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PREFACE

The topic of this study was selected because of the
writer's growing concern with two major assumptions being
made by significantly large numbers of educators and legis-
lators regarding the effects of Title III of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)--first, that following the
termination of Title IIT grants,; the new nrograms were not
beling continued by the school districts; and, second, that the
effects of Title III could not be evaluated objectively because
of its broad scope and emphasis upon innovation.

The first assumption, if valid, would have negated the
value of the federal dollar, except as a temporary relief
measure to local school budgets. (This view frequently has
been expressed about educational foundation grants and demon-
stration programs, in general.)

If the second assumption were true, it would appear that
the effectiveness of innovative programs could be determined
only on a subjective basis, which would offer scant decision-
making data for broader application or adoption by other school
districts. The general attitude that Title III efforts could
not effectively be evaluated was expressed in an official
memorandum to the U.S. Commissioner of Education, Harold Howe




II,1 which stated that:
Title 11T is probably the most difficuit

activity to evaluate. The projects financed by
1%t blanket every conceivable acvivity which has
been undertaken in elementary and Secondary schools
and a number of inconceivable ones. In order to
have an orderly evaluation one needs a model of human
behavior. This is 2 mighty ambitious undertaking.
Perhaps a decade from now we will get 1it.

This writer was of the opinion, therefore, that infor-
mation was needed to test the validity of these two prevailing
views. However, the writer also was convinced that the key
evaluative question had not been asked; that is: to what
extent and for what reasons were Title IIT programs being dis-
continued or continued after the federal grant period ended?
It was in this spirit of concern and inquiry that this study
was undertaken.

In his position as Chief of the Program Analysis and
Dissemination Branch in the USOE Division administering the
grants, the writer had been involved in the formulation of
many of the major policy decisions, and in the development of
the operational guidelines for this Title. He, therefore, had
firsthand knowledge of the operation of the Title III program.
Thus, some information in the study necessarily -came from his

personal files and from his recollection of the events.

Memorandum from Joseph Froomkin, U.S. Assistant
Commissioner of Education, Program Planning and Evaluation,
Washington, D.C., May 14, 1968. :
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This study was an attempt to determine the extent to
which educational innovations developed through federally-

- fuﬁdéd projects of Title III of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act will be continued and thus adopted by the local
public school system or by other school systems in the United
State_sy1 This information was obtained by a questionnaire
survey of the school superintendents of the applicant school

- districts for the 330 operational projects which had been
approved and funded by the U.S. Office of Education in fiscal

year 1966 for a three-year project period. These projects then

were analyzed according to selected variables in order to deter-
mine which factors, if any, were associated with the continuation '

.

of Title III projects in local school districts.

Perspective for the Study

The signing of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
on April 11, 1965 by President Lyndon B. Johnson_ heralded the
first billion-dollar bieakthrough for massive federal support
for elementary and secondary education. Though Title I of
ESEA, with a $1.01 billion authorization for disadvantaged

- 1U.S. Congress, The Elementary and Secondary Education
ERiC‘ Act of 1965, Public Law 89-10, H.R. %552, 89th Congress, 1st
s session, 1965, pp. 15-18.




youth, was the substantive argum=nt for the Act, it was Title
III, with its $100 million authorization for suppiementary
services and centers, that helped break the political deadlocks
which had so long blocked extensive federal support for
elementary and secondary education.l :For it was in this concept
of "supplementary" that the private school sector saw its first

real hope for substantial federal aid for nonpublic school

pupils.2

Also explicit in this concept of centers and services was

the mandate that such programs be "exemplary" to serve as

"models.” The purpose of the title as stated in Section 301 of

the Act was as follows:

For the purpose of enabling the Commissioner,
through grants for supplementary educational centers
and services, to stimulate and assist ln the pro-
vision of vitally needed. educational services not
avallable in sufficient quantity or quality in
elementary and secondary schools and in the develop-
ment and establishment of exemplary elementary and
secondary educational school programs tg serve as
modeis for regular school programs. ..o

Francis Keppel, then U.S. Commissioner of Ecucation,
interpreted this t» mean that "innovation” and "experimentation"
would be brought into the educational enterprise. Citing three

particular concerns for Title I1III, in testiﬁony to the House of

1James W. Guthrie, "A Political Case History: Passage of
ESEA," Phi Delta Xappan, XLIX; No. 6, (rebruary, 1968), p. 305.

2poris Kearns, "E.S.E.A.-A New Element," Notes and

Working Papers Concerning the Administration of Prcgrams
Authorized Under Title IiI of Public Law 89-10, u.S. Congress,

Senate Subcommittee onm Educatlon, (washington, U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967), pp. 16-1T7.

3vu.s. Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor,
Hearings, Ald to Elementary and Secondary Education, Part I,

ﬁ?th Congress, 1lst Session, 1965, p. 33.
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et in 2aaiticn tc providing

suppaementzry™ services, and bringing a higher “quality

tiufalion,” Title IIT is “. . .to insure that flexitility,
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#Fir. Wurony aiso accepted the popular analiogy tetween

- - - — .

1.l 227 an® =2gucaticnai foundations. He said that:

Tre apparent thrust of the Title III concept
appeers. on the fact of 1ts statsd ot jectives, to
ve similar to the scrt of enterprise in which
several major privacte icundations have engaged.

It 1s conceived vy some to be 2 program which
Jdistrivulss, on the tasis of merit and imagination,
rather ithan need, resources designed to stimulate
ned progréems and imaginative efforts in the field
21 education.>

aAciing from this perspective of Title III, Commissioner
nllizi oxdered a revicicn of the Title III Guidelines, the
£'s aoministrative manual for use by local schooi systems
in cauvmiiting applicaticns for projects. He spebifically

siressed putting tne emphasis on "innovations,” rather than on

1bid., o. G4.

2Joseph Murphy, “25Es Title III: Illusion and
Hea1ity,” unpublished report (undated) p. 1.

5Ibid., pp. 2-3.




"supplementary centers and services."1

Later, the writer was asked by Ralph J. Becker, Officer ]

T

in Charge, to develop an acroaym for Tiiie III which would ?
emphasize innovation. PACE, Projects to Advance Creativicy
in Education, was agreed upon.

Egon Guba‘'s model of the change proce=s was adapted for

use in conceptualizing the Title III role and in setting j

i
k.
4
3
]

priorities for project approval.2 The. Guidelines, niow entitled

- Manual for Project Applicants, were rewritten to set forth

the objectives of Title III as that of encouraging and demon-
strating educational innovations.3

Thus, the policy directions for the administration of
Title III were firmly pointed out. The Division of Plans and
Supplementary Centers, which was designated to review and
reccmmend approval of the proposals, issued its manual and

announced deadlines for the submission of proposals by local

school districts.
A
However, despite all of the smphasis on innovation, when ~
the Title III proposals from local districts were reviewed by
“the U.S. Office of Fducation administrators and others, 1t was

quite obvious tc well-read observers that there was very

lThe writer helped rewrite these sections of the
Guidelines under the chairmanship of Dr. }olan Estes, whom
Keppel was to later appoint Associate Commissioner for Elementary
and Secondary Education. ' ]

2Egon G. Guba, "The Process of Zducational Improvement, "
£Educational Change, The Reality and the Promise, (ed.) Richard
R. Goulet, (New York: Citation Press, 1968), pp. 136-153.

3U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, A
Manual for Project Applicants: Title III Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, 1966, p. 1.

EMC_—_-“_“_‘——“ St i o s o e S Al 78 B b 50 P
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1ittle in them that seemed really "ynnovative.” Speclalists
from the field brought into the Office to review each project

made the same observations. Nation's Schools carsried an

article which, in fact, made this very point somewhat

sarcastically.l
Soon thereafter, the Office of Education re-examined

=5
41ts definition of “"snnovative.” Following several months of
debate, the Title III managers arrived at the concept that

few reaily nesx ideas come alcng during any one generation and

that the definition of innovation should be relative.2 Inno-

vative was defined to mean "new Ifor the state or geographlc

region in which the applicant was located."3

Congress, in a later committee report, showed 1its

concern and expressed concurrence with this definition in the

foliowing words:

Some concern has been expressed that the
stancard used by the Office of Educatlion for
deciding whether an application embodied an
'{nnovative' approach has been too rigid and
unrealistic. The committee understands that, 1if
an idea, practice, or technigue was in use in
one part of the country it was not 'innovative'
4n another area of the country. If this is the
case, the standard is not in accord with congres-
sional intent. . . .For the purpcses of Title III,
the term 'innovation' is defined as the adoption
of new or improved educational 1ideas, practices,
or techniques. This definition will not support

lngpat Title III Projects Need: More Innovation,”
’ Natinn's Schools, LXXVIIIr(August, 1966), pp. 42-45.

g 2Harold Howe II, "Lighthouses of Innovation,”
’ Educational Change, (ed.), Richard Goulet, loc. cit., p. 161.

3Interv1ew with Ralph J. Becker, Director of the
Division of Plans and Supplementary Centers, USOE, May 11, 1969.

©

| ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8
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setting of a nmationwide standard. A 'new or
Improved®' approach in one area msy not te 'new
or improvea' in zanoiher area.l
0f course, e2ven the eminent researcher Everett M. Rogers
defined an Innovation as “an i1des perceilved as new by the
individual."™ Such a definition, however, tended to move Title

III out of the “research” or "ingquiry and inventicn™ phases of

5uba's change model, and established 1t more realistically in
.~= diffusion of educiaiic—ii Znnovations phase. Guba maintained
inpat "the purpose oi <2 . -ic: activities is to create an

-s2reness and undersiz..ing of an invention and to provide

srportunity for its =.. . -zent. "3 Referring to the Title III
“=nual's statemen: oI .. oses, he also noted that "the major
2irfusion responsisi:Zt_ . . .seems to be falling squarely on

2¢ shoulders of tne Til.= III projects."h

The 1967 amencdaent: to ESEA put even greater emphasis
cn diffusion by authcrizins state administrative funds to be

uzed to evaluate, diss:minzte, and provide for the "adoption

and adaption of promi;inc =<ucational practices."5

1U’.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Welfare, -
Report, Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendments of
R t ongress, ist Sesslon, 190/, p. 28.

2gverett M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, (New
York: The Free Press, 1965), p. 13.

3Guba, loc. cit., p. 148.

YGuba, loc. cit., p. 147.

