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This latter claim has been made with
considerable justification by Hunter, per-
haps the most popular educational train-
er of our time.! Hunter’s model, often
called Instructional Theory into Practice
(ITTP), describes critical elements of les-
sons (anticipatory set, statement of ob-
jectives, lesson presentation with fre-
quent checks for understanding, guided
practice, independent practice, and clo-
sure) and also emphasizes such concepts
as activating prior knowledge, teaching
for transfer, and using cognitive strate-
gies.

The Hunter model is appealing, prac-
tical, and well-grounded in educational
and psychological theory. But does it
work? Fortunately, there is no ambigui-
ty about Hunter’s objective, which is stat-
ed in the title of one of her books, Teach
More — Faster!? Asking whether Hun-
ter’s model works clearly means ask-
ing, “Do students taught by ITIP-trained
teachers learn more (and learn faster)
than students taught by other teachers?”

Some innovations (e.g., the open school)
are difficult to evaluate because their
developers disdain traditional measures
of achievement. In the case of ITIP, how-
ever, it would be hard to make an argu-
ment that “teaching more and faster”
would fail to affect scores on standard-
ized or criterion-referenced tests. Since
almost all schools administer such tests
and since the number of teachers trained
in ITIP methods must be in the hundreds
of thousands, one might imagine that

there would be dozens of studies com-
paring ITIP to control methods.

Amazingly, such is not the case. The
first published article that evaluated ITIP
was a study by Jane Stallings,? which
appeared 16 years after publication of the
1969 edition of Teach More — Faster!
Stallings studied a single school in Napa,
California, for three years and found
small achievement gains in the first two
years that disappeared in the third year.4
Even those early gains were called into
question by the fact that a control group
showed a similar pattern of gains.5

Although clearly disappointing, the
Napa study could not provide conclusive
evidence that ITIP was not effective.
There were some gains in the early years,
the control group was not truly equiva-
lent to the experimental group, and there
was some possibility that teachers of the
control group heard about and imple-
mented parts of the ITIP model.¢ Hun-
ter criticized the Napa study on the
grounds that close supervision of the im-
plementation of her model by the teach-
ers did not continue into the third year,
that the program had been implemented
too rigidly, and that the quality of train-
ing was not high.”

THE PET IN SOUTH CAROLINA

Nineteen years after the Hunter phe-
nomenon began in earnest, a high-qual-
ity, large-scale evaluation of ITIP has
finally appeared. At the annual meeting

“The Golden Age of Hollywood, the Golden Age of TV, the Golden Age of

Rock . . . we missed them all.”
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after the Hunter
phenomenon began in
earnest, a high-
quality, large-
scale evaluation of
ITIP has appeared.

of the American Educational Research
Association (AERA) in New Orleans in
1988, a symposium was held on the state-
wide implementation of ITIP in South
Carolina, which included an evaluation
of the achievement effects of the program
over a three-year period. The South Car-
olina model, called the Program for Ef-
fective Teaching (PET), is an ambitious
undertaking intended to train teachers
in Hunter’s methods in 87 of the state’s
91 school districts. John Tudor of the
South Carolina Department of Education
told the AERA how 15,362 teachers (half
of the teachers in the state), 2,033 ad-
ministrators, and 1,118 trainers had been
trained. He also described how the state
provided extended training, offered in-
class follow-up training, and altered ad-
ministrative structures to insure high-
quality implementation.?

Two PET trainers then described in
more detail the impressive steps taken in
their district to insure the success of the
training, including involving administra-
tors and providing follow-up services,
peer coaching, and coaching from train-
ers.9 A researcher from the University
of South Carolina presented data indicat-
ing that teachers trained in the Hunter
model were overwhelmingly positive to-
ward it.10

Then came the bad news. Garrett
Mandeville, another University of South
Carolina researcher, found no important
differences in achievement between stu-
dents of PET-trained teachers and stu-
dents of other teachers, after controlling
for prior achievement and for socioeco-
nomic status (defined by eligibility for
free or reduced-cost lunches). In fact, in
classes in which teachers had been trained
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in PET two to three years before the post-
testing was conducted, students scored
slightly worse than did students of un-
trained teachers (by about 9% of an ad-
justed standard deviation). Further anal-
yses revealed that achievement scores
among students of PET-trained teach-
ers were not significantly related to the
amount or perceived quality of coaching,
attitude toward PET, self-reported use of
PET concepts and lesson plans, moti-
vation for training, or other variables.
Mandeville described the painstaking
procedures used to insure that the stu-

-dents of trained and untrained teachers
were identical in every important way
and that trained and untrained teachers
were similar in experience, age, class
size, number of repeaters, and other vari-
ables.!!

