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Data Collection Methods and Formats for Quantitative Results

Rockman et al was contracted by the NEA as the national evaluator of the Teacher Institutes. In addition, each Institute secured the services of a local evaluator to collect local on-site data. Rockman coordinated the activities of all local evaluators so that certain data were collected for all of the Institutes. For some data collection, local evaluators collected data using Rockman-developed instruments. In other cases, local evaluators added their own items to collect data relevant only to the Institute they were evaluating. Data collection included:

· Site visits (pre-survey, session observations, participant interviews, participant reflections)

· Post-institute survey and post-implementation survey (administered online)

· Institute Director interview

· Field notes; reconvening notes 

· Expert review of curriculum units
In this report, observation ratings were obtained from standardized protocols used by both the national and local evaluators at each session. Each of a set of five constructs was rated on a scale of 1-4. For the surveys, the scales for individual items varied from three-to-five-level scales. These differences are clearly indicated in the survey findings. Other qualitative data from interviews, field notes, and reflections were synthesized and analyzed for patterns and themes. Where appropriate, quotes from participants, Directors, or evaluators are used when they are illustrative of a theme that emerged from the data. 

Institute Process and Methods
Location and Setting: 

The Music Center Education Division's (MCED) Institute for Educators has been its cornerstone professional development program for teachers since 1981. MCED’s overarching goal in producing its weeklong summer program is to help schools build their capacity to plan and implement quality, sequential, standards-based arts education programs for all their students. The MCED’s Institute has long been aligned with the objectives of the NEA Teacher Institute grant program in that the MCED’s program aims to help K through 8 educators. 

The Institute for Educators takes place at the Dorothy Chandler Pavilion, one of the four theatres at the Music Center. Sessions take place in the Grand Hall and in rehearsal rooms. This location is an asset because it offers ample workshop spaces and parking as well as technical production facilities (pianos, stages, sound equipment, catering, etc.). Moreover, it offers educators the opportunity to visit a professional performing arts center and experience the backstage world of a theatre.  

Description of Participants: 

There were approximately 58 participants in the “Experienced Level” Institute NEA group. Of these participants, roughly 11 were administrators and 45 were teachers. Participants were required to attend as school teams, with an administrator included. Typically teams consisted of 4-5 teachers and an administrator. There were some separate sessions for participants. Teams represented approximately 12 different elementary schools, and participants were distributed across the following grade levels: 

· Grade 2 (4 participants or 8%) 

· Grade 3 (16 participants or 32%) 

· Grade 4 (14 participants or 28%) 

· Grade 5 (11 participants or 22%) 

· Grade 6 (4 participants or 8%) 

There were also 5 split-grade teachers: grades 2-3, 3-4, 4-5, and 5-6 (2 teachers). (Split-grade teachers were counted in both grades taught.)  

Participants also had to have had some previous experience, e.g., be past program attendees. This was considered an advanced workshop, even though some were a bit less experienced than others. MCED recruits teachers through its partner schools and districts in Los Angeles County. MCED proposed to use its 2005 Experienced Level Institute for the NEA program. MCED also offers priority registration to schools that have demonstrated strong commitment to developing sequential school-wide arts programs and building teacher capacity through professional development. Schools that enroll teams of three or more were also given registration priority. 

Pedagogy of the Institute
The aims of the Institute as stated by the designers were to help teachers: 
· Develop the skills to create and implement effective, grade-appropriate lesson plans in music, theatre, dance, and the visual arts; 

· Develop meaningful hands-on arts experiences to use in their classrooms; 

· Articulate learning objectives in the arts with connections to other curriculum areas, including literacy skills, social sciences, mathematics, and science; 

· Understand how to use state visual and performing arts frameworks and content standards; and 

· Take leadership in planning and implementing quality arts learning in their schools. 
The Institute kicked off in the LA Music Center with a performance by a local musician, Chic Man Street, who played a variety of songs from jazz, blues and folk traditions and also explored/explained the art of storytelling through song. After this first session, the group was split into two smaller groups…a more novice group that would spend the week focusing on folk music and dance, and a more experienced group (the NEA funded Institute) that would focus on Hughes’s poem and its relation to blues music and the Harlem Renaissance. 

