AN EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPMENTAL
DESIGNS APPROACH AND PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT MODEL ON CLASSROOM
MANAGEMENT IN 22 MIDDLE SCHOOLS IN A
LARGE, MIDWESTERN SCHOOL DISTRICT

David L. Hough

Missouri State University

This study presents findings from an evaluation of the Developmental Designs classroom management
approach and professional development model during its first year of implementation across 22 middle
schools in a large, Midwestern school district. The impact of this professional development model on teaching
and learning as related to participants’ levels of competence, confidence, and implementation were examined.
Evidence-based methods utilizing a quasi-experimental design produced data on 2 levels, known as Develop-
mental Designs 1 (DD1) and Developmental Designs 2 (DD2). Participants included 317 DD1 and 43 DD2
teachers, staff, and administrators. Existing participant demographic data were obtained unobtrusively from
the school district. Survey questionnaires detailing the quality of the professional development received, con-
fidence in utilizing strategies, and levels of classroom implementation were used to collect perceptual data
from participants. These data indicate an overall high degree of satisfaction with the Developmental Designs
approach and professional development model. However, the second year of DD2 training resulted in signif-
icantly higher teacher confidence and classroom implementation levels. This finding is important to the pro-
fessional development knowledge base in that it documents the need for a minimum of 2 year’s training and
classroom use to achieve significant improvement in teachers’ confidence in and implementation of new strat-
egies for classroom management.

BACKGROUND approach prepares teachers and school admin-

istrators to use positive, proactive student
Developmental Designs provides two levels of behavior management techniques in class-
professional development over a 2-year period rooms and schools. DD1 is a year-long begin-
of time. Known as DDl and DD2, the ning level approach that provides program
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understanding and initial skill acquisition;
DD?2 provides more in-depth training during a
second year after educators have had an oppor-
tunity to implement basic program strategies
for a full academic school year. While both
levels of training may or may not include
classroom-based “coaching” as a value-added
professional development component, (when
incorporated in tandem) both DD1 and DD2
have been found to be integral components of
ongoing, site-based, job-embedded profes-
sional development for middle grades teach-
ers. Throughout the 2-year preparation and
implementation phases, DD1 and DD2 prepare
educators in young adolescent behavior man-
agement approaches designed to promote self
monitoring student behaviors and positive
character traits that foster self respect and con-
sideration of others’ rights and privileges.

To achieve this overarching goal, class-
room teachers, school administrators, and sup-
port personnel apply a number of equal and
equitable reinforcements while also modeling
appropriate  behaviors and enforcement
approaches. As a result, it is expected that pos-
itive character traits will, in turn, be linked to
positive student outcomes including but not
limited to improved academic achievement. In
efforts to facilitate key features of the DD1 and
DD2 approaches a third level, DD3, has
recently been developed, as well. This latter
phase is not addressed as part of this evalua-
tion.

Prior to the beginning of the 2009-2010
academic school year, more than 1,400 teach-
ers in over 200 schools across 25 states had
received DD1 and/or DD2 training. All profes-
sional development was provided during
week-long workshops or institutes held during
summer months and facilitated by expert prac-
tioners carefully recruited and prepared in the
Development Designs approach. While some
institutes were comprised of educators from
different schools across different districts from
throughout the United States, many workshops
focusing on schoolwide reform were devel-
oped specifically for individual schools within
the same district. This latter approach was
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taken during the summer of 2009 in a large,
urban Midwestern school district and is the
basis for this study.

Four questions guided this program evalua-
tion: (1) How do teachers perceive the quality
of DD1 and DD2 professional development
training provided by Development Designs
facilitators during summer workshops held in
July-August 2009? (2) How confident are
teachers in implementing the various young
adolescent behavior management strategies
presented during the 1-week summer work-
shops they attended? (3) How extensively are
teachers implementing DD1 and DD2 strate-
gies in their classrooms 6 months after having
completed the summer workshops? (4) What is
the relationship between DD1 and DD2 pro-
gram training and classroom implementation
and student attendance, behavior, and aca-
demic achievement as measured by state
assessments.

DATA COLLECTION PROCESS

Eleven different Development Designs profes-
sional development facilitators conducted 15
five-day professional development workshops
held July 6-10, July 13-17, and August 3-7,
2009, in the school district studied. During this
time facilitators demonstrated as many as 17
DDI1 and 12 DD2 middle grades behavior
management strategies. A total of 360 educa-
tors, mostly teachers, participated in the week-
long workshops—317 in DD1 and 43 in DD2.
On the last day of each summer workshop,
Developmental Designs professional develop-
ment facilitators administered a survey ques-
tionnaire that was completed by all
participants in attendance. These question-
naires were returned to facilitators who sub-
mitted them to Origins staff. Hard copy
questionnaires were provided by Origins to the
external evaluator who entered all data into
SPSS 17.0 for analysis.

In January-February 2010, school district
personnel administered follow-up program
implementation questionnaires to the teachers,
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counselors, principals, and others who had
completed the DDI1 and DD2 training in the
summer 2009. These questionnaires were
designed to generate perceptual data pertaining
to the extent to which teachers, in particular,
had been implementing the various strategies
addressed in the summer workshops, as well as
the degree of confidence teachers have with
regard to implementing these strategies. Both
of these data sources were imported into SPSS
17.0 along with the summer workshop ques-
tionnaires for analyses.

