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Needs Statement:

B.L. Miller Elementary is similar to many other public elementary schools.  The student body is made of a variety of students coming from a variety of backgrounds.  Each individual student brings with them an assortment of experiences that allot them a unique perspective to each and every lesson that is introduced during the course of an average school day.   One way to provide students with meaningful connections to real world applications is through Curriculum Integration.  “Curriculum Integration is a philosophy of teaching in which content is drawn from several subject areas to focus on a particular topic or theme.”  (Brandt and McBrien, 1997)  This philosophy of teaching makes learning interesting and fun for students of all grade levels and all abilities.  This particular philosophy ties in directly with The District’s Mission Statement.

The Sebring Local School District, working with the family and community, provides challenging learning programs that will develop academic proficiency as well as social and emotional growth, guiding students as they explore their unique abilities, creativity, and needs. 

Topics of student learning are linked to problems and issues that are of personal and social concern to students.  This process of student learning lends itself directly to the district’s overall mission of educating students.  Providing students the opportunity to discover the interrelatedness of academic subject material and allowing for problem solving to occur enables students to be creative, unique and satisfy their personal curiosities.


Heidi Jacobs (Integrating, 1993) claims that integration is a way to help children see connections between learning and life.  Life is a combined effort, not broken down into academic disciplines.  For instance, a recreational baseball game contains many content areas.  Math is used to calculate statistics on players and teams.  Physical science is used to explain the unseen forces of the ball and bat.  Language Arts is utilized as the game’s programs are printed, distributed and read by many fans.  Determining locations and characteristics of cities where baseball teams are found encompasses many characteristics of Social Studies.  If this one real-world topic were to be covered in the upper elementary classroom it would not only include all academic areas of learning, but also provide interest and enthusiasm to students.

The students at our elementary school often find it challenging to make these real world connections on their own and this is evident when looking closely at their proficiency scores.  Although, the Ohio Proficiency Tests in grades 4 and 6 are separated into five academic areas, each content area integrates other content areas.  For example, (see exhibit #1) the following 2002 Proficiency Test question in Science requires a fourth grade student to not only have knowledge of science but also math, to calculate the time difference, reading, as they understand the question and table, and writing, as they complete the extended response.  As evident by the state’s requirement for proficiency, students must be able to make connections across content areas.  For younger students especially this can be a daunting task if not modeled for them through their daily instruction and self-exploration of interesting topics.

Our fourth and sixth grade proficiency scores as reported on the District Report Cards for the last several years clearly demonstrate a need for Curriculum Integration as the primary instructional means.  Exhibits 2 & 3 demonstrate that in the testing year 2001 where departmentalization occurred the students’ passage rate was higher than that of the years prior and later.

 In 2001 departmentalization occurred in 2/3 of the fourth grade classrooms.  However, the subject areas were split Language Arts/Social Studies and Math/Science.  Natural connections were made in combining theses subject areas and content was addressed in themes.  There were many opportunities for students to experience natural connections between the subject areas.  In the self-contained fourth grade classroom the curriculum was taught in a more theme based atmosphere.  The sixth grade setting was very similar in nature, with the content areas being taught in pairs; Language Arts/Social Studies and Math/Science. 



              Exhibit 2
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     Exhibit 3
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In the classrooms where integration occurred in 2001, students were encouraged to become critical thinkers and creative problems solvers across disciplines. They were heavily engaged in product-based assessment, which tied components of all academic areas into a final artifact.  Heidi Jacobs (Integration, 1993) believes that student learning is enhanced, enriched and made more meaningful as students recognize natural connections. Students of all abilities are able to succeed in a classroom where the learning is problem based, topic related and significant.  Students are exposed to a variety of skills in an assortment of situations that are real life.  The connections in two or more subject areas then by nature of integration is likely to involve several modes of instruction.  These variations will undoubtedly meet the instructional needs of students with multiple intelligences (Gardner,??)  “Learning builds, extends and expands a student's personal knowledge and experience. Knowledge, skills, values and attitudes are all integrated within authentic contexts.”  (Curriculum Integration, New Zealand)

This degree of deeper understanding and transferring of skills was evident in the students’ performance on the Proficiency Tests in 2001 compared to the year earlier and later when Content Integration did not occur.  Based on this information and the research indicating that Content Integration is most beneficial to student learning, the re-introduction of Content Integration as the primary means of instruction in the upper elementary classrooms will serve to promote student interest, deepen student understanding, provide natural connections to real world applications and subsequently raise standardize test scores. 