Institute staff and facilitators demonstrated a firm understanding of the work that was selected and were able to present activities in a way that helped participants gain a deeper understanding at each step of the way.  Rather than getting sick of the work, participants seemed to be growing more and more interested as they further immersed themselves in their study and reflection of the poem (which is exactly what you would hope to see with a program of this nature). 

Participants were made to feel comfortable, and were gradually asked to step further and further beyond their comfort levels to move/dance and even sing.  Most did so, and were able to reflect on the value of those “out of the ordinary” experiences as well.  

The sessions for the week included a balanced mix of performances, presentations by artists, reflections and discussions, and hands-on experiences. Participants were given homework assignments each evening as well as time on the agenda the next day to discuss the results.  

Findings related to Pedagogy of the Institute  
Survey Findings:

 

	Indicators 
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes

	Quality of Institute (overall)
	3.33
	3.54

	Logistics
	3.42
	3.33

	Materials
	3.21
	3.46

	Support/Space
	3.36
	3.65

	Scholarly Activity 
	2.75
	2.68


 
  *Ratings on a scale of 1-4. 
 

Observation Ratings: 

These ratings were generated by national and local evaluators observing sessions of the Institute and rating the activities on a number of separate constructs: focus on anchor works; integration of activities that connect and extend learning; quality interactions with participants; development of quality curricula for teaching the arts; and format and logistics of the Institutes reflect high standards. The aggregated results for the indicators related to several of these constructs are presented below.  (All observation ratings are on a scale of 1-4.) 

	Indicator 
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes
	Range across Institutes

	Integration of activities that connect and extend learning
	3.46
	3.30
	2.71 – 4.00

	Quality interactions with participants
	3.54
	3.37
	2.80 – 4.00

	Format and logistics of the institutes reflect high standards of quality
	
3.96
	
2.91
	
2.00 – 4.00

	Total Rating 
	3.51
	3.36
	2.40 – 3.95


 
 

Anchor Work: 

In creating its Institute as well as Artsource®, its self-published curriculum materials, MCED has always focused on works of art “that are significant in their own right and that can serve as springboards for teachers, students and artists.” For example, the 2003 Experienced Level Institute focused on “Stamping Ground,” a suite of dances choreographed by Jiri Kylián for Nederlands Dans Theater, which were inspired by Aboriginal culture. The 2004 Experienced Level Institute welcomed dance/educators from Pilobolus Dance Theatre, who explored architectural and sculptural concepts in the company’s choreography. Under the NEA Teacher Institute grant, MCED had the opportunity to focus more intently on the “anchor work” concept and its use as a focal point for creating curriculum. 

After 1) attending the NEA’s anchor works presentation at the January 2005 Art Education Partnership Conference in Los Angeles, 2) reviewing the guidelines for this application, and 3) consulting with the two artists, MCED decided that the anchor works for the Institute would be selected poems by the African-American author Langston Hughes (1902 -1967). These poems meet the anchor work criteria because they “warrant careful aesthetic examination; rigorous analysis; criticism; and discussion of artistic principles as well as cultural, civic, or social implications that students can draw from the work.” Moreover, the poems offer many potential connections to music, theatre, dance, and the visual arts. For example, MCED has published an Artsource® unit featuring Alvin Ailey American Dance Theater that connects the company’s signature work “Revelations” to Langston Hughes’ poem “The Negro Speaks of Rivers,” the primary anchor work. The group focused on Hughes’ poem (and other related ones) and its relation to blues music and the Harlem Renaissance. 