FINDINGS

Table 1 shows the number of teachers in each
middle grades school, the number of DD1 and
DD2 participants by school, the number of stu-
dents enrolled at each school during the 2008-
2009 academic school year, the percent of
teachers trained at each school, and student-to-
trained-teacher ratios. Because the range of
teacher participation per school is from 1 to 45,
with 15 or fewer participants in 17 schools /
sites, comparisons are not made between
schools. Also, because the number of DD1 and
DD2 participants, » = 317 and n = 43, respec-
tively, varies greatly, comparisons between the
two groups are made only by random selection
of 30 participants from each group. Compari-
sons between the two levels of professional
development serve to exemplify what subse-
quent analyses might entail over time as levels
and degrees of DD1 and DD2 implementation
increase along with the number of teachers
trained at each school.

Most all middle grades schools are orga-
nized with sixth, seventh, and eighth grade
spans; exceptions include one school with
Grades 4-8, and one with Grades 6-12. One
alternative school that serves students who
enter and exit intermittently throughout the
academic school year was not included in the
evaluation. Two schools with students in
Grades K-12 and 6-12 had no teachers who
completed DD1 and/or DD2 professional

development workshops in the summer 2009
were not included in the study.

Six middle grades schools had a significant
number of teachers trained in DD1, with a 30
(or fewer) to 1 ratio of students per DDI1
trained teacher schoolwide. This represents
more than a third of all teachers in each school
and two thirds of all teachers in three of the
schools among this group. One school with
80% of their teachers trained (i.e., 44 of its 55
teachers having participated in DD1 and/or
DD2) produced a ratio of 22 students-per-
trained-teacher. A second school’s participa-
tion rate was 71% with 45 of its 63 teachers
trained, representing a 23 to 1 student-to-
trained-teacher ratio; and a third’s participa-
tion rate was 68% with 26 of its 38 teachers
trained, producing an 18 to 1 student-to-
trained-teacher ratio. Subsequent years’ analy-
ses should include these baseline data when
examining the extent to which the rate of stu-
dents-to-trained-teachers and/or the percent of
trained teachers per school are examined in
relationship to student outcomes.

Table 2 provides data reported by school
district personnel who participated in the sum-
mer 2009 workshops and includes their role as
an educator, gender, highest level of educa-
tion, number of years as a professional educa-
tor, number of years these educators have been
at their current school, and the number of years
they have been in their current positions.
While all DD1 and DD2 participants’ data are
aggregated (n = 360), this total number repre-
sents 317 DD1 participants and 43 DD2 partic-
ipants, among which 318 (88.3%) are teachers.
Just over 3% (n = 11) reported being princi-
pals, .6% as being counselors (7 =2), and 8.1%
(n = 29) as being something other than a
teacher, principal, or counselor, 9 of these indi-
viduals reported their role to be that of an
assistant principal, making the total number of
school administrators who participated (n =
20) representative of 5.5% of the total. Most
others reported their role to be that of
“resource specialists.”

Just over 78% of the summer 2009 partici-
pants (n = 282) are female, and 288 (80%)
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TABLE 1
School Descriptive Data
Number of Number DDMS Percent® Student® to
Teachers at School Participants 2008-2009 Student ~ DDMS Trained DDMS Teacher
School 2009-2010 2008-2009 Enrollment Teachers Ration
A 34 0 na na na
B 48 0 na na na
C 38 26 478 68 18
D 56 13 911 23 70
E 68 9 1215 13 135
F 64 11 1064 17 97
G 37 5 443 14 89
H 63 45 1052 71 23
I 65 0 na na na
J 53 1 963 2 963
K 55 16 885 29 55
L na 15 na na na
M na na na na
N 38 6 547 16 91
(6] 49 716 14 102
P 63 14 1,076 22 77
Q 114 na na na
R 55 3 790 5 263
S 55 44 952 80 22
T 74 8 1,299 11 162
0] 70 25 690 36 28
\% 72 24 708 33 30
w na 6 na na na
X 39 18 488 46 27
Y 73 31 1,062 42 34
4 65 917 8 183
AA 41 9 453 22 50
BB 52 5 707 10 141
District office na 2 na na na
Totals 1,441 360 17,417 25 48

Note: “Rounded to nearest whole number and based on the total number of participants; na = data not applicable to this

study.

hold master’s degree or master’s plus addi-
tional college hours. Participants’ years in
education range from 1 to over 31 with most
52.5% (n = 189) having 10 or fewer and
10.3% having 26 or more years’ experience in
education. A greater number (n = 311) 86.9%
have been at their current school for 10 or
fewer years with just over 13% having been at

their current school for more than 10 years.
Similar numbers are evident in terms of the
number of years summer 2009 participants
had been in their current positions at their
schools with 322 (89.9%) having been in
those positions for 10 or fewer years and 10%
reporting having been in their current posi-
tions for 11 or more years.
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TABLE 2
Summer 2009 Participant Demographic Data (n = 360)

Role in School (n = 360)
Teacher
Principal
Counselor
Other

Gender (n = 360)
Female
Male

Highest Level of Education (n = 358)
Bachelor’s
Bachelor’s +
Master’s
Master’s +
Specialist
PhD/EdD