Policy Change Outcomes:


Now that the need for policy change has been established, the focus will shift to establishing measurable goals and objectives.  The primary goal will be to introduce and implement the working philosophy of Content Integration into each grade level team.  The unity of the staff and their ability to ‘buy into” the change is crucial in making the implementation a successful venture.  Measurable goals will be monitored, reviewed and revised as needed throughout the course of implementation.  The first success will be realized when 65% or 8 of 12 teachers have reacted favorably to the change and show a willingness to put their best foot forward. 

The second accomplishment will come with the majority of staff participating in the initial start-up goals (start date, in-service dates, first phase of collaboration etc).  These dates will be determined by the administrative staff only to spring board the plan into action and provide all actors with a sense of direction.  The successful completion of the first round of team meetings will realize the first benchmark and provide all team members with their first completed step.  These two seemingly small goals will provide the much needed foundation to a successful Instructional Policy Change.  “Successful change starts and ends at the individual level.  An entire organization does not change until each member has changed.”  (Hall and Hoard) 

Now that we have the majority of staff members on board the spotlight can be turned to planning and instruction.  Grade level teams will collaborate to create meaningful topics that lend themselves to easily connect two or more content areas.  This primary objective will be realized through the completion of one unit of study or one topic of interest by the end of the first grading period.  The grade level team will need to cover that particular unit sometime during the course of the second nine-week grading period.  As the unit is covered, student interest and involvement will increase.  This increase will result in higher achievement of academic goals; increase student passage rates, more complex projects, and deeper understanding of concepts.

Ultimately over a three-year implementation period, the goal would be to “Map the Curriculum” (Jacobs, 1991) and generate six– eight topics that would be focused on through the course of the school year.  The first year of implementation may only provide opportunity for teams to create one to three units of study for content integration.  The second year’s efforts and continued collaboration would increase to a realistic goal of five units for that school year.  Whereby the third year of implementation would allow grade levels teams to fine tune their existing units and create any additional topics that lend themselves easily to the Content Standards and curriculum.  Again the target is to create six to eight interesting topics that lend themselves easily to cross the curriculum.

Ongoing benchmarks would include: increased student and teacher enthusiasm, improvement in students’ abilities to think critically and problem solve, improvement in students’ understanding of connections between content areas, increase in classroom test scores from year to year and ultimately an increase in the number of students passing the proficiency tests. Obviously some of these goals are objective and would need to be measured by the results of test scores and other hard data.  Proficiency scores can be obtained easily from the Ohio Department of Education’s web site and also through annual reports of scores.  These could be charted, graphed, tracked and monitored for visuals of collaborative efforts by grade level teams and students.  However, student interest, enthusiasm and deepened understanding are a means of subjective assessment that can be addressed through surveys and teacher observations.  


Allowing teachers to move slowly but steadily into the new instructional philosophy affords them time to fully absorb and understand the changes.  It also presents them time for much needed reflection and possibly mourning of career length instructional methods.  Some teachers have used the same instructional strategies their entire careers and need some time to “let-go.”  This time should not only be allotted to them, but once they are “on board”, they should be acknowledged and praised for their willingness to change.  Their efforts to change only express their desire to do what’s best for students.

Description of the Program:

Content Integration occurs on many levels as teachers find their comfort zone or topics lend themselves to naturally occurring connections.  As teams meet and map their curriculum the relationships between subject areas will become evident.  Some topics will lend themselves to many included disciplines, yet others many only result in nested, sequenced, or shared forms of instruction. (Integration, 1991)

Heidi Jacobs’ categorization of integration is outlined in exhibit 5.  Teachers will have constant access to this and other models as they begin the planning process.  Through cooperative planning, teachers increase communication; gain understanding and appreciation of other disciplines.  They also increase their appreciation of one another as professionals.  

Teachers begin with the Curriculum Map, Handout 9.  This will serve as a school year guide and as the teachers fill in what units of study they would normally teach during those months some overlaps may become evident.  This would be a great staring point for grade levels teams.  For instance, if in October both social studies and language arts teachers are covering topics related to life on the prairie perhaps they can easily combine their efforts and there begins the integration process. 