Findings related to Anchor Work  

Survey Ratings:  

	Indicators 
	Site Mean
	Average for All Institutes

	Learning about anchor works: As a result of participating in the Institute, how much did you learn about…
	Item ratings on a scale of 1-3

	How anchor works can illuminate and contextualize learning in related curriculum areas.
	2.96
	
2.89

	The essential characteristics of an anchor work and how to select an appropriate anchor work.
	2.90
	2.69

	How to develop lessons and curriculum around anchor works.
	2.83
	2.80

	How to plan and implement a one-week unit based on the chosen anchor work or works.
	2.77
	
2.56

	How to connect the appropriate visual and performing arts standards and available frameworks to an anchor work.
	2.53
	
2.47

	New instructional strategies that will stimulate student excitement, understanding, and enjoyment of significant art works.
	2.98
	
2.82

	How to teach students the social, cultural and historical context of anchor works.
	2.81
	
2.67

	Attitudes toward anchor works
	Item ratings on a scale of 1-4

	I am excited about the possibility of using anchor works in my own practice.
	3.82
	3.70

	I see the potential of using anchor works to promote better student learning.
	3.88
	3.80


In addition, the results of analyses of differences between pre- and post- institute survey responses showed that the average response by participants regarding their confidence in “selecting and using anchor works in lessons” increased from 2.54 to 3.81 (on a scale of 1-4).  

Observation Ratings: 

These ratings were generated by national and local evaluators observing sessions of the Institute and rating the activities on a number of separate constructs: focus on anchor works; integration of activities that connect and extend learning; quality interactions with participants; development of quality curricula for teaching the arts; and format and logistics of the Institutes reflect high standards. The aggregated result for the indicator related to the focus on anchor work is presented below. 
	Indicator 
	Site Mean
	Average for All Institutes
	Range across Institutes

	Focus on anchor work through high-quality instruction
	3.38
	3.13
	2.00 - 3.80


       *Observation ratings are all on a scale of 1-4. 

From the interview and reflection data, some participants made comments that indicated that they learned about the idea of using an anchor work (11).  However, these comments were rather general and did not include what they believed an anchor work was and specifically how teachers would use this idea in their classroom.  For example, one teacher said he/she learned about “[the] idea of using and exploring an anchor work.” 

Some of the teachers’ comments indicated that they already knew about the idea of anchor works or many of the activities that were presented at the Institute.  However, these comments invite the concern that teachers were interpreting the idea of anchor works as theme-based curriculum, voiced by one administrator who said, “I think this anchor concept has been intermingled with  ‘theme.’  I think understanding  ‘anchor’ requires more time and perhaps experience.  I want my staff to value the depth of anchor work, not simply a themed unit.” The evaluator who attended this Institute early in the week also noted that time was set aside for small groups (grade-level clusters) to discuss their thoughts about anchor works. “Participants were able to recite back many components of the definition that was given to them earlier in the day and suggested an understanding of the concept—however, the examples of potential anchor works that were brought in by participants in response to their first homework assignment suggested that they hadn’t truly internalized (or fully grasped) the ‘intellectual heft’ component. I was curious to see if their selections were changes as they went on to develop a 5-day curriculum—ultimately realizing that some of their initial suggestions were not sufficiently ‘deep’ to sustain a week’s worth of academic study.”  

In at least one case, a teacher commented “When we met with our artist-mentor, he explained an anchor work in a way that made it very clear as to how to choose one.  I believe that this definition will influence the way I teach and do staff development...It has to be something I am truly passionate about and that passion will then come across and make my teaching more powerful.” From the local evaluator notes from the reconvening, it seems that there was, indeed, broader evidence that the approach had had a significant effect on teachers’ practice: “Teachers were passionate about their anchor works. They worked and taught from their hearts. It also exposed teachers and students to different ways of learning. Teachers learned new teaching strategies. Teachers were more than satisfied with the approach, and many now plan to explore additional anchor works. Many indicated that they are inspired to select additional anchor works for future development and teaching.” The most often-cited challenge by these teachers was the need for more time. They expressed the desire to have more like a one-year initiative to understand, explore, and develop units using the anchor work approach.  

Also from the general body of data from interviews and reflections, 33 comments were made about suggestions for improvements to the Institute. Of those, 17 focused on the desire for resources specific to anchor works, including everything from a specific definition of an anchor work to lists of possible anchor works organized by grade level that teachers could use in implementing the approach.  
Curriculum Development: 
Participants at the L.A. Institute were given a defined template to use for developing their curriculum unit. They were allowed to collaborate on the development of a unit, but each teacher was required to teach it on his or her own. Each school was matched with someone (mentor from Institute) who would go to their school and work with them—observe and provide support. The artists also went to each site.  