Jane Stallings and I critiqued the PET
symposium papers at the AERA meeting,
focusing on the high quality of the state
plan for disseminating Hunter’s methods,
the high quality of the training, the ex-
traordinary quality of the evaluation, and
the disappointing lack of effects. How-
ever, in response to a question from the
audience, one of the PET trainers de-

"scribed her excitement about the state’s
plan to train the remaining 15,000 teach-
ers in South Carolina. In fact, the state
is proceeding with its training plans, es-
sentially ignoring the results of its own
evaluation. If the study had any impact
on the state’s plans, it was to focus atten-
tion on the quality of coaching, not on
the notion of whether or not to go ahead
with the program. 2

The South Carolina study is not the
only large-scale evaluation of Hunter’s
ITIP. James Donovan, David Sousa, and
Herbert Walberg reported an evaluation
of the program in grades 3, 6, 9, and 11
involving 35 trained and 29 untrained
teachers in West Orange, New Jersey. As
in the South Carolina and Napa studies,
adjusted achievement scores for students
of trained and untrained teachers were
nearly identical.!3

Taken together, the results of the Napa,
West Orange, and South Carolina evalu-
ations of ITIP offer little hope that the
Hunter approach will produce any im-
provement in student achievement. Cer-
tainly this conclusion is important in its
own right, but the questions it raises are
even more important: Why did it take 19
years for an adequate evaluation of ITIP
to be conducted? Why did American edu-
cation jump so enthusiastically onto the
Hunter bandwagon in the absence of

evaluation data? Most important, how
can we avoid continually repeating this
pattern of educational change?

The case of ITIP provides a vivid ex-
ample of the educational pendulum in ac-
tion. It is particularly instructive because
of the breadth of adoption of the ITIP
model, the lack of evaluative evidence
until very recently, and the unambiguous
failure of the program to affect the only
variable it is designed to affect: student
achievement.

If change in education is ever to pro-
duce progress, rather than just another
swing of the pendulum, we need to un-
derstand why and how the pendulum op-
erates. The process can be considered in
two phases: the upswing and the down-
swing.

THE UPSWING

1. Program is proposed. Usually the
pendulum begins its upswing with the
publication of the idea in a popular edu-
cation periodical, such as Instructor, Ed-
ucational Leadership, or Learning, or
the publication of a popular book. In the
case of ITIP, the publication of a series
of small books between 1967 and 1969
and of articles in Instructor gave the pen-
dulum its initial impetus.

2. Program is piloted. “Preliminary
evidence” of effectiveness often takes the
form of “gee whiz” reports. Early in the
dissemination process, promising results
of studies may be reported from one or
more school districts. These studies are
almost always badly flawed. At best, the
data represent improvements over the
previous year’s scores; at worst, they may
be completely anecdotal. In the case of
ITIP, an unpublished, unavailable early
evaluation in Long Beach, California,
served the “gee whiz” function.

3. Program is introduced in innovative
districts. Certain school districts have a
reputation for trying out the latest inno-
vations. There is an often-told joke about
such districts: “If the state superintendent
said, ‘Go to hell,’ District X would make
sure it got there first.”

4. Program becomes ‘hot topic” among
staff developers. The substantial corps
of staff developers, curriculum super-
visors, and others whose job is to intro-
duce the latest innovations to their school
districts are always willing to give the
pendulum a push on the upswing. These
professionals are usually expected to
know about all the latest developments;
however, they are rarely rewarded for

Why did American
education jump so
enthusiastically
onto the Hunter
bandwagon in
the absence of
evaluation data?

sticking with a particular innovation for
many years until it is well-established
and well-evaluated within a district. As
a result, this year’s hot instructional
methods eventually become next year’s
old news. When a method becomes the
talk of the convention in such organiza-
tions as the Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development, the Amer-
ican Association of School Administra-
tors, the International Reading Associa-
tion, or the National Council of Teachers
of Mathematics, it has arrived at this crit-
ical stage.