5u.s. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendments
of 1967 with Bacxgrpund Materials and Tables, JOth Congress,
2nd Session, {(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,

1968), pp- 6-16.
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The role of Title III in the diffusion of educational
snnovation again was stressed in a series of three regional
meetings with state administrators of Title III, in preparing
them for the transition of the direct administration of the
projects from the USOE to the states. 1In a paper presented at
regional conferences of state administrators, Title III state

officilals were told that:

. . .diffusion is the total process of imple-
menting the spread of educational innovations.
Its objective is to (1) create a widespread aware-
ness of inventions on the part of practitloners
. . .and (2) to afford an opportunity to examine
and assess the operating qualities of the innovation.
In other words, to demonstrate.

Citing Miles' research on how people seem to need a
ngrial" phase before adoption of an innovation, the writer
informed state officlals that the State Plans for Title III,
subject to approval by the USOE, n_ _ .should provide for
activities which bring practitioners into contact with the
innovation and thus engage them in the critical evaluation
phase of the change process."

Thus, as demonstration programs, the Title III proJjects
operating in a locale on an "ad hoc" basis, gave the practi-
tioners an opportunity to try out the new ideas in their home
grounds without reprisal, since no major local commitmen% of

funds was required.
At the same time, the demonstrations provided ain

lNorman E. Hearn, "Considerations for Designing a State
Strategy for Diffusion of Educational Innovations." Paper
read before three Reglonal Conferences of State Title III1
Administrators, St. Louis, March 11, 1969, Denver, March 13,
1969, and Hartford, March 19, 1969.
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opportunity for educators and interested citizens from other

communities to observe the innovations and engage in an

ahoa 2ol

initial assessment of their relevance to the local educational
problems.

In this context, the critical questions to be asked in

IR RV LTI T (YN Ty

any evaluation of Title III are: 5
1. To what extent are these "trial™ periods paying g
off in terms of local adoption by the host schoecl ‘

districts?

2. To what extent are other school districts using the
denonsfrations as an opportunity to evaluate the
programs for their own possible use and adoption?

3. Do certain geographic areas and/or personal
characteristics of school administrators contribute
to the adoption of educational innovations?

This study was designed to seek answers to these

questions.

Purpose of the Study

The major purposes of this study were (1) to determine
how many of the public school districts receiving three-year
grants under Title III would be continuing the programs .
following the termination of federal funds, and (2) to deter-
mine which of several selected variables, if any, might be
ﬁsed to predict the successful adoption of educational
innovations by lucal school systems.

The information sought was relevant to the following

three hypotheses:
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1. The acdoption of a Title III innovation is related
to certain personal charactevistics of the
superintendent.

2. The adoption of a Title III innovation 1is related
to certain properties or characteristics of the
innovation itself.

3. The adoption of the Title III innovation 1s related
to certain characteristics of the soclal system 1n
which it operates.

Information also was sought on the extent of locai
commitment to continue the programs in terms of whether the
school districts would terminate activities completely, reduce
activities to serve fewer schools and pupils, continue the
programs at the same level, on about the same scale, or expand
the programs. Data were collected regarding the extent of each
project's demonstration .activities, including the number of
persons that had visited the program and the number of similar
programs which may have been installed in schools as a result
of viewing the project activities. These data would serve to
partially evaluate the effectliveness of Title III as a

demonstration program.

Definition of Terms

In the interest of clarity, definitions are given for
some of the terms useg most frequently in this study. Some of
the definitions‘are unique to the purposes of this study, but
most are found in ths literature on change and innovation or

are containeda in onicial documents of the U.S. Government.
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US0=. - The Office of Educaiion of the Uniied Siates

Department of Health, Zducation, and Welfare.

BESE. - Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education,
US0%.

DPSC. - Division of Plans and Supplemeniary Centers,
BESE, US0E.

£RIC. - Educational Resources Information Center,

Bureau of Research, UGSOE.

ESE4. - The Elementary and Secondary Education #ct of

1965 (P.L. 83-10), as amended in 1966 (P.L. 89-T5G), and in
1967 (P.L. 90-247).

Title II1I. - Unless otherwise stated, it refers to

Sections 301 through 308 of FPublic Law 89-10, the Elementary
and Secondary Education &Hct of 1965, as amended.

PACE. ~ Projects to Advance Creativity in Education,
an acronym for the Title III program of ESE4.

Guideliines. - Policy interpretations of a program by

USOZ, often used synonymously with Manual for Project Applicants,

Title IIT of the Elementary and Secondary Education fct.

Project. - An administratively and fiscally self-

contained program for planning or delivering educational
services to persons in a school system. In this study, a Title
I1I grant following a proposal to the U.S. Office of Education.

Proposal. - An application to the USOE describing a

proposed Title III project.

Demonstration. - An activity which shows or explains the

operational qualities and relative value of a new practice. 1In

this study, it refers to Title II1II projects and is sometimes
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used synonymously with project.
Adopter. - One who installs an innovation.
Change Agent. - A person or agency that facilitates the
introduction of an innovation into a school system, a catalyst.
Diffusion. - A step in the change process which involves

telling, showing, helping, involving, training, and intervening.l
Dissemination. - The procezs of giving and receiving

information about an activity, perscn, or idea; part of the

diffusion process.

Educational Innovation. - A new educational practice

involving one or more changes in curriculum, methodology,

organization, personnel utilization, often, but not always,

including the use of new equipment or materials. "New" 1is
- defined as new to the user or new to the geographic area.

Evaluation. - The process of detemining the extent to

which an activity has accomplished its objectives; often, but
not necessarily, followed by a judgment as to whether this
activity and objective was as valuable as other similar or
dissimilar activities or had relative value to individuals

and soclety.
School System. - A public body having the responsibility

for conducting educatlional programs for youth and certain
adults. In this study, used interchangeably with "school

district” or "local educational agency."

Methods of Procedures

Data for this study were collected using a thirty-nine

lguba, loc. eit., p. 140.
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item questionnaire addressed to superintendents of school
districts with grants under Title III. Its approach resembles

nl

mostly what Van Dalen describes as a "school survey,”~ since

it collected data about the project's "setting," "educational
characteristics,” and the Title III project processes. Research
was also in the nature of documentary analyses, since official
government records and files were used to develop initial data
for the subsequent literature review and survey. Some biblio-
graphic research was also undertaken to develop the conceptual
framework for the study. As such, the study can be best
described as descriptive research.

The specific procedures will be discussed 1in a later

chapter, but they may be summarized as follows:

1. The literaiiire descriting the change process in
education and other fields, such as rural soclology
and anthropology, was reviewed for possible
pertinence to Title III.

2. Evaluation studies of Title III were located, reviewed
and examined for data which might corroborate, or
relate to, the findings of the proposed survey. The
legislative history of ESEA was reviewed to describe
the development and identify the basic 1intent of
Title III.

3. A questionnaire was designed to solicit data from

superintendents regarding the status of activities

1peobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Research
An Introduction (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1962),
p. 100.

e e e —am — = i e ettt 2 i kel ——
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in Title III and the possible variables affecting
the success or failure of programs to be adopted
by the schocl district.

4. A survey populatior of 330 was identified by
consulting the official USOE files to determine
when projects had been or were to be termlinated.
Projects were included in the survey if they had
been approved in fisc:zl year 1966 (July 1, 1965 to
June 30, 1966) and if they had operated the full
three years of the project term, or if they would

terminate three years of operation under a Title III

grant by June 30, 1969, or shortly thereafter.
5. Once identified, the abstracts of these 330 projects
- were clipped from Pacesetters in Innovationl and

placed on single 6" X 8" cards. By reading these
abstracts, the projects were coded as either "single-
district" or "multiple-district,"”" according to
whether the activities in the project served more
than one school district.

6. The questionnaire was mailed to ten superintendents
for a pre-test of the instrument. An op2n-ended
questionnaire was included to solicit their comments
as to the availability of data, sensitivity of the-

questions, and general appropriateness of the items.

Eight were returned with comments.

lDepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Pacesetters
in Innovation, Fiscal Year 1966, (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office) 1967.
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10.

11.

12.

The questionnaire was reviewed by several
knowledgeable incividuals, including Dr. Leon M.
Lessinger; Associate Commissioner of Education;

Dr. Lewlis R. Tambiyn, Executive Secretary, Department
of Rural Educatiua, N.E.A.; Dr. Glenn Robinson,
Assistant Secretary, KResearch Division, N.E.A.;
Thomas E. Clemens, Bureau of Research, USOE, and
members oi the writer's doctoral advisory committee.
¥ollowing revisions, which incorporated the comments
and sv-zestlions of the persons listed above, tkLe
questionnaire was sent to the 330 superintendents by
the Department of Rural Education on February S and
6, 1969. A self-addressed and stamped return envelope
was enclosed.

A followup post card was seat to non-respondents on
March 5, 1969. A third follow up was conducted by
telephone during the week of March 26 through

April 2, 1969.

With 256 returns, representing 78 per cent of the
population, the survey was closed on April 20. The
questlonnaires were forwarded to the Measurement
Research Ce.iter, Iowa City, Iowa for processing.

The findings were analyzed for possible significant
variables which may have influenced the extent of
continuation of Title III projects. Appropriate
tabies were prepared.

The data were analyzed and conclusions and

recommendations were made for possible application

e Kkde Z e - e e e —
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to USCE program management and for further research.

The Scope of the Study

In order to estabiish a field of study which might ce
covered with reasonable completeness within the constraints of
time and resources, the scope of the study was arbitrarily
1imited in several respects:

It deals with the period from april 11, 1965 to April

30, 12§2. This was the period of development, organization,
and operation of the Title III program. However, a few
references on the diffusion process and innovetion are earlier
than 1965.

It deals only with Title III of ESEA. Though other

federal programs, such as Headstart, may be innovative and would
lend themselves to a similar study, Title III was chosen for

study because 1t seems most clearly to be a change strategy or

diffusion program in the same sense as the Department of
Agriculture's Extension Service. Also, the writer was personally
familiar with all aspects of the Title III prcgram in an
administrative capacity since its inception.

It deals only with Title III projects that were approved

in fiscal year 1966. Fiscal year 1966 projects were chosen for

the study because thev were the only projects that had, or
would have completed, by July 1, 1269, the full three years of
opzration that the USOE managers set as a project period.