The following comments were made about the development of curriculum units after the reconvening at which participants shared and critiqued their units: 
Teachers appeared more engaged when they shared their anchor work units during the school team and grade level group discussions. A sense of accomplishment was felt in the room as teachers finally completed their units. They showed enormous enthusiasm when they shared the process of developing and implementing their units in their classrooms and their students’ work. 

By far the number one challenge for all teachers was TIME. One teacher dropped out because she overcommitted. Other teachers shared their feelings of being under a lot of stress due to the beginning of the school year and all the work that occurs during this time. Trying to develop and implement their anchor work during a 2-month period, along with planning and participating in other school activities and duties was extremely stressful for them. Teachers suggested this being a one-year long program or at least a longer process to develop, implement, and assess a 5-unit anchor work lesson. Nevertheless, although it was stressful, teachers had fun developing and felt a sense of accomplishment in teaching their units to students. Besides time, some participants noted that narrowing down their idea for an anchor work and identifying the essential questions was a challenge for some. Another challenge was the lesson plan format for developing their unit. It was very restrictive, confusing, unfamiliar and unhelpful to them. Teachers are clearly most comfortable with their existing lesson plan formats.  

During the implementing of their units, teachers felt they were initially outside of their comfort zones. Some felt the process was too abstract for the beginning of the year. They were timid at first until an artist from MCED kicked off their units at their schools.  

Regarding successes identified by participants in implementing their curriculum units, the evaluator noted further: 

Students better understood concepts—the arts made them come alive. For example, students gained value in interpreting slavery through poetry. Everybody participated (all 3rd grade students and teachers) in one school. Different modes of learning reached other students who are not usually the top academic students. It was a very positive experience for all participants…especially good for Special Ed children. Children were able to understand a work of art on a deeper level. Students were very enthusiastic, thus ready and willing to perform for an audience. Students had a lot of fun participating in the activities. Difficult to reach students were reached with anchor works.  

Regarding support for the development of the curriculum units, participants cited the following as benefits: 

· Working and meeting in school groups 

· Time during the Institute to work or start developing units 

· “Physicalization” activities 

· New tools to enliven the curriculum 

 

They also indicated that they needed additional tools, strategies, and teaching artists’ time at their schools for developing (and implementing) curriculum units. In mentioning the need for additional time, the local evaluator noted that “Some felt like they shoehorned the anchor work units into their curriculum. Rather than flowing smoothly, it was sporadic.”  

Findings related to Curriculum Development of the Institute  

Survey Findings: 
	Indicators 
As a result of participating in the Institute, I learned about…
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes

	How to develop standards-based learning objectives in the arts.
	2.58
	2.33

	How to connect the appropriate visual and performing arts standards and available frameworks to an anchor work.
	2.53
	
2.47

	New instructional strategies that will stimulate student excitement, understanding, and enjoyment of significant art works.
	2.98
	
2.82

	New strategies for relating other content areas to the teaching of the arts.
	2.73
	2.63

	New strategies for assessing student learning in the arts.
	2.42
	2.38


    *Ratings on a scale of 1-3. 

It will be noted that the results for the indicators regarding learning are higher for the L.A. Institute than the averages for all of the Institutes. This indicates a general pattern, but only for the first indicator is the difference statistically significant.  
 

Observation Findings: 

These ratings were generated by national and local evaluators observing sessions of the Institute and rating the activities on a number of separate constructs: focus on anchor works; integration of activities that connect and extend learning; quality interactions with participants; development of quality curricula for teaching the arts; and format and logistics of the Institutes reflect high standards. The aggregated result for the indicator related to curriculum development is presented below.  (All observation ratings are on a scale of 1-4.) 