5. Program expands rapidly. As soon
as a program becomes “this year’s thing,”
training expands rapidly. Most of the
training consists of one-day (or shorter)
inservice workshops given to large au-
diences of teachers by the developers
of the program or by staff development
specialists who just a year earlier were
equally enthusiastic about something
completely different. Classroom follow-
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up to insure that the program is being
properly implemented is rare at this stage
in the pendulum’s swing.

6. Controlled evaluations begin. Seri-
ous, controlled evaluations of the pro-
gram usually do not begin until the pro-
gram is already expanding rapidly. There
are several reasons for the delay. First,
it is hard to evaluate a program properly
until a lot of teachers are using it. Sec-
ond, there is a lag between the initial
awareness that a program is becoming
widely used and the appearance of an op-
portunity to study it. This lag is some-
times caused by the need to find grants
to support an evaluation. For example,
in 1980 those in charge of the federal Fol-
low Through program decided to imple-
ment and evaluate promising programs
directed at increasing time-on-task and
implementing the findings of research on
teacher effectiveness. This was the pro-
gram that funded the Napa study, for
which the final report wasn’t published
until 1987.

Ironically, controlled evaluations often
begin at the peak of a program’s popu-
larity, the very top of the upswing of
the pendulum. Thus the results of these
evaluations may appear when the inno-
vation is on the wane for other reasons.

THE DOWNSWING

7. Innovative districts move on to oth-
er programs. The downswing of the pen-
dulum begins when the innovative dis-

v
VANSE how

“We did that last year — how come
we have to do it again this year?”
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Until a program
becomes widely
known and used,
critical articles
are of little
interest and would
not be published.

tricts that first tried the new method find
something newer. For example, many of
the early ITIP enthusiasts are now train-
ing to use innovative programs in cooper-
ative learning and the teaching of think-
ing skills, which (at this writing) are on
the upswing. Moving on to new methods
is not, of course, just an indication of fad-
dism; it may reflect concerns about real
or perceived problems with the method.

8. Complaints surface in professional
publications. Every innovation, no mat-
ter how effective or popular, has its de-
tractors. Until a program becomes widely
known and used, however, critical arti-
cles are of little interest and would not
be published even if they were written.
After all, who cares if someone dislikes
a method that few people are using or dis-
cussing?

9. Preliminary evaluations are disap-
pointing. At about this point in the down-
swing, early results of evaluations begin
to appear in the literature or become
known in some other way. Often, these
results are disappointing. However, the
early studies may be flawed and there-
fore can be dismissed. Such was the case
with ITIP. The disappointing findings of
the Napa study could indeed be criticized
because the study was small, the control
group was not initially equivalent to the
experimental group, and so on. Elemen-
tary School Journal devoted most of a
special issue to a report on the Napa study
by Stallings and Eileen Krasavage and to
responses to it. Yet all the back-and-forth
discussion missed the most important
question: Why was this small and flawed
study the first and only published evalu-
ation of a program that was being used
in thousands of schools?

10. Developer claims that disappoint-
ing results are due to poor implementa-
tion. When results fail to support a de-
veloper’s model, the developer is certain
to claim that the model was not properly
implemented. This may be true, but it is
difficult to prove either way. When a de-
veloper can point to well-designed studies
in which the method was properly im-
plemented and produced positive effects,
the “poor implementation” claim for later
studies becomes more supportable. In the
case of ITIP, the lack of such studies calls
into question the idea that Hunter’s meth-
ods can be successfully implemented on
a broad scale.

11. Interest in program flags. At this
stage, large numbers of districts move on
to other programs, though not usually be-
cause of the disappointing evaluations.
Nor do programs disappear everywhere
or all at once. Districts dropping or no
longer emphasizing a program simply be-
gin to outnumber those that are beginning
it. This is about where ITIP appears to
be today.