It deals only with operational projects. Duriag the

first fiscal yzar, 2,7C6 proposals were submitted to the USOE of

which 1,085 were approved. Of these, 420 were for operational
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projects and 665 were for planning projects. FPlanning grants
were generally for one-year periods and were to result in zn
operatioral grant the following year. Of the 420. 330 projects
had receilved a tnird year operational grant. A survey ©oif the
projects that terminated after less than two years of operation
wa3 undertaken by Anthony John Polemeni anc is summarized in
the chapter on "Review of the Literature.®l

It deals only with the perceptions of superintendents of

schoolis of Title I1] grantee districts. The questionnaire was

addressed to superintendents with instructions concerning the
completion of each item. The assumption was made that the
superintendents would complete the items truthfully and to the
pest of thelr abiiities. 1TIn cases where the project period was
not to end until after June 30, 1969 (about one-third of the
cases ), the assumption was made that the superintendent would
know by April of this year whether funds were budgeted for the
éontinuation oi project activities following the termination of
Federal funding. It was further assumed that the survey instru-

ment was valld for coilecting the kinds of information nesded.

Significance of the Study

Recently, Dr. Lewis R. Tamblyn, in releasing some pre-
liminary information on the study, sald that he regarded the
tentative finding of a 90 per cent continuation rate as

“"significant, and even startling” since there is general feeling

lgnthony John Polemeni, "& Study of Title III Projects,
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 83-53 (89-
10), After the Approved Funding Periods," (Unpublished Ph.D.
Dissertation, School of Education, St. Johns University, 1969).

3
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that once federal funding is withdrawn, the innovation

-

ceases.t

Evidence of this ccncern by Congress was reveajied when
membters of the Education Committees were surveyed for an articie
on Congressional epectations on evaluation in Titie III.2

Senator Peter H. Dominick of Colorado said:

A5 a legislator, I am vitaily concernsd whether
(Titie III projectsj are in fact accomplishing the
objectives envisioned bty Congress and whether the

money appropriated is being properly spent. . .I am
specifically concerned about whether the program
conducted will have a lasting effect on the school--
or if, when the money for a project i1s exhausted and
the initial program is terminated, the tent will be
foided with iittle imprint on the educational
processes of the school.

flepresentative Carl D. Perkins of Xentucky, Chairman of

the House Education and Labor Committee replied that it was the

generally-held opinion among Congress that:

. . .ail educational projects, including on-
going programs, (need) to have built-in require-
ments with respect to evaluation and the effect
such would have 1in stimulating local changes,
adaptions, redirections and revisions. . .

Representative John N. Erlenborn of I11inois noted that

Congress had a need for information concerning:

. - .which of these innovative programs, if
any, have been adopted as regular teaching programs.

Representative Fatsy T. Mink of Hawail expressed the

same general sentiment. She saild:

Our highest hope for Title III, of course,
would be realized if the stimull that is providing

1yashington Monitor, March 31, 1969, p. 1.

2"yiew from the Top: Congressmen Lock at Evaluation,"
PECEreport, November, 1967, pp. 5-8.
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for innovaticn and excerimentation in the classroom
wouid carry over to general educatiion.

This study becomes particularily significant when it is
reallzed tnat this is the first efrfort to determine the extent
of Title ITI continuations. &s these legislators implied, the
fate of Title III could well depend upon the availability of
vaild information as to the degree of adoptions by local schools.
The Title IIT National Study team curing the transition of

Title III from direct federal to state administration showed

similar concern in these words:

- - -education has much at stake in the continuation
of Titie III's venture capitai--the first "thinking
money' that school districts have ever had and in the
success of the states in building upon the thrust.
Otherwise, if Titie III should somecday lose or forget
this major premise and early promise, it is predictable
that, of necessity, another fund wiil emerge else-
where, quite possibly from those agencles dealing with
the agony of the citles, to recover and resume the
unique quest that was Title III's. The Nation has a
right to expect that education will lead in its own
renewal. Title III is the sharpest tool to that end.l

Maithew Miles in a concluding comment in his book

Innovation in Education said that the book's purpose was "to
stimulate more inquiry into the nature of education innovation,
and to widen the range of coherent possibilities for innovative
practice."® It was this book that stimulated the writer to
include data in the study which might give some insight into the

reasons why some projects were more successful than others in

IMemorandum to the Honorable Harold Howe 11, Uu.s.

Commissioner of Education, from the Title III National Study
team, March 21, 1968.

°Matthew B. Miles, (ed.) Innovation in Educaticn, (New
York: Columbia University, 1964, pp. 6b0-661.
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becoming institutionalized or adopted by the 2ocal school
district. For the purposes of this study, therefore, it was
assumed that the USOE was acting as an outside change agent1 or
catalyst by virtue of having made a grant to a local school
system for the purpose of demonstrating an innovation which
could serve as a model. It was the major purpose of such grants
to provide the local schools with an opportunity to evaluate
the innovations for possible continuation and, thus, adoption,
after the federal grant period ended.Z The superintendent of
schools tygrerore was the potential adopter of the innovation
for his school. Research has shown rather conclusively that it
is the superintendent who initiates and carries out school -
programs.3 It was also assumed that the superintendent had
passed through the "awareness,” "interest,” and "evaiuation"
stages described by Everett Rogers.u

By applying for and receiving a federal grant, he had
made the decision ©0 give the innovation a validity test, or
"dry run," as a ?temporary system" within his school system.?

1"Change agent: a professional person who attempts to
influence the adoption decisions in a direction he feels is
desirable” from Everett M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation,

(New York: The Free Press, 1965), p. 25%.

“Nolan Estes, "The Intent and Nature of ESEA Title IIT,"
Theory into Practice, TIP, VI, (June, 1967), pp. 112-115.

3Henry M. Brickell, "State Organization for Educational
Change: A Case Study and a Proposal," Innovation in Education,
(ed.) Matthew B. Miles, (New York: Teachers College, Columbia

University, 1964), p. 503.

uRogers, loc. cit., pp- 81-86.

SMatthew B. Miles, "Planned Change and Organizational
Health: Figure and Ground,"” Change Process in the Public
Schools, (ed.) Thomas E. Wood, (Eugene: Unlversity of Oregon,
Bureau of Educational Research, 1927), p. 30.




The publication by the Committee for Eccnomic Development,

Paying for Better Schools, coniained this statement:

Methods of determining what is useful and
accelerating the adoption of proven ideas may
well be the greatest need of all in our

educational system.+t

Title III may contain the above "methods.” Certainiy,
the literature suggests that its major purpose was to accelerate
the adoption of 1deas by local schools.2 It was an underlying
purpose of this study to clarify the Title III role in the
federal aid picture and, in the process, to develop some basic
data from which decision-makers--Members oi Congress. members
of the President's staff, and others--could conduct a realistic
assessment of the effectiveness of Title III. The findings
could, therefore, be used by granting institutions, federal,
state, and private educational foundations, to help them refine
the criteria used to review and evaluate proposals for innovative
programs. Results might also be useful to school administrators
who make declisions about the feasibility of installing inno-
vations. The study could have implications for the trairers
of school administrators. Hopefully, it willl add significantly
to the body of knowledge about the change process in the

American public schools.

lcommittee for Economic Development, Innovation in
Education: New Directions for the American School, a statement
on public policy prepared by the Research and Policy Committee
(New York: Committee for Economic Development, 196g), p- T-

2U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Government Operations,
Hearings, Operatlions of the Office of Education, 90th Congress,
1st Session, 1967, pp. 10-11.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study was concerned with three reasonably distinct
bodles of knowledge. First, as an introduction to the data on
the extent of continuation or adoption of Title III programs
by iocal educational agencies, background documentation was
needed concerning the developmeat and interpretation of Title
III by Ccngress and by the federal agencies administering the
program. Some of this documentation was attempted in the
previous chapter. However, this chapter will discuss in more
depth some of the materials already introduced, and will cover
additional documents which provide significant information on
the development of the Title III program. Most of the
references will be official U.S. Government records and reports.

The second major area of literature directly related tc
this study includes those studies that have attempted to
evaluate the operational effectiveness of the Title III program,
to date. This literature includes officlial USOE in-house
reports and evaluatlons, studies by independent study teams
which were funded by the USOE, and a dissertation which 1is
similar in content and approach to this one.

The third body of literature relevant to this study 1is

categorized by various descriptors, all somewhat interrelated.
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These descriptors include: educational change, educational

SO el ma

innovation, dissemination, research utilization, diffusion,
and adoption or adaption. The bLody of knowledge in these
areas 1s so extensive that only a few of the major works wilil

be covered in depth.

Literature on Title II1 Development

e & = amm*h T e B e B eee X e

The documents reviewed in this section inciude hearings

by both the U.S. House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate

Bhb 5 M Bl rdibe b

from 1965 through April 1969, various Congressional committee

BB Mnd

hearings and reports, and the several guidelines or adminis-
trative manuals for Title III issued by the USOE. These
documents revealed various hopes and fears of proponents and
opponents of Title III, as well as indicated the development
of the Title III concept duging the four-years period which

this literature embraces.
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House Hearings, 19651

The first Hearings on the proposed Elementary and
Secondary Education Act were held by the House of Representatives

of the 89th Congress on January 22, 23, 25, 26, and 27, 1965.

They were conducted by the General Subcommittee on Edug?tion
h of the Committee on Education and Labor, Adam C. Powell,

é Chairman.

: Additional testimony was heard on January 28, 29, and

30; and on February 1 and 2, 1965. H.R. 2361 and H.R. 2363

1y.s. Congress, House, Committee on Education and

Welfare, Hearings, s1d to Elementary and Secondary Education
89th Congress,, St Sesslon, 1965, Parts 1 and 2. !




were teing considered by the Subcommittee on Educaiion,

chaired by Congressman Carl D. Perkins of Kentucky. For
clarity of reference, it shoulé be remembered that Public Law
89-10 was an amendment to Public Law 874, "Financial Assistance
for Local Educational Agencies in Areas sAffected by Federal
Activity." 1t is sometimes referred to as Public Law 83-53
(89-10).

Anthony_J. Celevrezze, Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare kegan the hearings by indicating that Title III,
Supplementary Centers and Services, would "enrich the program
of local eiementary and secondary schools and. . .encourage
collaborative efforts amcng pubiic and private schools. . . ."
All segments of the population, including school children,
could use the suppiementary educational service.l Commissioner
Francis Keppel elaborated on the kinds of services that would
be possibie and stressed its "innovation and experimentation”
features.