	Indicator
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes
	Range across Institutes

	Development of quality curricula for teaching the arts
	3.23
	2.91
	2.00 – 4.00


 
The results presented below are drawn from a post-implementation survey administered to Institute participants after implementing the curriculum unit developed as part of the Institute and in the months after the institute. 

For the L.A. survey, there were 42 responses: 23 participants reported that they had fully implemented their unit, and19 participants reported that they had begun implementing their unit but had not completed it. 

	   As a result of creating and/or implementing your curriculum unit, how much did you learn about . . . 
	I Did Not Learn Anything 
	I Learned Some But Needed More Help
	I Learned A Lot 
	Mean

	How to use anchor works to stimulate learning in the arts
	(0%)
	3

(7%)
	39

(93%)
	2.98

	The essential characteristics of an anchor work and how to select an appropriate anchor work 
	(0%)
	8

(19%)
	34

(81%)
	2.88

	How to develop lessons and curriculae based on anchor works
	1

(2%)
	6

(15%)
	34

(83%)
	2.88

	How to plan and implement a 5-class unit based on the chosen anchor work(s)
	1

(3%)
	6

(15%)
	33

(82%)
	2.85

	How to develop standards-based learning objectives in the arts
	2

(5%)
	8

(20%)
	30

(75%)
	2.75

	How to connect the appropriate visual and performing arts standards and frameworks to the study of an anchor work in a curriculum unit.
	1

(2%)
	9

(21%)
	32

(77%)
	2.79

	New instructional strategies that will stimulate student excitement, understanding, and enjoyment of significant art works 
	1

(2%)
	5

(12%)
	36

(86%)
	2.93

	How to teach students the social, cultural, and historical context of anchor works 
	
	2

(3%)
	40

(97%)
	3.02

	New strategies for relating other content areas to the teaching of the arts
	1

(2%)
	6

(14%)
	35

(84%)
	2.88

	New strategies for assessing student learning in the arts 
	5

(12%)
	12

(29%)
	24

(59%)
	2.49


      Note:  Percentages are based on the number of respondents who answered each individual question

	     Please rate the following with respect to how much of a barrier each was to you in implementing your unit:
	Significant Barrier
	Somewhat of a Barrier
	Not a Barrier at All
	Mean

	Limited time to plan
	18

(58%)
	11

(36%)
	2

(6%)
	1.87

	Limited instructional time
	14

(45%)
	14

(45%)
	3

(10%)
	2.03

	Availability of resources (e.g., materials, buses, funding, etc.)
	1

(4%)
	10

(42%)
	13

(56%)
	3.00

	Administrator support
	
	4

(14%)
	25

(86%)
	3.28

	Problems in collaborating with other teachers 
	
	7

(25%)
	21

(75%)
	3.18

	Student ability level
	7

(23%)
	22

(71%)
	2

(6%)
	3.16


      Note:  Percentages are based on the number of respondents who answered each individual question

	    Please rate the following items about the process of developing your unit.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	N/A or Don’t Know

	The support that I received from Institute staff during the institute was adequate to help me develop my unit.
	4

(11%)
	4

(11%)
	25

(67%)
	4

(11%)
	2.78

	The support that I received from the Institute staff after the institute helped me develop my unit.
	4

(10.5%)
	4

(10.5%)
	26

(68.5%)
	4

(10.5%)
	2.79

	The development of a curriculum unit was an important part of this institute program for me.
	1

(3%)
	6

(19%)
	21

(78%)
	3

(10%)
	2.84


      Note:  Percentages are based on the number of respondents who answered each individual question

	    Rate how helpful each Institute element was in helping you develop your curriculum unit.
	Not At All Helpful
	Somewhat Helpful
	Very Helpful
	Mean

	The Institute anchor work 
	1

(3%)
	19

(37%)
	24

(60%)
	2.58

	The modeling of how to use an anchor work with students 
	2

(5%)
	5

(13%)
	32

(82%)
	2.77

	Coverage of curriculum development techniques at the institute
	4

(10%)
	13

(33%)
	22

(57%)
	2.46

	Clarity of curriculum development expectations at the institute
	8

(20%)
	21

(52%)
	11

(28%)
	2.08

	Opportunities for reflection on and exposure to the anchor work
	2

(5%)
	10

(25%)
	28

(70%)
	2.65

	Coverage of student assessment techniques at the institute
	7

(21%)
	20

(58%)
	7

(21%)
	2.00

	The opportunity to collaborate with other teachers
	2

(5%)
	10

(26%)
	27

(69%)
	2.64


      Note:  Percentages are based on the number of respondents who answered each individual question

	     Please rate the following items about the process of implementing your unit.
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree
	Mean

	The implementation of my unit was successful.
	