# Years as a Professional Educator (n = 360)

1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21-25

26-30

31+

# Years in Current School (n = 358)
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21+

# Years in Current Position (n = 358)
1-5
6-10
11-15
15-20
21+

318 (88.3%)
11 (3.1%)
2 (.6%)
29 (8.1%)

282 (78.3%)
78 (21.7%)

24 (6.7%)
35 (9.7%)
113 (31.4%)
175 (48.6%)
6 (1.7%)

5 (1.4%)

113 (31.4%)
76 (21.1%)
67 (18.6%)
37 (10.3%)
30 (8.3%)
18 (5%)

19 (5.3%)

227 (63.4%)
84 (23.5%)
29 (8.1%)
12 (3.4%)

6 (1.7%)

250 (69.8%)
72 (20.1%)
23 (6.4%)

9 (2.5%)
4(1.1%)

Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.

Table 3 displays data pertaining to summer
2009 participants’ grade levels and subjects
taught, indicating that most participants teach
sixth grade (n = 105) 29.2%, and most teach
language arts (n = 70) 20.4%. If one adds the
number of participants who teach sixth, sev-
enth, or eighth (n = 224) to the number of par-
ticipants who teach all three grade levels (n =
73), this represents 82.5% of all participants.
Approximately two thirds of the participants
teach one of the core subjects; for example, if

one adds the number of participants who teach
language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies (n = 227), this represents 66.2% of the
total.

Using descriptive data from Tables 1, 2, and
3 it is possible to create a profile of the most
common type of school educator who com-
pleted Developmental Designs training during
the summer of 2009: a female teacher with less
than 10 years’ experience in education who
holds a master’s degree and has been teaching

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowpublishers.com ngrj/article-pdf/6/3/177/ 10966658/ ngrj - 09-2011-0005en. pdf by guest on 02 July 2026



182

Middle Grades Research Journal Vol. 6, No. 3, 2011

TABLE 3
Grades and Subjects Taught by Summer 2009 Participants (n = 360)

Grade Levels Taught (n = 334)

6

7

8

6-7

7-8

6-8

Others

Subjects Taught (n = 343)
Math
Science
Language arts
Social studies
Special education
Reading
Technology
Others

105 (29.2%)
75 (20.8%)
44 (12.2%)
16 (4.4%)
11 (3.1%)
73 (20.3%)
12 (3.6%)

60 (17.4%)
56 (16.3%)
70 (20.4%)
41 (12.0%)
14 (4.1%)
11 (3.2%)
10 (2.9%)
15 (4.4%)

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. Grade level “oth-
ers”: 4th and 5th (n = 1), 6th and 8th (n = 3), 4-8 (n = 4), 1-8 (n = 2); Subjects
taught “others”: art (n = 3), music (n = 6), physical education (n = 4), foreign
languages (n = 2), resources teachers (n = 8).

a core subject to sixth-eighth grade students
for fewer than 5 years at her current school.
Using discriminate analysis statistical tech-
niques it is possible to accurately identify such
a participant 81% of the time. It should be
noted that technical presentation of discrimi-
nant analysis techniques are not included in
this report, but may be detailed in subsequent
analyses both to describe and predict teacher
characteristics and student outcomes, respec-
tively, should the evaluation remain ongoing.
DD1 practices and strategies are arranged
in descending order from highest to lowest
combined group means in Table 4. While
group sizes make statistical comparisons
between the 317 school district educators who
completed DDI1 training and the 43 educators
who completed DD2 training spurious, one
can readily see from the data in Table 4 that
DD2 participants are more confident imple-
menting DD1 practices and strategies on each
of the 14 DDI practices and strategies, even
though these were not the subject of direct
focus during DD2 training. Both groups were
most confident implementing the “redirecting

for small things” M = 4.24 for DD1 partici-
pants and M = 4.40 for DD2 participants.

To create a balanced design from which an
appropriate comparison can be made, 30 DD1
and 30 DD2 teacher participants were selected
at random using a table of random numbers.
An independent samples 7 test was then used to
examine differences between the two groups
with regard to their levels of confidence in
implementing the 14 DD1 practices and strate-
gies listed in Table 4. In lieu of the “All DD1
combined” variable, a scaled score mean was
developed for each group by combining all 14
practices and strategies. This procedure pro-
duced a confidence mean of M = 3.81, s = .69
for the DD1 group and M =4.29, s = .65 for the
DD2 group; this (difference = .48) was found
to be significant, ¢ (55) = 4.96, p <.05, with an
effect size of .51, using Cohen’s d, indicating a
relatively large effect.