Once the mapping as occurred the next step is for teachers to copy their Content Standards on 3x5 colored index cards.  One standard per card and each discipline has a particular color, for example Language Arts is yellow.  This is illustrated in exhibit 6.  The next step occurs in combination with the curriculum mapping.  A topic is chosen and then the coordinating content standards applied to the particular topic in a web design. This brainstorming allows for a great visual of what standards best fit a specific topic.  This also allows for objectives to crystallize and related activities to be created.  The final step in this brainstorming process is the creation of “big questions”.  These “big questions” are ones that all students should be able to answer as they complete the unit of study.  They are normally tied directly to the unit objectives.  Going back to our initial connection of prairie life, one such ‘big question” may be Compare and contrast 19th century prairie life to the life in the 21st century suburbs.   This question affords students the ability to think critically and individually yet provides them with parameters that meet the initial objectives established by the content standards and educators involved in their instruction.

As teachers develop topics of study not all subject areas may fit logically each time.  That’s perfectly all right.  Teachers should not force connections.  Jacobs offers many levels of integration, some work well with only two disciplines linked.  This would allow other teachers not involved to cover material that may not fit into any topic easily.  Math in particular faces this challenge, because of the scope and sequence necessary to build skills.  In the study of prairie it may be difficult to connect algebraic formulas, therefore the math teacher would “sit out” this particular topic of study and perhaps be more involved in the next integrated unit.  Parents and teachers may worry that important content will fall to the wayside (Interdisciplinary, 1998).  When teaching trough integration one content is not placed above or below any others, however individual concepts, skills and relevance of the disciplines remain the core of the curriculum. (Calai and Kightlinger, 2003)

Teachers need to also focus on product-based means of instruction and assessment throughout the course of the unit of study.  This allows for student- choice, critical thinking and cooperative learning to occur.  The more engaged the student is in their own learning the more meaningful it becomes.

Program Implementation Plan:

For some teachers this philosophical shift may be huge, for others they may welcome the change.  Whatever category the staff may fall under the process for implementation may be overwhelming.  The following framework and timeline will hope to eliminate some of those anxieties related to change.
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Second Year Timeline
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Progress Evaluation:



To evaluate the progress of Content Integration as a policy change.  The real transformation comes in the method of teaching and learning.  Qualitative indicators of success will come in the forms of student and teacher attitudes, levels of participation, cooperation, enthusiasm and higher quality levels of student work and interest.  These items are not necessarily measurable through scores or other tangible means. However, they can be measured through observations, surveys, conversations and “one legged interviews” by teachers, administrators and students. 


Quantitative indicators can be obtained in a variety of ways.  Proficiency scores can be tracked year to year and reviewed for comparison.  Unit tests taught in previous years can be weighed against units presented through Content Integration methods of teaching.  This data can be easily obtained through the newly implemented Gradebook software and the record keeping of teachers. As units are taught year to year, their summative evaluations can be compared, charted and reviewed for signs of success.


Teachers and staff members who initially appear to be open to the change will undoubtedly prove to be the biggest advocates for the move to Content Integration.  They will also be the biggest cheerleaders for the successes of the program implementations as each benchmark is achieved.  As those who may have been less eager to change begin to see the positive results of their efforts, the success of the program will be assured.  It will be those staff members who can speak honestly about the genuineness of the program and the positive effects it has on those who put into practice.  The true test of the program’s effectiveness will be in the teachers’ and students affirmative attitudes toward teaching and learning after the program has been institutionalized, the increased quality of student work, the increased collaboration among teachers and the mutual respect gained when the environment is “all about kids”.

Resource Statement:







The following working budget would be applied for the implementation of Making Connections.  Monies would be acquired through Martha Holden Jennings Grants available through on-line application.  Funds are allocated in one lump sum for a three-year period.
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Summary:


Content Integration is a researched based philosophy of teaching and learning.  Many well-known experts on education promote the integration of curriculum as the most effective approach to educating children.  Heidi Jacobs, a leading expert on Curriculum Integration and Curriculum Mapping, explains:

“If systemic change is going to happen, teachers need the advantage of systems that thematically align assessment, curriculum, and instruction. In this series, matching of curriculum themes, topics, issues, and problems for implementation, as well as the critical role of curriculum design are explored in depth. Participants will receive an update on curriculum integration and design options for directly increasing student learning and achievement. They will also walk through a model for the development of interdisciplinary units.  Nuts and bolts strategies include: the selection of issues, topics, themes, and problems; the use of the disciplines to brainstorm and expand possibilities; the development of essential questions as a structural tool; and the writing of interdisciplinary assessments to demonstrate student learning throughout the course unit.” 


Our district will closely follow her model of implementation and rely on her and many other resources to guide the process.  The change will occur in a systematic design that will encourage staff development, support and collaboration.  Our district’s mission is to educate students working jointly with family and community to meet their unique needs and bring them to academic proficiency.  Content Integration is most sensible means to educational achievement.