	1

(3%)
	17

(59%)
	11

38%)
	3.31

	Students were engaged when the unit was taught.
	
	1

(3%)
	8

(28%)
	20

(69%)
	3.62

	Students seemed to learn a significant amount when the unit was taught.
	
	1

(3%)
	11

(38%)
	17

(59%)
	3.52

	The support that I received from the Institute after the institute helped me implement my unit.
	2

(8%)
	2

(8%)
	11

(44%)
	10

(40%)
	3.16

	The implementation of my curriculum unit was an important part of this institute program for me.
	1

(4%)
	
	15

(54%)
	10

(42%)
	3.36


Note:  Percentages are based on the number of respondents who answered each individual question

Student Assessment: 

Several survey questions probed participants’ experience with and learning about student assessment of the arts. Results on those indicators for which there are significant differences between the pre-Institute and the post-Institute surveys for the L.A. Institute are presented below. They all occurred in the section of the survey focused on “confidence in using the Institute concepts and skills.”

	Indicators 
	Pre-Institute Mean
	Post-Institute Mean

	Confidence in Using Institute Concepts & Skills
	2.71
	3.59

	Assessing students' ability to discuss deeper meaning related to a work of art
	2.49
	
3.54

	Assessing student comprehension of key artistic key elements
	2.50
	3.35

	Using multiple strategies to assess student learning in the arts
	2.54
	3.67


    *Ratings on a scale of 1-4. 
 

Overall, there are few data available from any of the Institutes that provide much information about activities related to student assessment. The following result was obtained on one item from the post-implementation survey (discussed in subsequent section). 


Impact on Participants
Indicators related to impact on participants are presented in the three tables below with the data in some cases showing changes from prior to the Institute to after the Institute. For example, participants responded to survey questions before the Institute about whether they were using or would use the approach and strategies to art instruction that were to be presented in the Institute, and they were asked after the Institute whether they would use or intended to use the concepts and skills that they had learned. (For findings related to pre-post Institute responses, only findings that are statistically significantly different are presented.)  

Participant Expectations and Satisfaction 

A large majority of teachers’ comments (40) indicated that teachers’ expectations had been met by the L.A. Institute.  Of the 40 comments that indicated expectations were met, 25 comments focused on satisfaction with presenters, activities, or the Institute in general.  Some comments indicated that teachers did not know what to expect of the Institute (16); however, half of these comments indicate teacher satisfaction with the Institute even though they didn’t know what to expect (8).  Eight comments indicated that teachers’ expectations were not met. Among those were comments about wanting to see other genres of art explored. Some were not aware of the requirement for the development of lesson plans. In responding to questions about suggestions for improvement, a majority of the teachers’ suggestions focused on providing more resources to teachers (33 comments).  Of these 33 comments, 17 comments focused on the desire for resources specific to anchor works, including everything from a specific definition of an anchor work to lists of possible anchor works organized by grade level that teachers could use in implementing.   

Overall, teachers and administrators at the L.A. Institute made more positive comments about implementing what they learned at the Institute (40) than negative comments about implementation (15).  Most of the positive comments about implementation focused on specific activities or ideas (25).  These comments were typically characterized by the idea that the activities could be used in any lesson, on any topic. One teacher commented, “[I] have many more ideas for using the activities across the curriculum.   I can see how you can stop in the middle of a lesson, do a  “soundscape” or physicalize a lesson and then proceed on.”  Other positive comments included planning to integrate arts school-wide (5) and being confident about implementation in general (4).  Negative comments (15) included foreseeing problems in implementing with already established or prescribed curriculum (4), finding an anchor work (4), and how to implement in general (3). 