Considering DD1  participants  were
expressing their degree of confidence in imple-
menting strategies and practices that they just
learned during a 1-week workshop and had yet
to use them in actual classrooms settings, the
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TABLE 4
Summer 2009 School District Educators’ Degree of Confidence Implementing DD1 Practices and Strategies

DD1 Participants DD? Participants Combined

(n=2317) (n=43) (n =360)
Practice/Strategy Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Redirecting for small things 4.25 71 4.40 .54 4.27 .69
Modeling and practicing routines 4.23 42 4.31 48 4.24 45
Noticing rule breaking 4.19 .64 430 .64 4.21 .64
Take a break 4.07 .83 4.14 78 4.08 .82
Buddy room 4.10 243 3.87 95 4.07 231
Circle of power & respect 3.99 .70 4.42 .70 4.04 71
Fix-it on the spot 4.01 72 4.11 .82 4.03 78
Plan-work-reflect (PWR) 3.95 78 429 .68 3.99 77
Fix-it plans 4.01 1.91 3.78 1.00 3.99 1.83
Problem-solving quick reference 3.97 5 4.07 .74 3.98 75
Loss of privilege 3.96 .79 4.04 .76 3.97 .79
Nonjudgmental language 3.97 1.88 3.88 .99 3.96 1.80
Repair damage 3.93 241 3.92 78 3.93 78
Student need for autonomy, etc. 3.87 .84 4.16 .62 3.91 .82
All DD1 combined 3.87 .67 4.26 .63 3.92 .68

Scale: 1 (less confident) to 5 (most confident).

range in means of 4.24 to 3.87 is exceeding
high, given the 5-point Likert-type level of
confidence scale used in the questionnaire. A
review of the frequency distributions of
responses indicates that on average over 84%
of DDMSI participants rated their level of
confidence a “4” or “5.” Even the two lowest
ratings, “Student need for autonomy” and “All
DD1 strategies and practices combined” (M =
3.87) for each, is well above the scale’s mid-
point of 2.50, and 7 of the 14 items have means
greater than 4.00.

Table 5 provides summary data regarding a
number of questions pertaining to the value of
the DD1 and DD2 professional development
workshops, perceptions regarding support that
has been or might be provided through coach-
ing, and the degree to which participants were
involved in follow-up professional develop-
ment at their schools. While the 317 DD1 par-
ticipants would not have yet had any
opportunities to participate in DD1 coaching
or professional development follow-up at their
schools, the 43 DD2 participants who had

completed DD1 training the prior year noted
that almost 50% (» = 22) had participated in
school-based DD1 professional development
the prior year on average 6 times (ranging from
2 to 12 times). In addition, 33 DD2 participants
noted they had received coaching with an aver-
age of 5 classroom visits by a coach during the
2008-2009 academic school year (with a range
of 3 to 9 visits). Five respondents reported hav-
ing received coaching from Development
Designs facilitators, 19 reported having
received coaching from school district staff,
and 7 reported having received coaching from
both Developmental Designs facilitators and
school district personnel.

DDI & DD2 PROGRAM
IMPLEMENTATION FINDINGS
(SPRING 2010)

After having completed one of the week-long
summer 2009 DD1 or DD2 professional devel-
opment workshops, the 360 school district par-
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TABLE 5
Questions Regarding the Value of DD1 and DD2 Professional Development,
Support via Coaching, and Site-Based Follow-Up Professional Development (Summer 2009, n = 369)

DD1 Participants DD?2 Participants
(n=2317) (n=43)

Value of summer DD training? M=438(.63) M=447(.52)
Value of DD1 coachingb M=4.17 (.89) M=4.56 (.59)
Value of DD2 coaching® na M=4.41(.62)
Did you participate in school-based
DD1 professional development? (“yes”) na n=22
How many times did you participate in school-based DD1 PD? na M=
Have you had support implementing DD1 through coaching? (“yes™) na n=233
How many times did a coach visit your classroom? na M=5
Who provided the coaching?

DD Coach na n=>5

School District (SD) na n=19

Both DD and SD na n=7

Scale:  *1 (less valuable) to 5 (most valuable). b (less important) to 5 (most important).

ticipants had an opportunity to implement
strategies and practices during the first half of
the 2009-2010 academic school year, roughly
between August 2009 and January 2010. In
January-February 2010, school district central
office personnel e-mailed DD1 and DD2 fol-
low-up implementation questionnaires to the
summer participants. Because the follow-up
questionnaires varied slightly with regard to
the descriptions of some Development Designs
practices and strategies, a few inconsistencies
between the two are evident throughout Tables
9,10, and 11.

Of the 360 original participants, school dis-
trict personnel identified 334 DD1 and 41 DD2
participants to whom follow-up implementa-
tion questionnaires were e-mailed. Completed
questionnaires were returned by 229 DD1 par-
ticipants and 25 DD2 participants, represent-
ing return rates of 69% and 61%, respectively,
when based upon the 334 participants identi-
fied. Overall, the total number of spring 2010
respondents (n = 254) represents a 71%
response rate when based upon the 360 partic-
ipants from the summer 2009 workshops and
76% when based upon the 334 participants
identified by school district personnel. How-

ever, it should be noted that in six schools,
there were more spring 2010 respondents than
the number of school personnel who had
attended the summer 2009 DD1 and DD2 pro-
fessional development workshops. School dis-
trict officials acknowledge that in some cases,
individuals may have forwarded the link to
others (nonparticipants) and that at least one
school may have sent the link to the entire
staff. Table 6 shows individual response rates
by school based upon the actual number of
summer 2009 DD1 and DD2 workshop partic-
ipants (360). Again, this overall response rate
of 71% is based on no elimination of data.
Because all questionnaire responses are anony-
mous, it would be impractical to attempt to
determine which questionnaires should not be
included.