Congressman John Brademas, several times during the
hearings, voiced his apprehension that the centers would be
controlled by public school agencies who would not be
receptive to "new ideas.” Superintendents of schools usually
gave more tesiimony on Title I because of the greater money
invoived, but showed some interest in Title III. For example,
Carl Hansen, Superintendent of Schools, District of Columbia,
saw the title as ". . .a means of supplying services now

lacking, and particularly to undertake the development of new

11bid., pp. 65 and 71.
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curriculum approaches to the education of pupiis."l

The educational assocliations, iIncliuding the National
Eduration Assoclation, expressed their support for =SEA. Some
representatives, such as Joseph M. Brooks, Executive Secretary
of the Los Angeles Teachers Associatlion, expressed interest
in Title III centers. He said:

No one single aspect of the modern school
program holds greater potential for enriching curri-
culum oiferings to students than this concept.?2

Harrie M. Selznick, President oi the Council for
Exceptional Children, underscored the need for educational
services in rural areas. She was particularly Impressed with
the concept of mob:ile services for handicapped children.

Roberts S. Swanson, President of the American
Industrial i£rts Association saw the supplementary educational
centers as helping the State of Wisconsin get the 17 regional
educational units established there "off the ground."

That portion of the hearings which dealt with the use
of funds for nonpublic pupils was not as uncontroversial. For

example, C. £Zmanuel Carlson, Executive Direcior, Baptist

Joint Committee on Public Affairs, noted that: "if all the

possible services are moved to centers, much of the 1life of

the schools will have been relocated.™3

Interest was expressed in the "shared-time"” provision
in the Act by the representatives of Catholic, Jewish, and
other religious organizations.

Concern frequently was expressed as to whether the

lipid., p. 190. 21pid., p. 253. 31bid., p. 769.




25

Title III centers were constitutional, since the eariy version
of the Act specified g&ants to iocal educational agencies and
did not specifically exclude nonpublic schools as applicants.
Edgar Fuller, Executlve Secretary, Council of Chief
State School Officers, said that a majority of the state
superintendents believed that Title III education centers
would create a system of education parallel to the existing
one, and often privately controlled, and operated in ways that
would violate the principle of most if not all state constitu-~-
tions, laws, and educational policies.l
He reéo;mended making Title III part of Titles I and 1V,
with the state educational agency included in each project.
Brademas challenged his authority to speak for all of the states
= and his use of "tax money to oppose the will of elected
representatives."2
A state-by-state summary of Constitutional provisions
entitled, "State Law Relating to Transportation and Textbooks
for Parochial School Students, and Constitutional Protection
of Religious Fre;aom," was inserted in the hearing record by
Brademas .3
James E. Allen, Jr., Commissioner of Education, State of
New York (now U.S. Cbmmissioner of Education), registered
"strong dissent” to the provision of federal administration of
the projects, arguing that the states knew the needs of 1its

schools best. He also recommended that both state and local

11p1d., p. 1121. 27pid., pp. 1140-1151.

31b4d., pp. 1449-1496.
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educational agencles be required to provide some matching funds,
based on financial capacity.l

Leo Pfeffer, Chairman, Department of Political Science,
Long Island University, compared the Title III “consortiums" or
dual agencles with what Taft found in the Philippines when he
took over as Governor General. He sald that Taft abolished
them as not in the American tradition of separation of church
and state. Brademas, always the defender of Title III, asked
for a legal and philosophical differentiation between public
aild to higher education and secondary and elementary education,
but the only reply was one relying on tradition.

The American Civil Liberties Union reviewed Title III
and made suggestions for changes which would assure that
benefits accrued to individuals and not to institutions.

. Comﬁissioner Keppel was called back near the end of the
hearings at the requegt of Representative Charles E. Goodell,
New York, to respond to testimony concerning the "parailel
system” charge made against Title III by several witnesses. A
rather long dilalogue developed between Keppel and Goodell,
with Goodell making the point again and again that the state
educational agency should control Title III. Keppel compared
Title III to research programs and to the National Institutes
of Health, avoiding the pitfall of implying that some states

were incompetent.?

1Ib1d., p. 1549.
2Ibid., pp- 1715-1751.
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Senate Hearings, 19651 ;
The hearings on ESEA by the Senate Subcommittee on
Education, chaired by Senator Wayne Morse, of the Committee on ;

Labor and Public Welfare took place on Jaruary 26 and 29, and

on February 1, 2, 4, 8, and 11, 1965.

Many of the persons who had appeared before the House
Subcommittee also testified before the Senate Subcommittee.
Many of the same memoranda and publicatlions were inserted in
the recorc of the Hearings.

Senzior Morse began with the reading of a staiement by
Senator Jacob K, Javits, New York, expressing the Republican
support for education. Senator Peter H. Dominick, Colorado,
introduced the question on constitutionality by inserting a
brief on :.e subject into the record of the hearings.

In response to questioning, Secretary Celebrezzi intro-
duced a‘written opinion from the Justice Department which
advised that provisiors in Titie III for nonpublic partici-
pation were constitutional. Keppel's testimony was similar
to his testimony before the House. However, in ensuilng
discussions, he tended tq place more emphasis on thz n2x¥
concept of supplementary services, where he held that "not only
the schools in our society are forces for education, but the
museums, the great publilec libraries, the art galleries, the
symphony orchestras, and, of course, for the primary and

secondary schools, the universities and colleges.”

lU.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Hearings, Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, 89th Congress, 1lst Session, 1965, Parts 1, 2, 3, 4,

and 5. 29.5 p.
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Senator Yarborough raised the spectre of a "ruined
public school system” such as took place in Holland when the
govermment supporiad private schoois. Keppel reassured him
that the staff would study Section 3G4 to “see 4hether the
language needs tightening up to be certaln that that doesn't
happen.“1

In response to questloning by Senator Robert Kennegy
about the quality of education, Keppel responded that Titlies
IV and III, which he compared to the successful agricultural
experiment stations, would assure the establishment of rew
approaches in curriculum, on the order of Jerrold K. Zacharias'
physics program.

Superintendents of large cities were génerally more
interested In the way the entire ESER would suppiement their
budgets. With a few excepciens, they seemed to have 1ittile
grasp of the innovative, experimentation, and supplementary
center concepts of Title III. However, several showed interest
in the instructiorai and educational television possibilities
under the Titie. The Nationsl Educztional Broadcasters intro-
duced 539 pages of testimony on the impact of films, felevision,
and audiovisual aids in general.2

The Council of Chief State School Officers introduced

the results of a survey of the chief state school officers into

1Ibid., p. 90¢. In the final version of the Law, the
phrase, Tor cther duly constituted pubiic or nonprofit agency
- . -" was deleted, thus making it impossivle to make grants
to nonpublic schools.

21b1d., pp- 1831-237G. The USOE, in administering this
program gave proposals for ETV low priority, according to
Ralph J. Becker, Director of DPSC. -
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the record. They, too, generally approved Title III. It now
was obvious that opponents of Title III were focusing on two
main aspects of the Title. These were concern about the state
educational agency "bypass” with 1ts spectre of "a federal
3ystem of education,” and the usual church-state argument
about the conzatitutionality oi provisions for the inciusion of

nonpublic schools.

Elementary and Seconda 1
Education Act of 19605, %ggprt

Folilowing the Senate and House hearings, the Senate

pubiished this report summarizing and analyzing the purposes
of each ESEA Title. In reference to Title III, the following
points were stressed:
i. Responsibility for initiating and operating school
programs rests with the state and local authorities.
2. Nothing in the Title is designed to enable local
pubiic educational agencies to provide services
and programs which will inure to the enrichment
of any private institution.
3. Ir all cases, payments will be made only to legally
constlituted public agencies.
The report also contains the minority views of
Republicans Javits, Prouty, Dominick, Murphy, and Fannin, who
Yogt *her had submitted suggestions for 2G amendments to ESEA,

all of which were rejécted.

1y.S. Congress, Senate, Committee of Labor and Public
Welfare, Report, Eiementary and Seconda Education Act of
1965, 82th Congress, 1st Session, 1965, H.R. 136 To accompany
H.R. 2362.




The Biil was considered in the House on March 24 and

25 and pas=ed on March 26. It was considered in the Senate on
April 6 through 8, and passed on April 9. The President

signed the Act April 11, 1965.

House Hearing:, 19661

The Subcommittee on Education held hearings on March 15,
16, 17, 18, 22, and 23, 1966, only two months following tha
Commissiofierss anrnouncement of the approval of the first 217
projests. The Congressmen, aware of this, asked 1ittle 1in
the way of substantive evaluation questions throughout the
hearings. They did concern themselves with the authorization
for the next two years, since the initial Law had authorized
$150,000,060 for the first year only. The amendments (p.L. 89-
750), authorized $175,000,060 for fiscal year 1967, and
$500, 000,000 for fiscal year 1968.° Indian children in Depart-
ment of Interior schools were brought under the program.
Provisions were aiso included to glve due consideration to
excellence of architecture and design and to the inclusion of
works of art: and special consideration was to be given to
local educational agencies which were financiaily overburdened.
Many witnesses took the opporcunity again to emphasize their

preference for state administration of the Title.

1y.S. Congress, House Committee on Education and Labor,
Hearings, Elementary and Secondary Amendments of 1966, 8Gth
Congress, 2nd Session, 196b, parts 1 @2nd 2.

2y.s. Con ress, Elementa and Secondary Educacion
amendments of 1966, Public Law 389-750, 89th Congress, 2nd
Session, 1900.

1
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Senate Hearings, 19661 g
The Senate hearings were extensive, occuring on April 1,

4, 5, 19, 26, and 27, 1966, and consuming 2,575 pages of
testimony, special reports, statements, and letters. Most of
the discussion, howaver, affected Title I and the special
incentive grant provision. Full reports on the first Title III
projects approved, including the full text of Pacesetters in

Innovation, were inserted into the recerd.Z The issue of state

control repreatedly was raised. A document representing USOE
answers to policy and procedure questions submitted by Senator
Javits was inserted in the record. In these answers, the
USOE*s position was that the present law was working
“reasonably well” and that innovations should not duplicate
one another as might be the case if states administered the

program.

Commissioner Howe said that the major reason the greatest
percentage increase in funds was asked for in Title III was that
"it has caught the interest and fired the imagination of the
educational community."3

Representatives of the Catholic groups were generally
pleased with the relationships developing between private and
public schools. The Baptist Joint Committee on Public Affeirs,

1U.S. Congress, Senate, Hearings, Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1966, B3th Congress, 2nd Session,
19066, Parts 1, 2, 3, &, 5, and 6.