Survey Findings:
 
	Indicators 
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes

	Expectations  (items on a scale of 1=“strongly disagree” to 4=”strongly agree”)

	Prior to Institute
	2.83
	2.73

	End of Institute 
	3.66
	3.63

	Total Learning (Items on a scale of 1=”did not learn anything” to 3=”learned a lot”)
	2.75
	2.62

	Attitudes toward Anchor Works (items on a scale of 1=”strongly disagree” to 4=”strongly agree) 
	3.84
	3.67

	Total Quality (items on a scale of 1=”strongly disagree” to 4=”strongly agree)
	3.33
	3.54


 

In general, the survey findings support what participants reported in interviews and reflection logs. While they clearly indicated that they had learned a considerable amount and gained confidence, overall their ratings for the total quality of the Institute was slightly lower than the overall average for the Institutes. 

Participant Attitudes and Affect 

Comments by participants reflected that this was a strength for the L.A. Institute, that is, that participants gained in their level of confidence. Three representative comments are given below:  

I can't wait to use the ideas I am learning!  I will be teaching pre-adolescents next year.  They are people who are in need of finding their own voices and through the processes we are learning here, I will be able to help them do that as we negotiate meaning in curriculum.  I like that I will be able to help my students connect on a personal and emotional level to all areas of the curriculum and to express it artistically. 

I came here to learn how to use art (poetry) as an anchor work to both teach children to understand the art itself and also to use that piece to teach curriculum. During the past 4 days, I have been introduced to so many ideas, which themselves gave birth to others, that now the difficulty is not in generating ideas but rather in illuminating ideas to keep it simple. 

In being introduced to the works of Langston Hughes and his connection to the  "blues," I have come to realize that although they speak specifically of the African-American life, they are actually as well an expression of the American experience.  I will be using one of the poems from the "Dreams Deferred” collection to anchor my whole year of teaching American history. 
 

Survey Findings: 
 
	Indicators 
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes

	Level of Confidence
	Items on a scale of 1-4

	Prior to Institute
	2.71
	2.85

	End of Institute 
	3.59
	3.52

	Attitudes toward anchor works
	Items on a scale of 1-4

	I am excited about the possibility of using anchor works in my own practice.
	3.82
	
3.70

	I see the potential of using anchor works to promote better student learning.
	3.88
	
3.80


 

These findings represent a strength for the L.A. Institute, that is, that the Institute seemed to have a very positive effect on participants’ level of confidence and on their attitudes toward using anchor works as an instructional approach. For example, while their level of confidence was lower overall prior to the Institute, it was higher overall after the Institute. 

Participant Learning and Intent

Survey Findings:
 
	Indicators 
	Site Mean
	Average for all Institutes

	Intent to Use Institute Concepts (on a scale of 1=”not at all likely” to 3=”very likely”) 
	2.90
	2.72

	Reported Learning 
	2.75
	2.62


The data in this table also show that the L.A. participants increased their intent to use what they learned and, in fact, reported a higher factor of learning than the average reported for the Institutes overall.

Summary of Institute Performance
Identified Strengths

In general, teachers’ comments about the L.A. Institute indicated an overwhelmingly positive reaction.  There were a total of 73 positive comments made about teachers’ reaction to the Institute, including 25 comments about being able to apply what was learned, 22 comments about liking activities, and 16 comments indicating a positive response to the Institute in general.  There were a total of 30 comments negative comments about the Institute (some only partially negative such as “First day felt long but second moved along at a good pace.”), including 11 comments indicating a desire to spend more Institute time on planning for implementation, 10 comments indicating that teachers did not like how the Institute was organized, and 6 comments indicating teachers’ desire for the Institute to include a greater variety of subject-areas and/or artistic disciplines.




I was not adequately prepared to assess student learning in an arts-infused lesson before the institute:


but I gained new knowledge and skills from the institute that I did not have before. (n=20)


and I still do not feel prepared. (n=6) 
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