Table 7 shows a number of descriptive char-
acteristics of respondents: role in school, gen-
der, highest level of education, number of years
as a professional educator, number of years in
their current school, and number of years in
their current position. In general, spring 2010
respondent characteristics are similar to those
of the summer 2009 workshop participants.
Most are female (81%) teachers (86%) who
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TABLE 6
Study Participants
Number Completing
Number Completing Implementation Response® Rates
Number of Teachers at DD PD Questionnaire Questionnaire (All DD1 & DD2
School School 2009-2010 Summer 2009 Spring 2010 Participants)
A 34 0 0 na
B 48 0 1 na
C 38 26 12 46%
D 56 13 8 62%
E 68 9 8 89%
F 64 11 73%
Gb 37 5 120%
H 63 45 13 29%
I 65 0 0 na
J 53 1 0 0%
K® 55 16 24 150%
L na 15 47%
M na 4 0%
N 38 6 4 67%
ol 49 18 257%
P 63 14 0 0%
Q 114 0 1 na
R 55 3 0 0%
sb 55 44 47 107%
T 74 8 8 100%
8] 70 25 17 68%
vb 72 24 40 167%
w na 6 0 0%
X 39 18 7 39%
Y 73 31 10 32%
z 65 5 3 60%
AA 41 9 4 44%
BB® 52 5 6 120%
District office na 2 0 0%
Virtual school na 0 1 na
Totals 1,441 360 254 71%

Note: “*Rounded to nearest whole number and based on all participants; na = data not applicable. bSchools with more

spring 2010 respondents than summer 2009 participants.

hold a masters or higher degree (85%) and have
been in their current position and at their current
school for fewer than 5 years (74%) and (64%),
respectively, and have been a professional edu-
cator for 15 years or fewer (65%).

Likewise, Table 8 indicates that spring
2010 respondents’ teaching assignments are

similar to those reported by the summer 2009
participants in terms of grade levels and sub-
jects they teach. Approximately 88% of spring
respondents teach Grade 6, 7, or 8 or 6-8, as do
approximately 89% of the summer 2009 par-
ticipants. The “core” subjects, that is, math,
science, language arts, and social studies are
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TABLE 7
School District Participant Demographic Data for Summer 2009 [DD1 (317) + DD2 (43) = 360]
and Spring 2010 Respondents [DD1 (229) + DD2 (25) =254]

Summer 2009 Spring 2010
(n = 360) (n=254)
Role in School
Teacher 318 (88%) 219 (86%)
Principal 11 (3%) 12 (5%)
Counselor 2 (.6%) 2 (.8%)
Other 29 (8.1%) 21 (8.3%)
Gender
Female 282 (78%) 201 (81%)
Male 78 (22%) 49 (29%)
Highest Level of Education
Bachelor’s 24 (7%) 15 (6%)
Bachelor’s + 35 (10%) 20 (8%)
Master’s 113 (31%) 74 (29%)
Master’s + 175 (49%) 137 (54%)
Specialist 6 (2%) 0
PhD/EdD 5 (1%) 5 (2%)
# Years as a Professional Educator
1-5 113 (31%) 75 (30%)
6-10 76 (21%) 45 (18%)
11-15 67 (19%) 43 (17%)
16-20 37 (10%) 37 (15%)
21-25 30 (8%) 27 (11%)
26-30 18 (5%) 10 (4%)
31+ 19 (5%) 13 (5%)
# Years in Current School
1-5 227 (63%) 160 (64%)
6-10 84 (24%) 55 (22%)
11-15 29 (8%) 19 (8%)
16-20 12 (3%) 11 (4%)
21+ 6 (2%) 5 (2%)
# Years in Current Position
1-5 250 (70%) 186 (74%)
6-10 72 (20%) 44 (17%)
11-15 23 (6%) 14 (6%)
16-20 9 (3%) 5 (2%)
21+ 4 (1%) 3 (1%)

Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.

taught by 65% of the summer participants and
55% of the spring respondents. Part of this dif-
ference may be due to the manner in which the
questions were asked on the respective survey
questionnaires, however.

Table 9 compares means and standard devi-
ations, along with mean differences and effect
sizes of DD1 means between the summer 2009

DD1 participants and the spring DD1 respon-
dents. Negative mean differences reflect lower
confidence levels in the spring after teachers
had approximately 5 months to implement the
DD1 practices and strategies they learned dur-
ing the summer 2009 workshops. In all but one
of the 12 categories of practices and strategies,
“circle of power and respect,” common to both
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TABLE 8
Grades and Subjects Taught by Summer 2009 Participants (n = 360)
and Spring 2010 Implementation Questionnaire Respondents (n = 254)

Summer 2009 Spring 2010
Grade Levels Taught (n=334) (n=220)
6 105 (29%) 70 (32%)
7 75 (21%) 54 (25%)
8 44 (12%) 40 (18%)
6-8 73 (20%) 34 (15%)
6-7 16 (4%) 10 (6%)
7-8 11 (3%) 6 (3%)
Others 12 (4%) 6 (3%)
Subjects Taught (n=343) (n=225)
Math 60 (17%) 31 (14%)
Science 56 (16%) 28 (12%)
Language arts 70 (20%) 47 (21%)
Social studies 41 (12%) 19 (8%)
Special education 14 (4%) 0
Reading 11 (3%) 0
Technology 10 3%) 0
Others 15(4%) 100 (44%)