ZDepartment of Health, Education, and Welfare, Pace-
setters in Innovation, Description of Firs: Projects Approved,
(Washington:™ USOE, February, 1965).

31bid., p. 600.
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however, expressed real concern for USOE's interpretation of
the "dual enrollment” provision. They felt that the pro-
visions allowed instruction on private school facilities.

Both the House and Senate hearings contain a report
prepared by the USOE on “Operation of Title III, ESEA." This
step-by-step analysis explains fully the decision-making process
regarding the approval of Titie III proposals.1

A table showing how the 70 first-round operational
projects fell into program activity categories provided in
ESEA Section 303{b) also is in the Senate report.<

House Hearings, 19673
The entire Committee on Education and Labor sat for the

hearings on the 1967 ESEA amendments. Though the only urgent
business before the Congress that year concerning ESEA was the
continuation of the inclusion of Indian children in Title III,
the Committee explcred fully the several questions sothering
certain members since ESEA‘®s passage.u Congresswoman Green
and Congressman Quie guestioned Secreiary Gardner and
Commissioner Howe extensively on the federal role in Title II1I,
citing evidence presented by the Council of Chief State School

Officers that the states with "informal® state pians nad

11bid., pp. 2485-2496.

jU.S. Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor,
Hearings, Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments of 1G67

on H.K. 6230, 90th Congress, 1st Session, 1967.

“The authorization ievel for Title IIT was established

in the previous session.
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superior projects.1 Several times, the unique role of a federal
agency was presented, but to no avail. Only Congressman
Brademas made any significant attempt to present the case for
USOE administration. It was obvious, too, that Commissioner
Howe was resigned to the state turn-over. His only plea was

for a federal share to be reserved for projects in the national

interest.

Senate Hearings, 19672

The Subcommittee already was concerned with new

legislative proposals when it took up the extension of portions
of ESEA on May 25, 1967. Congressman Quie attended, following
a victory for his amendments on the floor of the House, May 24,
1967, to present his arguments for state administration of

- Title III.3 Senator Yarborough defended a direct federal role
in Title III, using testimony from a Pontliac, Michigan super-
intendent who said that he preferred federal rather than state
administratior.. The labor unions also testified for Title |
III's continuétién ét USOE. Senate support for a direct USOE
role in Title IIX was strenger than House support. No facts
or evidence were presented that had not been presented by the
House hearings in one form or another. Hearings continued

until September 18.

linformation used in the CSSO papers came from a staff
memorandum developed in USOCE.

2U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Hearings, Education Legisiation, 1967 on S. 1125 and
H.R. 7819, S0th Congress, 1st Session, 1907. ‘

3U.S. Congressional Record, 90th Congress, 1st Session,

©

. ERIC 1967.
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Elementa and Seconda £ducation
Act Ame nts of 1§§?¥

This print contains the full text of the ESEA, as
amended, with the President's statement on the signing of H.R.
7819. It also contains allocation tables for Title III and
a summary of all amendments to the Act. Its significance to
the purposes of this study, however, lies 1in the inclusion of
a position paper on state advisory counciis under Title III.
The Senate was particularly concerned at the time that these
state councils should function in such a manner as to keep

politics and geography to a minimum in the evaluation of

proposals for funding.

House Hearings, 1969°
The hearings on ESEA following the electlion of a

Republican President began to revezl the policles of the new
Administration. A major controversy developed around the

length of program extension, with Repuvlicans generally favoring
a two-year, and the Democrats, a five-year extension.

The move toward "consolidation” of programs also picked
up momentum, as Secretary Finch proposed putting several state-
plan programs together. His proposal matched the "block
grant" approach that had been acquiring some Congressicnal

suppert during previocus years. Finch had accurately read the

1U.S, Congress, Senate. Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Commitiee Print, Elementary and Secondary Education
Act Amendments of 1967 with Background Materials and Tables

(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 19b8), 210 p.

2y.s. Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor,
Hearings, Extension of Elementary and Secondary Education Pro-
gram, 91st Congress, 1st Session, 1969, parts 1, 2, 3, and L.
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intent of Title III. In testimony he said:

Thes.: PACE projects were intended to provide
new innovative thrusts into the educational process,
with successes to become models for general appli-
cation. The purpose is zritically important; after
three years and one major administrative turn (from
local to predominately state control,) I doubt that
we can truly measure Title III's impact. I think
the program should definitely be continued, with a
special eye, however, to retaining the 'model
building! emphasis. Once a model has been shaped
and perfected, its future funding should not
constitute a drain on Title III's seed money.1

Brademas inserted into the Record the entire text of
his speech at thé Middle Atlantic Dissemination Conference,
January 28, 1969, where he reminded state officials that Title
III was "designed to fill the need for stimulating imaginative,
creative, and better ways of educating children.”

As the Record now shows, the House moved on to pass a

nconsolidation Act” April 23, 1969.

Guidelines for Title III1
Since the signing of ESEA, April 11, 1965, four versions

of the Guidelines for administering the Title I1XI program have
been issued. The first 1issue, sent as a draft to the chief
state school officers, September 6, 1965, was entitled simply

Guidelines. Following the meeting of the first advisory

committee on Title III, September 23 and 24, the Guldelines
were revised to give priority to innovation, which, as has
been pointed out previously, was the way Keppel planned to
give the program a "quality" dimension. The policy on "low

priority" for construction projects also was included in the

11p1d., p. 2804.




36

second version. The first Guidelines were not printed; how-
ever state educational agencies were asked by USOE to reprcecduce
the publication and distribute copies to potential ioccal
appiicants. The Guidelines, also contained the format for the
officlal application to the USOE for a grant.

The Guidelines were revised again in 1966 to cast Titile
I1I in the strategy for change adapted from Egon Guba‘'s change
model.l Differentiation was also made between "innovative and
exemplary programs"” and "educational service centers." Priority
was announced for projecits contributing to the invention and
demonstratlion stages of the innovative process. Teacher
participation was also stressed as important in the development
of a project proposal.

Because the larger and wealthier urban centers, with
development and research staffs typlcaliy produce more and better
proposals, the USOE cocperated with the Department of Rﬁral
Education to produce a special rural-oriented manual to
stimulate rural applicants.2 This manual was widely distributed
by DRE and may well account for the fact that 25 per cent of
participants were pupils from rural areas, a reasonably fair
level. The manual used the "cookbook" approach, giving step-
by-step procedures and providing three examples of completed
rural proposals.

A May, 1967, version of the Guidelines, now entitled

lSugra., p. L.

ZDepartment of Rural Education, 4 Guide for Developing
PACE (Washington, D.C.: National Education Assoclation, 19656}.
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A Manual for Project Applicants and Grantees, reflected the 1966

amendments to the Act and emphasized national priorities. These
priorities were (1) improving educational opportunities; (2)
planning for metropolitan areas, (3) meeting the needs of
rural communities, and (4) coordinating ail community resources.
Slight changes also were made in the section on
"Participation of children and teachers from private, nonprofit
schools." Regarding facilitles, for example, the 1967 Guide-
lines stated that, "Service may be provided on private school

premises only when it is not feasible to provide such services

on public premises.”" The provision for including representatives
of private schools in the planning phase was changed from
'should” to "must.™

Ma jor changes, of course, were required in the Guidelines

following enactment of the 1967 Amerdments. A new manual was

written for zdministering the State Plan portion of Title III.

The final draft was issued February 7, 1969. The State Plan
Guidelines stili retained the emphasls on change strategles
and "innovation process” of previcus editions. Gone was the
emphasis on specific national priorities, since states must
assess thelr own needs. Strong emphasis was put on a compre-
hensive "learner-need" centered state assessments. Again, a
project perlod of not more than three years was strongly
recommended.

A speclal effort was also made to tie evaluation and
dissemination together in a diffusion strategy for educational

innovations.




Literature on Title III Evaluation

Unlike most federal programs, Title III in 1its original
form, P.L. 89-1), had no specific provision requiring a report
to Congress on the program's eifectiveness. This oversight
was rectified in the Amendments of 1967.1 However, the USOE
was fully aware that the.mere absence of such a provision would
not deter "hard" questions from educators and legislators as
to whether the program was having the desired effect on American
education. Therefore, continuous analysis was undertaken by
USOE staff, and more than 150 reports were generated. Several
of these operational amalyses will be reviewed in this section.
In addition, three comprehensive analyses were made by outside
experts on a contractual hLasis. These will be reviewed, as
well as the doctbral dissertation of a graduate student at

St. John's University, New York.

Stat?s Reports - ES5z28 Title III2

This report éummazizes data in table form for the four
Years of operation of Title III. It includes numbers and dollar
amounts of projects submitted and approved in fiscal years 1966
through 1969. Data is also included on number of currently
active projects. Table 1, pages 39 and 40, and Table 2, page
L1, shcew that of 6,727 proposals received during the four years,

2,84C were approved by USOE for funding. The approved proposals

1U.S. Congress, Elementary and Secondary Education Act

Amendments of 1967, H.R. 7819, Public Law 90- T, S0th Congress,
2nd Session, 1967, Secition 305(c) and (d).

“status Report - ESEA, Title III by Analysis Section,
Division of Plans and Supplementary Centers, USOE, March 7, 1969.
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TABLE 2

SUMMARY OF TITLE IIT PROJECTS
OPERATING BY FISCAL YEAR

Fiscal Numter Curfently Number
Year Actlve Terminated
1966 328 57
1667 690 469
1968 563 27
1969 6 0

1,253

Total 1,587

1Ac:t;ive as of Mzrch 7, 1969.

called for a total of approximately $280,000,000. As of

February 5, 19€9, 1,587 projects were active, and still

operating. The significance of this data lies in the fact that
58 per cent of all projects received by USOE were not funded.
This tends to support the fact that Title III was, as Ralph
Becker, Director of the USOE Division of State Plans ana Supple-
mentary Centers, often stated, "Fifty state contests in which
local school districts were competing for a limited amount of

available funds to try their particular innovation. "l phis

competitive factor would tend to assure progress toward

achieving one of the three purposes ascribed to Title III by
Commissioner Francis Keppel in his statement to the House Sub-
committee on Education, that Title III was ". . .to stimulate

progress toward achievement of higher quality education by

1Interv1ew with Ralph J. Becker, May 1, 1969.
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providing better services than zre currently available.™l

ORI VPP T I TUR L ALY Y "

Analysis of Projects by
Project Categorve

Lo A )

N -

This report deals with projects approved for the first, +
second, and third submission periods estabiished by USOE during
the first fiscal year, 1966, the same projects covered by the
survey in this study. The USOE categorized the projects in
five general zreas: (1) Multi-purpose projects, (2) Speciai
programs, (3) Administration and Personnel, (4) Subject matter,

LRERE. T L R B e ”t“‘f""!"’.‘“"‘*"f .

and (5) Others. Additional breakdowns are provided in each L]
category. Of 294 operational projects, 122 were for media

S TR IRt "o

centers, supplemental and learning centers, cultural enrichment

.:‘ | RTY: TR

programs, demonstration programs, and mobile services. Only
48 were in subject matter areas such as sciences, languages,
arts, and others. See Table 3, page 43, for further breakdowns
on operational projects. This data is significant because most

Wy ARG ARRIE | B Y B IE) rll.m e b n

of these projects were surveyed in this study.

