepared to implement the MN 
standards currently in place. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I need more knowledge of the MN standards in order 
to develop learning activities linked to the standards. 1 2 3 4 5 

Beliefs/ Attitudes 

l=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

4. I am confident about my ability to link activities to 
standards. 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I think that standards are just another passing 
educational fad. 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I believe that using standards can make a positive 
difference in my teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I believe that using standards can make a positive 
difference in student achievement. 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I believe that teachers' use of performance 
assessments will positively alter instructional 1 2 3 4 5 
methods. 

9. I am comfortable in the role of "facilitator" of 
learning vs. "the dispenser of knowledge." 1 2 3 4 5 

10. The degree of student success or failure is due more 
to factors beyond my control than within my control. 1 2 3 4 5 

11. As a result of implementing standards, my beliefs about student capacity for learning have (check one): 

__ shifted to become more positive __ shifted to become more negative __ not changed 

OVER --> 
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Practice 

!=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 

12. I have discussed with pa.rents the role of standards in 
learning. 

During the implementation of the package, 

13. I shared activities and experiences with colleagues. 

14. I solicited input from colleagues about the learning 
activities. 

15. I received useful suggestions from colleagues about 
the learning activities. 

1 2 

2 

2 

2 

4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

l=Never 2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 4=Frequently S=Always 

In order to implement the standard in my classroom, 

16. I had conversations with colleagues about the 
development of new curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5 

17. I had conversations with colleagues about managing 
classroom activities. 1 2 3 4 5 

18. I had conversations with colleagues about specific 
teaching behaviors. 1 2 3 4 5 

19. I had conversations with colleagues about what helps 
students learn best. 1 2 3 4 5 

20. I discussed with colleagues assumptions about 
teaching and learning. 1 2 3 4 5 

21. I had conversations with colleagues about goals of 
this school. 1 2 3 4 5 

Questions 22 - 25 refer to Special Education students. 

22. I have one or more identified special education students in my classroom where the standard is being 
implemented. Yes __ No__ (If no, go to Question 26) 

23. If yes, I sought resources/advice from special education to identify accommodations for assessing the 
standard. Yes No 

24. I used accommodations to assess the standard. Yes No 

l=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 

25. If yes, The accommodations I used to assess the 
standard were effective. 2 

(If no, go to Question 26) 

4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

3 4 5 
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Questions 26 - 29 refer to LEP (Limited English Proficiency) students. 

26. I have one or more identified LEP students in my classroom where the standard is being implemented. 
Yes No (If no, go to Question 30) 

27. If yes, I sought resources/advice to identify accommodations for assessing the standard. 
Yes No 

28. I used accommodations to assess the standard. Yes No 

!=Strongly Disagree 2::Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 

29. If yes, the accommodations I used to assess the 
standard were effective. 

General Practices 

l=Never 2=Rarely 3=Sometimes 

30. In order to implement standards in my classroom, I 
modify the content of existing curriculum. 

31. Since my participation in implementing the 
graduation rule, I use standards to explain 
expectations to students. 

32. I use standards as the basis for planning instructional 
activities. 

3 3. Beyond the implementation plan I developed in 
Phase II, I link assessments to standards. 

34. I use checklists for evaluating performance-based 
products (e.g., papers, projects). 

35. I integrate assessment with instruction. 

Needs 

1 2 

4=Frequently 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

2 

1 2 

1 2 

!=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 

36. The policies in my school district for staff 
development support my learning about and using 
standards. 

37. District staff development activities available to 
me are relevant to my learning about and using 
standards. 

1 

1 

2 

2 

(If no, go to Question 30) 

4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree 

3 4 5 

5=Always 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

4=Agree 5=Strongly Agree 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 

OVER --> 
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l =Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree 3=Neither Agree nor Disagree 4=Agree S=Strongly Agree 

38 . District staff development activities have addressed 
the implementation of standards when working with 1 2 3 4 
students having special learning needs. 

39. The administration in my school district supports my 
efforts to learn about and use standards. 1 2 3 4 

40. What else do you need to know in order to successfully implement the graduation standards? 

41. Given limited resources, how can the state and regional networks best support your efforts? 

Confidential Demographic Information 

42. Total number of years teaching: ____ _ 

43. Number of years teaching at this school: ___ _ 

in this district: ____ _ 

44. Grade level(s) currently teaching (secondary teachers please identify subject area(s)) : 

45. Approximate K-12 student enrollment in your district: ____ _ 

46. Gender: M F 

47. The package I selected for Phase II is for the following standard (check one): 

Read, View, Listen __ 
Writing and Speaking __ 
Arts Sciences 

Mathematics People and Cultures __ 
Inquiry __ Decision Making _ _ 

Managing Resources __ Languages __ 
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MEEP Summative Conferences 
Focus Group/Telephone Interview Questioning Route 

Summer 1998 

1. Please think back to last school year and the implementation of the 
standard you selected for Phase II. What would you say were your greatest 
challenges? 

2. What were your greatest rewards? 

3. Preliminary results of our survey show that roughly half of teachers said 
they are having conversations with colleagues frequently about the 
development of new curriculum and about classroom activities. In your 
experience, has this been a change from previous years? 

4. We also asked on the survey if teachers' beliefs in the capacity for student 
learning had become more positive, more negative, or not changed. 
Approximately three-quarters indicated that their beliefs had not changed. 
Can you speculate as to why this might be the case? 

5. Can you talk about the role your technician has played? What has or has 
not been helpful? Is one technician enough? 

6. Finally, given limited resources, how can the state and regional networks 
best support your efforts? 

7. Is there anything else you would like to add? 