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding. Grade level “others”: 4th and
5th (n = 1), 6th and 8th (n = 3), 4-8 (n =4), 1-8 (n = 2); subjects taught “others”: art (n = 3),
music (n = 6), physical education (n = 4), foreign languages (n = 2), resources teachers (n =

8).

questionnaires (and including “all DD1 prac-
tices and strategies combined”), teachers’ con-
fidence levels decreased. Because utilizing ¢
test statistical approaches to determine statisti-
cal significance for each difference in levels of
confidence in implementing the practices and
strategies would artificially inflate the signifi-
cance levels, an effect size was calculated to
determine the degree of statistical “power”
among the different variables. As seen in Table
9, Cohen’s d effect sizes ranged from .03 to
.77. (The following scale was used for inter-
preting the relative strength of each effect size:
0.0-20 = a small effect size; .21-.50 = a
medium effect size; .51+ = a large effect size.)
Using this scale, one effect size is large, “plan
-work-reflect (PWR)” d = .77, and eight are
medium effect sizes, indicating that the differ-
ences between DD1 participants’ confidence
levels from summer to spring are generally far
enough apart to warrant attention.

Table 10 displays the means and standard
deviations of DD1 and DD2 spring 2010

respondents’ levels of implementation of DD1
practices and strategies in order of highest to
lowest level of implementation by DDI
respondents. It should be noted that the second
group of 12 practices and strategies are spe-
cific to DD2 only and as such do not apply to
DD1 respondents and also have no prior basis
for comparison, given that DD2 respondents
would be implementing these for the first time.

Again, caution must be taken when attempt-
ing to make comparisons between the groups
because of the size differences; however, both
groups rate “circle of power and respect” as the
practice they implement most: DD1 respon-
dents M =4.06, s = 1.30 and DD2 respondents
M = 4283, s = .64; with a mean difference of
.77. DD2 respondents rate their levels of
implementation higher on each of the 15 DD1
practices and strategies than do DD1 respon-
dents. These mean differences range from .21
to 1.25, with 12 mean differences at .50 or
higher. DDI respondents’ implementation
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TABLE 9
Confidence Implementing DD1 Practices and Strategies;
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) for Summer 2009 DD1 Participants (n = 317)
and Spring 2010 DD1 Implementation Questionnaire Respondents (n = 229)

Summer 2009 Spring 2010
Mean SD Mean SD Mean® Effect Size
Practice/Strategy (n=317) (n=229) Difference ~ Cohen’s d
Redirecting for small things 4.25 71 4.05 91 -.20 25
Modeling and practicing routines 4.23 42 4.12 .89 -.11 .16
Noticing rule breaking 4.19 .64 3.87 .97 -32 .39
Take a break 4.08 .82 3.75 1.12 -33 A3
Buddy room 4.07 .83 3.68 1.26 -39 .37
Fix-it on the spot? 4.01 72
Fix-it plans 4.01 1.91 3.54 1.20 —-47 .29
Circle of power & respect 3.99 .70 4.10 1.00 -.11 23
Problem-solving quick reference 3.97 75 na
Nonjudgmental language 3.97 1.88 3.72 1.03 -25 .16
Loss of privilege 3.96 79 3.064 1.01 -32 35
Plan-work-reflect (PWR) 3.95 78 3.15 1.24 -.80 77
Repair damage 3.93 2.41 3.49 1.12 —.44 23
Student need for autonomy, etc. 3.87 .84 3.84 1.01 -.03 .03
Problem-solving social conference® 3.58 1.12 na
Behavior contracts® 3.57 1.14 na
Problem solving conflict resolution® 3.56 1.09 na
All DD1 combined 3.87 .67 3.64 91 -23 .29

Scale:

1 (less confident) to 5 (most confident). “Item included in summer questionnaire but not included in the spring

questionnaire. YItems included in the spring questionnaire but not included in the summer questionnaire. “Spring 2010

means — summer 2009 means; na = not applicable.

means also include much greater variability
than do DD2 respondents’.

Table 11 depicts the degrees of confidence
in implementing both DD1 and DD2 practices
and strategies for the DD2 summer partici-
pants and spring 2010 respondents. Confi-
dence levels increased in all but one area, i.c.,
the DDMS|1 practice identified as “Plan-Work-
Reflect (PWR).” Confidence in utilizing the
“Buddy Room” and implementing the “Circle
of Power and Respect,” were the two DDI1
strategies where confidence rose the most with
mean differences of .55 and .54, respectively.
The greatest gain in confidence among the
DD2 practices and strategies is in the area of
utilizing “Social interaction” with a summer
2009 mean of 4.03 and a spring 2010 mean of
4.57, producing a mean difference of .54. Sim-

ilar findings can be seen for “Exploratory
modeling,” and “Reflection.”