12. Controlled evaluation studies are
published. At long last, controlled evalu-
ation studies, reviews of research, and
other articles begin to appear in high-
quality research journals. However, the
news — usually bad — arrives too late.

STOP THE PENDULUM —
I WANT TO GET OFF

In describing the ups and downs of the
pendulum of educational change, I've
painted a dismal picture. Obviously, the
progression of events varies for each in-
novation, as does the length of time the
process takes and the degree to which the
innovation takes hold. However, the his-
tory of such innovations as programmed
instruction and the open classroom fol-
lows a pattern similar to that described
here. Each program entered widespread
use and was already on the wane before
controlled evaluations with disappointing
findings were published.

The pendulum process outlined above
does assume that a program’s effects turn
out to be disappointing when evaluations
are finally conducted. Why is this so of-
ten true? One reason is that few educa-
tional innovations are designed to insure
positive effects in a fair evaluation. To
be sure that programs would be effective
in fair, controlled comparisons, devel-
opers themselves would have to conduct
many such evaluations before going pub-
lic. This rarely happens. However, it is
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not clear how much it would matter to
the swinging of the pendulum if the pro-
gram evaluations were positive.

As each innovation swings up and
down through the arc of the pendulum,
we do learn something that may be of use
now or in the future. Nonetheless, if
we're going to make generational, benefi-
cial change in education, we’re going to
have to proceed in a different way.

Two major shifts will have to take
place if we are to wean ourselves from
faddism and increase the chances for
responsible and lasting change in educa-
tion. First, school districts will have to
demand high-quality evaluations of pro-
grams before they adopt them. Federal,
state, and local governments can assist in
this process. Second, school districts will
have to focus their staff development ef-
forts not on one-shot workshops, but on
extended training and follow-up for a
smaller number of programs and prac-
tices of proven effectiveness. The empha-
sis in staff development must shift from
scattershot presentations on what’s new
to systematic implementation of what
works.

EVALUATING EVALUATIONS

Educational administrators often com-
plain that they lack the technical sophisti-
cation to evaluate the quality of program
evaluations. Actually, evaluating evalu-
ations is not so difficult or arcane. In
selecting programs for dissemination,
school administrators should seek an-
swers to at least the following three ques-
tions.

1. Has the group using the program
been compared to a comparable control
group? One hallmark of a high-quality
program evaluation is a comparision of
schools or classes using the program
with similar schools or classes using tra-
ditional methods. Ideally, schools or
classes are assigned at random to experi-
mental or control conditions; otherwise,
it is possible (though much less than
ideal) to compare experimental schools
to matched control schools. In either
case, but especially in the latter, it is
crucial to have evidence that experimen-
tal and control schools or classes were es-
sentially identical on as many factors as
possible at the time of the pretest.

In recent years, rather than using con-
trol groups, many educational evaluations
have used gains in percentile ranks or in
normal-curve equivalents (NCEs) as cri-
teria for program effectiveness. The the-

The emphasis in
staff development
must shift from
presentations on
what’s new to
implementation of
what works.

ory is that a school that tested at the
30th percentile in one year and at the 45th
percentile in the following year has ob-
viously improved relative to the norm-
ing sample. However, percentile gains or
NCE gains have been found to inflate es-
timates of program effectiveness to an
unknown (but often substantial) degree,
so that evaluations of this type should
be approached with considerable skepti-
cism.14

2. Did the posttest assess objectives
that were being pursued equally by ex-
perimental and control classes? Some-
times program evaluations look very pos-
itive because the program pursues non-
traditional objectives and then assesses
achievement on those objectives. For ex-
ample, evaluations of IBM’s Writing to

—

— I
<>
~ >

Read program typically assess the read-
ing and writing skills of kindergartners
and first-graders. The writing assess-
ments are obviously biased in favor of
the program because writing is not tradi-
tionally taught at these grade levels. The
reading measures at the kindergarten lev-
el are often biased because many tradi-
tional kindergarten programs that are
used as control groups for Writing to
Read are nonacademic in emphasis. Simi-
larly, studies of “curriculum alignment”
programs or of other programs (such as
mastery learning) that include an element
of curriculum alignment inherently give
the experimental program an advantage,
because by their nature such programs fo-
cus students on a more limited set of ob-
jectives not pursued to the same degree
in traditional programs.!s

3. Was the program evaluated under
realistic conditions over realistic time
periods? Programs are often evaluated
under highly artificial conditions or for
brief time periods. Before adopting a pro-
gram, administrators should be sure that
the program has been evaluated in real
schools somewhat like their own for at
least a full school year. If the developer’s
positive evaluations have been replicat-
ed by others, administrators can be even
more confident of the effectiveness of the
program.