“In the process of integrative teaching and learning, standards are addressed and skills needed for standardized tests are strengthened.  This is possible because the actual process is exciting, affirming and sweeps even the most reluctant, challenged learner along in a wave of inclusion and support.  In the end, both teacher and learner have been engaged in a fulfilling process and been empowered as learners together.  Teaching and learning will never be the same again.” (NC State College of Education, 2001)
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		Third Year of Implementation

		Parties Involved

		Responsibilities

		Outcomes

		Assessments



		Mid-Summer

		-All 4-6 staff  (including teachers and administrator)

		Revisit Content Integration as a Philosophy and Method of Instruction

		-Staff Information 


-Q&A session 


-Clarification 

		All Staff is actively participating



		September

		-Grade-level teams

		Content Integration 

		Units of Study are implemented

		-Completed Units of Study



		October

		-Facilitator


-Grade-level teams


(Release day with subs in place)


-Administrator 


-Grade-level teams

		-Revisit Curriculum Mapping


-Evaluate topics chosen


-Re-evaluate all connect Standards

		-Teams have developed Big Questions for each unit of study Units of Study are implemented

		--“Fine Tuning” of Topics of Study


Completed Unit of Study 



		November

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Teacher/Student Effectiveness evaluated



		December

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Teacher/Student Effectiveness evaluated



		January

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Teacher/Student Effectiveness evaluated



		February

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Completed Units of Study



		March

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Teacher/Student Effectiveness evaluated



		April

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		



		May

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Units

		-Completed Units of Study


-Discussion of Benchmarks


-Discussion of Quantitative Data








Making Connections Implementation Timeline



Third Year
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Sheet1

				Making Connections

				Resource Allocation 2003-2006

						Unit Cost		Quantity/teacher		# teachers		Total

				Midsummer Orientation/Training		100		1		9		900

				Release Days/Substitute Rate		75		3		9		2025

				Facilitator/County Consultant		0		4		9		0

				Office Supplies								150

								First Year Total						3075

				Item		Unit Cost		Quantity/Teacher		# teachers		Total

				Midsummer Orientation/Training		100		1		9		900

				Release Days/Substitute Rate		75		2		9		1350

				Facilitator/County Consultant		0		4		9		0

				Office Supplies								150

								Second Year Total						2400

				Item		Unit Cost		Quantity/Teacher		# teachers		Total

				Midsummer Orientation/Training		100		1		9		900

				Release Days/Substitute Rate		75		1		9		675

				Facilitator/County Consultant		0		4		9		0

				Office Supplies								150

								Third Year Total						1725

				Total Resource Allocation										7200





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1012387645.doc
		First Year of Implementation

		Parties Involved

		Responsibilities

		Outcomes

		Assessments



		Mid-Summer

		-All 4-6 staff  (including teachers and administrator)

		Introduction of Content Integration as a Philosophy and Method of Instruction

		-Staff Information 


-Q&A session 

		Majority  (65%) of Staff is “on board”



		September

		-Facilitator


-Grade-level teams


(Release day with subs in place)


-Administrator

		-Curriculum Mapping


-One topic chosen


-Standards connected to topic

		-Teams have developed one unit of study 

		-One completed Unit of Study ready to teach in the first grading period



		October

		-Grade-level teams

		Content Integration Instruction

		Unit of Study is being taught

		-Completed Unit of Study 



		November

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings


-Administrator


-Facilitator

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		



		December

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		



		January

		-Facilitator


-Grade-level teams


(Release day with subs)


-Administrator

		-Multiple topics of study selected

		-Teams have developed multiple units 

		-Selection of 2-3 Units to be covered in the 3rd and 4th grading periods



		February

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		Completed Units of Study



		March

		-Facilitator


-Grade-level teams


(Release day with subs)


-Administrator

		-Selection of 6-8 total Units of Study to be covered in a school year

		-Teams have developed multiple units

		-Curriculum Mapping including the Integrated Units for the following school year



		April

		-Grade level teams during grade level meetings

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Unit

		



		May

		-Staff Meeting

		Discussion of success of Integrated Unit of Study

		Reflection and evaluation of Integrated Units

		Completed Units of Study



		June or Mid Summer

		-Facilitator


-Grade-level teams


-Administrator

		Intervention, clarification and problem solving

		Work Day

		-Completed Units of Study


-Evaluation of Standardized Test Scores








Making Connections Implementation Timeline



First Year