Table 12 provides summary data regarding
anumber of questions pertaining to the value of
the DD1 and DD2 professional development
workshops, perceptions regarding support that
has been or might be provided through coach-
ing, and the degree to which participants were
involved in follow-up professional develop-
ment at their schools. The 25 DD2 participant
respondents would have had an opportunity to
participate in DD1 and or DD2 coaching as well
as professional development at their schools
over an 18-month period of time, since first
having completed DD1 workshops in the sum-
mer of 2008. Of these 25 DD2 participant
respondents, 22 had participated in school-
based DD1 professional development, on aver-
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TABLE 10
Table 10. Level of Implementation of DD1 and DD2 Practices and Strategies

DDI (n = 229) DD2 (n = 25)
Respondents Respondents
Mean
Practice/Strategy M SD M SD Differences®
DD Practices and Strategies:
Circle of power and respect 4.06 1.30 4.83 .64 77
Modeling and practicing routines 4.01 1.01 4.54 Sl 53
Redirecting for small things 3.88 1.08 4.21 72 .33
Student need for autonomy, etc. 3.74 1.14 3.95 .84 21
Noticing rule breaking 3.73 1.14 4.38 77 .65
Non judgmental language 3.49 1.16 3.79 .83 .30
Problem-solving social conference 3.17 1.32 3.79 93 .62
Problem-solving conflict resolution 3.09 1.36 3.70 97 .61
Take a break 3.09 1.46 3.96 .81 .87
Loss of privilege 3.03 1.34 3.88 74 .85
Repair damage 3.03 1.32 3.91 .87 .88
Buddy room 291 1.69 3.87 92 .96
Behavior contracts 2.77 1.57 3.65 1.07 .88
Plan-work-reflect (PWR) 2.75 1.46 4.00 91 1.25
Fix-it plans 2.74 1.62 3.88 95 1.14
All DD1 combined (scaled) 3.52 1.27 4.31 .76 .79
DD2 Practices & Strategies:

Reflective language 3.65 .83
Expert input 3.33 78
Kids making choices 3.88 .85
Social interaction 4.50 .66
Active experience 4.18 73
Students present work 3.75 1.11
Reflection 438 .65
Make connections 4.13 .68
Exploratory modeling 3.79 1.06
Y charts 4.13 .99
Rules posted 4.46 18
Quality controls 3.81 .87
All DD2 combined 3.74 .86

Scale: 1 (very little) to 5 (extensively); * = DD2 means — DD1 means.

age, 4+ times. In addition, 18 had participated
in DD2 school-based professional develop-
ment, on average, 4- times between August
2009 and January 2010. Nine indicated they
would like support implementing DD1 via
coaching and 18 indicated they had support
implementing DD2 via coaching. Among those
who did participate in coaching, DD1 coaches

visited respondents’ classrooms, on average, 7
times and DD2 coaches visited, on average, 2+
times. For DD1 participant respondents 161
(%) reported having participated in DDI
school-based professional development, on
average, 3+ times, and 33 (%) reported having
received coaching with the average number of
coaches’ visits being 3+ times.
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TABLE 11
Confidence Implementing DD1 & DD2 Practices and Strategies

DDI (n=43) DD2 (n = 25)
Respondents Respondents
Mean
M SD M SD Differences®
DD Practices and Strategies:
Redirecting for small things 4.40 .54 4.54 .59 .14
Modeling and practicing routines 431 48 4.79 42 48
Noticing rule breaking 4.30 .64 4.67 48 37
Take a break 4.14 78 4.50 .66 .36
Buddy room 3.87 95 4.42 .65 .55
Circle of power & respect 4.42 .70 4.96 .20 .54
Fix-it on the spot? 4.11 .82
Plan-work-reflect (PWR) 4.29 .68 4.25 74 -.04
Fix-it plans 3.78 1.00 4.29 .69 Sl
Problem-solving quick reference? 4.07 74
Nonjudgmental language 3.88 .99 4.29 .69 44
Loss of privilege 4.04 .76 4.46 .66 42
Repair damage 3.92 .78 433 .87 41
Student need for autonomy, etc. 4.16 .62 4.27 .88
Problem-solving social conference” 4.39 .84
Behavior contracts® 4.17 .82
Problem-solving conflict resolution® 4.46 72
All DD1 combined 4.26 .63 4.52 .97 .26
DD2 Practices and Strategies:
Reflective language 3.99 91 4.04 i .05
Expert input 3.50 72 3.77 .82 27
Kids making choices 4.01 .68 435 71 34
Social interaction 4.03 A7 4.57 51 .54
Active experience 3.87 97 4.27 .55 40
Students present work 4.21 49 435 .65 .14
Reflection 4.14 .59 4.65 .57 51
Make connections 4.20 .81 435 .57 15
Exploratory modeling 3.48 .99 4.00 .80 .52
Y charts 424 .38 443 .95 .19
Rules posted 435 .66 4.70 .64 35
Quality controls 4.15 .58 435 71 .20
All DD2 combined 3.88 74 4.09 43 21

Scale: 1 (less confident) to 5 (most confident). *Item included in summer questionnaire but not included in the spring
questionnaire. PTtems included in the spring questionnaire but not included in the summer questionnaire. “Spring 2010
means — summer 2009 means.

DD2 respondents rated the value of their the value of their DDI training in the summer
DD2 training relatively high (M= 4.46) s = .88 2009 higher (M = 4.38) s = .63 immediately
in the spring 2010 and (M = 4.47) s = .52 back after the training than 5-6 months later in the
in the summer 2009. DD1 respondents rated spring 2010 (M =4.02), s = .92.