As a final safeguard against adopting
ineffective programs, school districts that
intend to adopt new programs on a broad

scale should first conduct evaluations of
those programs on a smaller scale, com-

PRINCIPAL'S
OEFICE
—
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i

‘I don’t understand it. They usually crumble when I turn on my boyish charm.”
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If faddism in
education is ever
to end, decisions
about adopting or

maintaining programs
must be based on
reliable data.

paring experimental and control schools
or classes on fair measures over extend-
ed time periods.

GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
FOR EVALUATIONS

If faddism in education is ever to end,
decisions about adopting or maintaining
programs must be based on reliable,
widely respected data. Federal or state
governments can help in several ways.

First, the federal government could pro-
vide a clearinghouse for program evalu-
ations. Such a clearinghouse could serve
as a central source of data, particular-
ly for evaluations conducted by school
districts. It is probable that, among the
16,000 U.S. school districts, hundreds
of top-quality evaluations are known only
to a few people within the district. Un-
successful evaluations are particularly
unlikely to be disseminated beyond dis-
trict boundaries. At minimal cost and ef-
fort, the U.S. Department of Education
could encourage districts to simply mail
copies of such evaluations to a central
clearinghouse. For evaluations that are
federally funded, certain standards could
be required as well.

By
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The Department of Education’s Joint
Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP),
which reviews evaluations of programs
developed with federal funds, already
plays a similar role. Programs that pass
JDRP review are eligible for dissemina-
tion through the National Diffusion Net-
work. However, the JDRP process is
flawed in two major ways. First, the
developers are the only sources of the
evaluations, and they obviously have a
stake in presenting the data in a positive
light. Second, most JDRP-approved pro-
grams fail to use experimental/control
comparisons; most use NCE or percen-
tile gains which, as noted earlier, tend to
overstate program effects.

Second, either as part of their funding
of educational innovation or in a separate
grant program, federal or state govern-
ments could contract with school dis-
tricts to conduct top-quality evaluations
of promising practices. The dissemina-
tion of the findings should be included in
the contract.

Third, the best of all approaches would
be a system of independent evaluation
laboratories, funded by the state or fed-
eral government to conduct evaluations
of promising programs and disseminate
the findings. This could provide widely
respected and believable results that dis-
tricts could hardly ignore in making de-
cisions about program adoption.

If we had a set of programs that were
proven effective, with effects that were
beyond dispute, we could turn our atten-
tion to effective implementation. Serious
educational change takes time and mon-
ey; to move beyond faddism we need to
invest in a small number of proven pro-
grams and make sure that they are prop-
erly implemented and are making the dif-
ferences they should make. Instead of
running one-shot workshops, school dis-
tricts would provide extensive training,
classroom follow-up, peer coaching, or
even in-school program facilitators to
help make the transition from traditional
methods to more effective programs. If
we know that a program is effective when
properly implemented, it is worthwhile
to stick with the program for as long as
it takes to make it effective. In this re-
spect, Hunter has made an important con-
tribution: in implementing her model,
many school districts have for the first
time engaged in long-term, serious train-
ing and follow-up.

Faddism is so well entrenched in
American education that uprooting it will

take time and concerted effort, probably
with significant government involvement.
However, if education is ever to make
serious generational progress, educators
must somehow stop the pendulum by fo-
cusing their efforts to improve education
on programs that are effective, rather
than on those that are merely new and
sound good. Otherwise, we will endlessly
repeat the process that led us in and out
of the open classroom, in and out of in-
dividualized instruction, and in and out
of Madeline Hunter’s ITIP.
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