Highlights from the Second
ear of 2

This seven-page report compares the projects funded
during the first fiscal year with projects funded during the
second year. The following were among the findings which

1y.s. Congress, House, Committee on Education and Labor,
Hearings, Ald to Elementary and Secondary Education, Part I
89th Congress, 1st Session, 1965, p. 9. - ’

®Analysis of PACE Proposals by Project Categogz5 1at,
2nd, and 3rd perlods, R-21, by Analysis Section of DPSC, ,

September 2, 196b.

~ 3Highlights from the Second Year of PACE, by the Analysis
g Section, DPSC, USOE, August 10, 1967.

'
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TABLE 3

NUMBER OF OFPERATIONAL PRGPOSALS APPRCVED BY
CATEGORIES, FISCAL YEAR 1966

Project Categories n Amount
1. Multiple Purpose Projects..........c.... 122 $12,482,251
Media and Materials Centers.......... 33 3,862,340
Supplemental and Learning Centers,... 31 3,965,436
Cultural Enrichment Programs......... 28 2,138,258
Demonstration Programs.....cccececcceee 21 2,088,016
mbile services.‘.................... 9 u28,201
2. Smcml ?r-ogmmsoooooooooogooooooooooooo 87 8,&8,62“'
curriculm mvelowntooooooooo.ooooo 11 1,137,778
Guidance, Counseling, Testing........ 17 1,228,905
Self"IDStruCtiom.................... 6 u57)%3
Swehl Educatiomctooooooooooooooooo 13 1,31}5,610
— Outdoor Education,.....cccececcceceees 11 808,793
Remdial mtruCtiomoooooooocooooooo 22 2,611,9%
Pm£Chool Educatiomooo.oooooooooooo 1‘37,876
Administration and Personnel............ 2,395,305
Teacher Inservice Training........... 13 1,335,690
Amtmtion‘...................... 3 277,&6
Team Teacning.ooooooooooooooooooooooo 3 1w,929
TeaCheI.s Aides....................... 2 212,9w
pruter Pmcessm................‘. 12 u®,132
Cmunity Resowces...Q.....O........ 1 SS,W
SubJeCt Ha'tterooooooooioooooooovoooooooo ll‘8 3,012,30‘7
Science and Mathermatics,......,cc00000 15 1,211,716
Arts, Humanities, Social Sciences.... 23 1,014,946
mngmge Arts........................ 8 752,m
Fomigl Iangmges.................... 2 33,651
Others...............................".. 3 274,825
Total......, 294 $26,193,312
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i.

resulieé from this analysis.

In fiscal 1966, the average proposal requested
$92,000, while the average proposal in fiscal 1967
requested $142,000. This escalation is accounted
for by the fact that 55 per cent of the projects
approved in fiscal year 1966 were for planning as
opposed to only 25 per cent in fiscal year 1967.
Planning proposals typlcally requested smalier
amounts than operational proposals.

Another finding, which may have significance for
those who may wish to analyze fiscal year 1967
continuations, was the fact that a greater per-
centage of the proposals recelved in fiscal year
1967 were approved than those received in fiscal
year 1966. This, possibly, may be explained by the
fact that many operational projects funded in 1967
were preceded by planning grants, which may have
tended to increase their quality.

An analysis of the projects according to geographic
areas showed that the four regions, North, South,
Middle West, and West had about the same per cent
of proposals approved. Differencés were noted in
fiscal year 1967, but these were probably accounted
for by the higher volume of proposals 1n some
states as related to the availability of funds.
¥hen proposals were categorized according to size
of the applicant school district, it was revealed

that the proposals were fairly. evenly distributed

)
.neu“quup\uu‘t,u uﬂlt!\k"ﬂlr‘.l‘ml LR T T R Y P P »lﬂmuﬂtauﬁwm\WmﬂlmNﬁliﬂ“P&“lMu- Aiosil ANBARY ¢ SRBw md Yo L

PR
1)

MERLELLl At il ae) 1 aathe ¢




45

among the varilous-sized school districts.

5. Based on infcrmation in applications, 10,000,000
pupils were served by projects funded in fiscal year
1966, and 7,000,6CC in fiscal year 1967. Of these,
36 per cent in 1966 and 22 per cent in 1967 were for

secondary school level pupils.

6. In the first year of the program, 12 per cent of the
puvpils served were in nonpublic schools.

The USOE staff and the cutside experts read all proposals

to determine their recommendations for funding. The criteria
used to Judge proposals were as follows:1
1. Extent to which proposed project 1is designed to
meet the educational needs of the highest priority.

oo T TR PR TR R R R A AR ETA T R T T

- 2. Adequacy of evidence that proposed project will
supplement regular school program.
3. Extent to which the project would contribute to the
solution of important educational problems.
4. Extent to which procedures to be used in achieving
objectives are appropriate, adequate, and efficient.
5. Extent to which proposed program is innovative
(presents a new solution tc an educational problem)
OR
E 6. Extent to which proposed program is exemplary (has
major features which have been proven to be of the

E highest quality and would serve as a model for the

: 1y.s. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, A

e Manual for Project Applicants, Title III Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, (Washington: U.3. Government PrIn%ing Off1ce,

o 1966), p. 82. »




educational community.

7. Adequacy of representation of other educatiosal and
cultural resources and of teachers and other school
personnel in planning and implementing project
activities, according to documentation.

8. Adequacy of planning for proposed project.

9. Degree of awareness of similar programs, research
findings, or the knowledge of recognized experts.

10. Economic feasibility and efficliency of proposed
project.

11. Extent to which proposed project seems to appro-
priately involve children in private nonprofit
schools.

12. Extent to which provisions for evaiuating the

proposed project are appropriate and adequate, and
provide for a reasonable degree of ocjectivity.

13. Extent to which provisions for dissemination of
information about the proposed program are appro-
priate and adequate.

14. Suitability of the size and qualifications of the
staff.

15. Adequacy and appropriateness of the facilitiles,
equipment, and materials to be used for the
proposed project.

A comparisor. of ratings between 1966 and 1967 showed

significant improvement in meeting three criteria: (1) awareness
of similar programs, (2) adequacy of evaluation provisions, and

(3) adequacy of dissemination provisions. However, though
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there was improvemeni, the ratings on the proposals still were
consistently low on provisions for evaluation, dissemination,
and awareness of similar programs and research throughout the

three-year hiscory of the program.

One Hundred £xampies of PACE Projectsl

The {irst projecti approvals had no more bz2en announced
when the press, publishers of perlodicals, and other media
% sources began asking the USOE for examples of outstanding pro-
jects. The USOE attempted to resist selecting one program over
i another for puvlicity purposes, but circumstances finally forced

the DPSC to compile a 1ist to serve "as examples.” The Croft

Federal gid Service, using thils 1listing of 1CO projects for an

article on "exemplary programs," noted the reluctance as

follows: "The Washington officials do not say categorlcally

Ae T AWTTTRITITN T T

f that they were compiling a 1ist of the best, but that 1s the
clear implication."2

The fact is that the projects in thils report are the
% result of subjective judgments as to the most innovative pro-

jects made by program managers who had read all proposals for

; thelr area as weil as all of the outside and internal reviews
by experts in the projects' flelds of actlivity, and who had
negotiated with the project staffs on detalls of program content.

In many cases, they also had visited the site of the project.

lone Hundred Project Examples of PACE Projects Selected

by Nine Area Desks, Innovative Centers Branch, DPSC, SR-67-101,
1967.

- ; 2The Croft Federal Aid Service, October 15, 1968, No.
C, p. 1.
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Since innovation is admittedly a relative concepti, these
Jjudgments by well-read andé knowledgeable perscns with a national
perspective on educational developments aré probably the best
that can te hoped for in terms of what is “innovative."” Fifty-
two of the 100 "best” projects had been approved in fiscal

year 1966 and, therefore, were inciuded in the population for
this study. Analysis will te made to determine if the most
innovative projects were more successful than others and to see
if, as a category, they had different characteristics. These
innovative projects answering the survey are identified in
Appendix D, which includes abstracts of all projects responding
to the questionnaire.

A Report to the Staies at the Beginning
of the Fourth Year of PA

This rgpert was developed in chart form for a presentation
at a conference ;f representatives of state educational agencies
that assumed direct administration of 75 per cent of the pro-
jects as of July 1, 1968.2 Among the data presented were

these:
1. Of 1,300 active projects, 1,000 became state
administered, 600 were terminated, and 200 were

continued under USOE's guldance throughout fiscal

year 1969.

1 Report to the States As We Begin the Fourth Year of
PACE, by the Prcgram Analysis Section, DPSE, USOE, (March,

1969) .

2president's National Advisory Council on Supplementary
Centers and Services, Conference on Innovation, September 30 -

October 2, 1968, p. 19. ;
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2. Of avout 10,000,000 pupils participating in projects
in fiscal year 1969, 1,128,000, or 12 per cent, were
from nonpublic schools.

3. Data was also included as to numbers of projects,
amount of funds, and participation in various areas.
For example, early childhood had projects costing
$12,000,000; hancdicapped, $26,C00,000; individualized
instruction, $37,000,000; minority group programs,
$6,000, 000.