Downl oaded from http://ftp. nowpublishers.com ngrj/article-pdf/6/3/177/ 10966658/ ngrj - 09-2011-0005en. pdf by guest on 02 July 2026



An Evaluation of the Developmental Designs Approach and Professional Development Model 191

TABLE 12
Questions Regarding Value of DD Professional Development, Support Via Coaching,
and Site-Based Follow-Up Professional Development

Summer 2009 Summer 2010
Participants Participants
DDI1 DD?2 DDI DD2
(n=317) m=43) (n=229) (n=25)
How valuable was the DD training you just received this week?? M =4.38 M=447 M=4.02 M=4.46
SD = .63 SD = .52 SD =.92 SD = (.88)
Did you participate in school-based DD2 professional n=18
development? (Number “yes”) (Percent “yes™) (72%)
How many times did you participate in school-based DD2 PD? M=3.56
SD=2.81
Have you had support implementing DD2 through coaching? n=18
(Number “yes”) (Percent “yes”) (72%)
How many times did a DD2 coach visit your classroom? M=24T*
SD =97
"How valuable do you believe DD2 coaching would be/has been? M=441 M=3.89
SD = .62 SD =132
"How valuable do you believe DD1 coaching has been/would be? M =4.17 M=4.56 M=4.08
SD = .89 SD = .59 SD =131
Did you participate in school-based DDMS1 professional n=22 n=161 n=23
development? (Number “yes”) (Percent “yes”) (51%) (70%) (92%)
Do you want support implementing DD1 via coaching? (Number n=9
“yes”) (Percent “yes”) (36%)
How many times did you participate in school-based DD1 PD? M=6 M=3.71 M=4.10
SD=2.69 SD=425
Have you had support implementing DD1 through coaching? na n=33 n=33 n=18
(Number “yes”) (Percent “yes”) (53%) (14%) (72%)
How many times did a DD1 coach visit your classroom na M=5 M=3.24 M=T*
SD=146 SD=127 SD=1.98
Who provided the coaching?
DD coach na =5
School district (SD) coach na n=19
Both DD and SD Coach na =7

Scale:  *1 (less valuable) to 5 (most valuable). by (less important) to 5 (most important); *Excludes outlier of “20.”

IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

as aggregated summary data, ultimate useful-
ness can only be fully determined when built
upon over time as additional information is
obtained. Hence, this study serves as a baseline
to which future data should be added in subse-

While data collected in the summer 2009 and
spring 2010 via survey questionnaires com-

pleted by school district educators [DD1 (n =
317) & DD2 (n = 43) = 360] and [DD1 (n =
229) & DD2 (n = 25) = 254], respectively,
have been analyzed and presented in this study

quent years, allowing for more sophisticated
analyses to be conducted that can address a
number of research questions pertaining to the
relationship of the Developmental Designs
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approach to teaching and learning outcomes.
For instance, it should be of interest in the
future to examine student outcomes for those
taught by DDI- and DD2-trained teachers
compared to students taught by others to
examine the following questions: Is there a
“threshold” level or percent of DDI1- and/or
DD2-trained teachers that is associated with
given outcomes such as proficiency on state
assessments, attendance, and behavior? What
is the value-added nature of ongoing profes-
sional development via DD2 and DD3? Find-
ings related to these “etc.” questions could
impact future policy and practice.

The school district educators participating
in this study [teachers (n = 318), principals and
assistant principals (z = 20), and support per-
sonnel, i.e., counselors, resource teachers, etc.
(n = 22)] who took part in the DD1 and DD2
professional development workshops during
the summer 2009 reported a high level of satis-
faction for the training they received as well as
high levels of confidence in implementing
DD1 strategies and practices about which they
learned. Even so, DD1 participants’ confi-
dence levels decreased from the summer 2009
to spring 2010 while DD2 participants’ confi-
dence levels increased over the same period of
time. Because most all ratings from teacher
participants are relatively high, it would be of
value to determine the specific reasons. One
might assume that DD1 is of only limited ben-
efit until the second year of DD2 training and
implementation. If the high level of satisfac-
tion is due, in part, to extended practical appli-
cation of strategies and practices that can be
used in proactive ways in classrooms to
improve student behavior and learning out-

Middle Grades Research Journal Vol. 6, No. 3, 2011

comes while instilling positive character traits,
then policies supporting continual implemen-
tation should be addressed.

Clearly, teachers found their DD1 and DD2
training to be of great value and left their
respective summer workshops feeling confi-
dent they could implement what they had
learned in their classrooms throughout the
2009-2010 academic school year. Levels of
implementation were high for DD1 and DD2
but noticeably more for the DD2 participants.
As one might expect, confidence and imple-
mentation were generally related; however,
only after DD2 training and a second year of
implementation did DD1 confidence increase.
Both DD1 and DD2 participants viewed fol-
low-up professional development as poten-
tially helpful and recognized coaching as a key
component that could assist. It is fair to say,
then, that the DD1 and DD2 summer 2009
training provided a confident beginning for
teachers to initiate implementation in the fall
2009 but that follow-up participation in DD2
and a second year’s implementation is neces-
sary to increase both confidence and imple-
mentation.

Data regarding the value of ongoing, job-
embedded, site-based professional develop-
ment are limited in this initial phase of the
evaluation process; however, additional data
related to the value of follow-up DD2 training
and coaching are included in the addendum to
this initial report. Those data, in tandem with
findings outlined herein, might be useful in
determining how best to support long-term
implementation of the Developmental Designs
approach to teaching and learning.
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