EACEreportsl

Continual independent analysis was also conducted by the
staff of the PACEreport, a periodical indirectly funded by the

USOE to report to Title III project personnel and others on
administrative developments and results of Title III evaluations.
The reports were developed through a grant to Owensboro City
Schools, Kentucky; were continued by direct contract with Dr.
Richard I. Miller, Director of the University of Kentucky's
Program on FEducational Change; and, finally, adopted and funded
by the President's National Advisory Council on Supplementary
Centers and Services.2 In addition to administrative develop-
ments various issues of the publication reported on such topics
as "Dissemination" (March, 1968), "Evaluation" (November, 1967,
“Innovation” (October, 1967), "Inservice Education" (April,
i568), "Urban Education" (May-June, 1968), "Rural Education"

?PACEregort (Lexington, University of Kentucky).

2U.S. Cungress, Elementary and Secondary Education Act
Amendments of 1967, loc. cit., Section 309.
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(July-August, 1958), “Minority Group Education™ (September,
1963).

Ccatalyst for e: A National
Study of ESEA %%tfe TIT {FACE)Y

This rather prestigious study was funded by USOE through

a grant to the University of Kentucky to solicit expert advice
as to the operacvion of Title III after one year. The advice
came in the form of recommendations by 20 educational leaders
who reviewed proposals funded by USOE from the perspective of
thelir particular subject-area expertise.
Richard I. Miller, director of the study, cited these
five basic purposes for the study:
to anzlyze and appraise the proposals approved

« « «t0 1look for 'gaps' where selected areas seem

to be going and where the approved projects are

pointed; to study the overall direction and develop-

ment of PACE; to vliex Title III in the broader

context of trends in American education; and to

study interrelationships of PACE to the varicus

ESEA titles and other programs.2 )

William M. Alexander, University of Florida and Hilda

Taba (deceased), San Francisco State College, reviewed the area
of "Curriculum Development;" Harold Spears, Superintendent of
3an Francisco Unified School District, "Community Participation;"
Everett M. Rogers, Michigan State University, "Rural Schools
and Communication;" Thomas F. Pettigrew, Harvard University,

"Urban and Metropolitan Consideration; with Special Focus on

1U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Notes and Wor Papers. Catalyst for Change: A
National Study of ESEA, gitle IIT (PACE), 90th Congress, 1st
Session, (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office), 1967.
2ij_._d.3 p. xiii.
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Civil Rights;"™ Norman D. Kurland, New York State Education
Depariment, "Roles of the State;"™ Glen Heathers, New York
University, "Individualized Instruction;" Arthur A. Hitchcock,
State University of New York, "Pupil Personnel Services;” A.
Harry Passow, Columbia University, ™The Gifted and the Dis-
advantaged;" Samuel A. Kirk, University of Illinois, "Handi-
capped;"” Howard Conant and Elliot W. Eisner, Stanford
University, "The Arts and Cultured Enrichment;"™ Paul T.
Brandweln, Harcourt, Brace and World Publishers, "Science and
Related Areas;" Harold B. Gores, Educational Facilities
Laboratories, "Educational Facilities;" Don Davies, National
Commission on Teacher Education and Professional Standards,
"Teacher Education;" Egon G. Guba, Indiana University, "Evalu-
ation and the Process of Change;" James D. Finn, University of
Southern California, "Educational Technology and Innovation;"
Ira J. Singer, West Hartford, Connecticut Public Schools,
"Educational Technology and Regulations;™ Don Bushnell, Brooks
Foundation, "Computer Technology;" and George E. Blair, South
Carolina ETV Network, "Educational Television.”

Other special reports were prepared, including an
excellent analysis of Title III development from the point of
view of the political scientist by Doris Kearns, a White House
Fellow at the time.l

The 1isting of names and subject areas was included here
to (1) indicate the enormous range of programs possible under
Title III, and (2) demonstrate the kind of nationally recognized

1p11 titles and affiliations of the persons 1listed were
ERIC those at the time of the study, 1967.
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talent the concept of Title III attracted. As Dr. Milier
noted, "Title III became the rallylng point for the dynamic

and ambitious."l Miller wrote that:

Almost all of the 20 special consultiants were
quite laudatory about the overall accomplishments
of P4CE during its first year, and they were
optimistic gbout even greater accomplishments in
the future.

Thomas Pettigrew wrote, "Only in America do we find

national legislation explicitly to foster innovation and change

in education as goals in themselves."S

The 418 first-year projects were analyzed by Miller's
staff and recorded in several of 335 possible activity cate-
gories. A summary showed that "Adopting new methods,” was
recorded as an activity in 81 per cent of the 418 projects.
Inservice educatior was in 77 per cent. Miller said that there

was very little evidence of appropriate and required involvement

of comrunity resources.
He noted, however, that:

Certainly one and two additional years will be
required before hard data evidence can be gathered
with respect to concrete evidence of FACE's contri-
bution to national educational improvement. At
present, abundant soft evidence {case studles,
surveys, field visitations) leads to the strong
belief in Title III's small but vital catalytic
role in raising, the standard of education at

various places.u

Reviewing the reports of the 20 consultants and the

1y.s. Congress, Senate, loc. cit., p. 31.

2y.s. Congress, Senate, loc. cit., p. 27.

3y.5. Congress, Senmate, loc. cit., p. 153.

4y.5. Congress, Semate, loc. cit., p. 3k.
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findings of a survey of 723 project directors, Mililer made
several recomnendations addressed to “identified problem

areas”: (1) defining innovation, (2) better evaluatlion at local
level, (3) more visits by USOE personnel to projects with
budgets of $150,C00 or more, (4) state centers for dissemination,
(5) more demonstrations of outstanding programs, (6) closer
relationships with Title III and I at local and federal leveis,
but with Title III keeping its “creative nature,” and {7)

because cf shortage of qualified personnel, make Letter use

of Title III personnel.1

Several dilemmas were cited with recommendations to
2

resolve them as follows:

1. The USOE should avoid being a passive recipient of
proposais and bscome an active stimulator and
solicitor.

2. Innovativeness should be considered above "local
need" in approvals.

3. A national strategy should pe developed.

L, A commitment to continue the project should not be
required of the local esducational agency because
this would inhibit the right of some projects to fail.

5. 3States should be given four per cent for administra-
tion, dévelbpment, stimvlation, and dissemination,
but the Federal government should have respgonsibility

for direct administration

1y.s. Congress, Senate, loc. cit., pp. 35-7T1.

2y.s. Congress, Senate, loc. cit., pp. 73-87.
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6. Classroom teachers should be able to receive indi-

vidual grants of under $10,C00 for creative ideas.

7- Reglonal centers should focus upon the "process of

dissemination” of educational innovations.

8. Title IXI should be funded at the $2,200,000,G00

level by fiscal year 1972.

Givenr the fact that one year is much too short 2 time
for any evaluation based upon achievemeni of objectives ;uch
as Title III's, the USOE was pleased with the national studs
team's efforts. The Senate Subcommittee cn Education was
impressed, toc, and ordered the report printed as a committee
report. The study was liberaliy quoted during subsequent
Congressional debates as to the advisability of turning over
the administration of Title III to the states. Dr. Miller and
others on the team, however, felt that they had failed to make
their point when the House and Senate amended the Title in 1967

to glve the states direct control of pruject approval.1

Second National Study

The team was requested by Associate Commissioner for
Element :ry and Secondary Education, Nolan Estes, to undertake a
second study on Title III, using an approach similar to that of
the first year study, but with a greater emphasis upon evalua-

tion. Five major reports were produced entitled:< (1) Evaluation

lAlso based on conversations with team members at various
times during past year.

2A Sixth Statement, The Continuation and Stregﬁthenigg of
Title IIX, Report No. 2, was a memorandum from Title 11T National

Study Team to Commissioner Howe, March 21, 1968.

;:
.
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and PACE, (2) PACE: Catalyst for Change, (3) The Views of 920

PACE Projfect Directors, {4#) Analysis and Evaluation of 137 ESEA

Title III Grants, and (5) A Comprehensive Model for Managing

an ESEA Title III Project from Conception to Culmination.

The first report was completed on February 29, 1968,
and four subsequent reports were issued November 10, November 15,

November 20, and November 23, 1968.

Evaluation and PACE

The 19 member study team for this report and for PACE:

Catalyst for Change, Report No. 6, included 11 of the same

experts who were on the previcus study team. Added were Glenn
Blough, University of Maryland for science; Lloyd M. Dunn,
George Peabody College, for special education; Dorothy Fraser,
Hunter College for social studlies; Robert J. Havighurst, Fordham
University for urban, metropolitan, and rural educational
development; Maurice Hillson, Rutgers University, for organiza-
tional design; John W. Letson, Atlanta, for school-community
relations; Joseph B. Rubin, teacher, Portland, Oregon, for-
classroom perspective; and Robert Stake, University of Illinois,
for evaiuation design. Speclal advisors included Harold Gores,
Educationzal Facilities Laboratories, New York, N.Y.; Don
Johnson, California State Department of Education; and Daniel

L. Stufflebeam, The Ohio State University. A Title III project
director's advisory group also was added. The grant for the
study was made to Fairfax County Schools, Virginia, as part of
a Title III project entitled "Center for Effecting Educational
Change.” The objéctive of this study was to Judge the adequacy

E
L
2
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of evaluation procedures and design in Title III projects.
Each consultant was asked to read at least 10 proposals and a
total of 379 were examined. The consultants identified several
m jor problems in the evaluatlion of projects and Miller made
the following recommendations based on their findings:

1. Projects should have identifiable and specific
objectlves.

2. Evaluation chould be related to these objectives.

Each project budget at least five per cent of 1its
total budget for evaluation.

L. USOE should strengthen project assessment, develop
materials on the theory and practice of evaluation,
and provide assistance to locals in designing projects.

In a special report, Guba recommended (1) a natic.al

labofatory for the étudy of evaluation, (2) a national infor-
mation center for educatiorn, and (3) a national graduate school
for educational evaluation.

According to Miller, however:

One should consider the evaluation weakness of
PACE in the general context of American education.
Evaluation 1s also very weak in ESEAR Title I pro-
posals, and philanthropic foundations have done
little in this area. Blame for evaluatlon
deficiencies of PACE rest with larger deficiencles

and shortcomings found in the PACE proposals and
projects, and reflect the larger dimension.

PACE: Catalyst for Change®

This finali repcrt of the Second National Study of Title III

l1pid., p. 22.

2pACE: Catalyst for Change, Report No. 6, of the Second
National Study of PACE, November 29, 1968, (unpublished).

PP
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featured reports by 17 consuliants who were asked to "view the
future” of the program from the vantage point of their own
speciality. Most of the members had also been on the Filrst
National Study team and, together, had studled close to 1,000
proposals and had visited approximately 300 projecis.
alexander suggested three priorities for Title III:

(1) support for projects to evaluate innovative practices in
curriculum, (2) emphasis on developing curriculum development
and evaluation specialists, and (3) establishment of a network
of curriculum development and evaluation centers.

Eisner stated that cultural arts programs should not be
"add ons" but that they become "institutionalized,” and that
such programs not try to reach too many but, rather, they
should do a better job demonstrating with more intensified
programs.

Dunn's blueprint for using the 15 per cent special

education share of Title III included "experimentation with

boarding schools," "educational diagnosis,” "curriculum

development,” "vertical professional teams,” and "very early

childhood education.”
Hitchcock said that Title III's influence in education

could best be shaped by (1) developing large-scale and multi-

school projects in the pupil personnel services, (2) conducting

a continuing national seminar on counseling for the dlsadvantaged,;
and (3) creating a "regeneration agent" outside the established
institution to revitalize counselor education.

Blough, noting that the projects he examined dealt mostly

with "fringe problems" in the sciences, recommended that
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"fnnovations" net be distorted to mean "unusual" or "not
pressing.” He suggested teacher-involvement need surveys,
bullt-in teacher training in all projects, emphasis on evalua-
tion, and the requirement for new applicants to demonstrate
familiarity with neigpnactices and research in the field.
Fraser. after reviewing current trends in soclal studies,
recommended giving priority to (1) experimental curriculum
studies, (2) pilot projects for new social studies curricula for

ghetto schools, (3) projects to help youth cope with basic

conflicts in American soclety, and (4) inservice education for
soclal studies teachers.

Hillson noted that attempts to break with the graded
school curriculum seem to be rather intense” in Title III
projects. Howevér, he noted a lack of real consideration of
what is required to 1mpiement the changes implicit in such an
effort. He recommended that "taxonomies of readiness" first

be established at the classroom level and, then, on school-wide

basis. He said that projects involving school organization
activities should "minimize the length of time for studying a
program type and maximize those activities concerned with

strategles for operation.”

Passow noted, with some reservations, that Title III

R AR

projects were on the "cutting edge" of developments in the field
of the disadvantaged. Suggesting that PACE be focused on urban
and the impoverished rural areas, he recommended stressing four
critical areas: staff development, curriculum development,

community development, and comprehensive and continuing programs.
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He found a few of the Titie IiI proposals "highly creative" and
tsubstantive® and "z sufficient basis for optimism for the

future.”

Rubin, an elementary school teacher, i:oted that "class-

rooms should promote the “becoming process,” giving adequate
"jife space” to each individual. He said that projects which
put emphasis on outcomes, achievement, and expected conformity
prevent some PACE projects from having a "cutting edge"
dimension. He recommended greater effort by USOE to disseminate
results-of projects.

Bushnell, suggested that computer-assisted instruction

(CAI) be kept on an experimental basis for the next few years.
He said that PACE projécts should deal with new developments

in language instruction, vocational education, scheduling, and
facilities planning.

Singer emphasized the role of the state advisory councils
in continuing the creative thrust of Title III. This ;ole

fncluded assuring that Title III was: (1) venture capital for

experimentation, (2) encouragement to form neighboring consor-
tiums and reglonal arrangements, and (3) asslstance in mounting
demonstrations. He said that supplementary centers should be
designed to serve as communications centers with video banks
and as a service to schools in research and planning.

Letson, as a superintendent, reviewed the program with
his mind on the New York City crises and its implications for
school-community relations. He noted that too many Title III
services are not considered an integral part of the ongolng
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schooli program and were "designed to permit their discontinuance
without serious consequences.” He recommended that projects be
designed to incorporate funds from several sources. Title III
should be used for (1) the expansion of facilities after school
hours, and (2) for a "county agent-home demonstration agent
approach to vocational needs.” He also was concerned with
local-state~-federal relationships, noting that it is still more
fruitful to work to change the Establiishment than to try to j
circumvent it. He was not alarmed by the fact that under state
administration, "there is a natural tendency tc spread Title III
funds to assure participation by ail school systems," citing the
need for stimulating all schools to innovate. He was the only

Title III evaluator who recommended removing the USOE restriction

against funds for building construction.

Havighurst, more than the other consultants, addressed

his recommendations to state educational agencies. He recom-
mended a state commissioner on educational development, outside
of the state educational agency, to assure that "quasi-permanent
programs"” would not be funded at the expense of experimentation.
States might create an association of educational innovation
made up of state agencles in less urbanized states in order to
achieve cooperation in the stimulation of innovation. For the
state Title III prograns, he suggested: (1) small experimental
projects carrlied on by teams that would demonstrate in needed
areas such as the arts and humanities; (2) state help to lccals
to assist them in installing innovations; (3) partial state

financial support to supplementary educational centers; and

Bre Biln s suer o B Rl o
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(4) cooperative projects in rural and sparsely settled areas.
Kurland concerned himseif with comments on how the Title

III program should be evaluated. He suggested that the true

test of Title III was whether the funds were spent in a manner
to effect "the way the other 8C to 90 per cent of funds spent
on education are used.” He suggested that the "process™ implicit 4

in Title Iii is tne real value of the program, that 1s, that

Title III should help education do the following more effec-
gively: (1) assess needs, (2) write precise educational objec-
tives, (3) design evaluative procedures to test the achievement

of ctjectives, (i) relate budgets to programs, and (5) 1learn

to develop programs cooperatively. Even in the significant
number of rejected Title IiI proposals, he saw value, in that
the development and writing activity 1itself could generate a
commitment by the schocl district to undertake the project with
lccal funds.

Guba's chapter was addressed to suggestions for evaluation
guidelines at the state level. He took the position that the
reason evalzation is difficult is that educators usually don't
understand it. He cited as "nonsense"” that achievement levels
of children in schools is the way to justify the effectiveness
of Titie III as a national program or as a state program. For
states, he suggested the following overall policies for manéée-
ment of evaluation: (1) Use of outside "evaluation auditors,”
(2) Selection of appropriate audience for evaluation data,

(3) Provision for data feedback to the project, and (4) Estab-

1ishment of the responsibility for review of project data.
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Finn warned that, though the arguments for a systematic 1

evaluation are convincing, the corollary, bureaucratic institu- ,
tionalization of evaluation, could destroy the innovative l
possibiiities of Title III. He identified five purposes for

evaluation: (1) diffusion, (2) checking and adjusting ongoing
processes, (3) substantive !mowledge, and (4) justification of

A

the entire Title III program.

He questioned the wisdom of seeking To apply one evalua-

»
i s

tion approach to all Title III projects, arguing that there are
"behavioral objectives™ and "system objectives,” and Title III
projects such as media centers do not lend themselves to

evaluations on the basis of behavioral objectives. He observed

that "a systematization of the Title III evaluation process 1is

a form of planning” which leads to control of human behavior.

Casting the entire evaluation movement as an extension of a 3

developing "technostructure” in the U.S., with its emphasis on

systems analyses of social problems, he suggested that it could :
lead to an end of "participatory democracy and freedom of
personal expression itself.” As an "accommodation"” to this
movement, however, he suggested a network of regional evaluation
centers to assist local educational agencies evaluate on theilr

own terms, with a back-up national board tc support these

T TR

centers.

Stake suggested that the reason almost no one is satisfied
with evaluative efforts in Title III--and in all education--is
that there 1s (1) choas in educational terminology, (2) fluctu-
ation and rapid change in educational objectives, (3) confusion
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as to what and how to evaluate “development™ activities, (4)
interference with efforts of USOE Titi= III staff by higher
administratiic levels, (5) resistance to the "hard data”
approach because of undesirable side effects, (6) difficulty
in adapting the Programming, Planning, Budgeting System (PFBS)
to a federzl educational activity, and (7) that there are
defects in the Content, Input, P:ocess, and Product (CIPP)
evaiuation model. However, "When the chips are down," he said,
"the old, reliable way. . .ccntinues to be, appoint (sic) a
comnission or advisory panel." Deploring this approach as
"primitive,” he nevertheless concludes that:
The continuation of support for Title III--~

at this time--must rest on the fact that it 1s

enapling the schools to provide learning oppor-

tunities, to Innovate, as they otherwlse would

not, in ways that are generally Judged valuable
by educationist and layman alike.

Stake presented a model for program evaluation which has

' and "outcomes,"

as components, "goals,” "projects," "tactics,'
noting that each of the components have cyciical relationships.
In a final chapter, Miller summarized the findings and

recommendations of five reports of the study team.

The Views of 920 PACE Project Directorsl

The findings in this study are based on a survey
questionnaire sent #o 1,400 project directors, the entire Title
III population at the time of the study. The response was 65.7

per cent. Directors ware asked to reply to questions regarding

1The Views of 920 PACE Project Directors, Report No. 5,
the Second Naticnzl Study of PACE, November 20, 1960,
(unpublished). < _
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(1) problems in project operation, (2) federal-state relation-
ships, (3) effectiveness of Title ITI, and (4) future needs to
be met by Title III. Among the more significant findings were
that most projects serve pupils directly, though 15 per“cent
were for planning and 7 per cent were for services to adminis-
trators. The "average” project was designated as having the

following characteristics:1

1. District level operation---—-————ccmmo___ TH%
2. In cities of 10,000 or WOre— === e 30%
3. Service to pupils———c—omm -U2%
L. Serving as a supplementary center----—-—-——-- S4%
5. Budget between $50,000 and $100,000~--~——-- 29%

Problems that concerned project directors most were
“continuation after [federal] funding,” "evaluation,” "delay
in funding," and "getting qualified personnel.” Projects in
the western states accounted for most of the concern for
dissemination as a problem area. Directors did not want
geography to be a factor in state approval of projects. There
was a strong desire for recognition on the basis of: ."innova-
tiveness and creativity,” "merits of the proposal,” ard "needs
of the area.” Significantly, in 1ight of USOE emphasis, they
had no real objection to evaluation 6n the extent to which
the project was moving toward established objectives.

“Direct lines of communications” was cited as the
greatest advantage to state administration of Title III. The

greatest disadvantage was "poiitics." Seventy-eight per cent

11b1d., p. 10.

BB SR IR e S Mo ga - v i e

frope -
vl }

6 ESELR KL,
AN e

.

. *
¥
. v‘ft.'mmw'.\mw»gmrmwww‘wt‘wmswmwﬁm HHVTER @ o TLIA N SR A N U VA, M ST R Ve s




said that federal control was an "exaggerated and largely

fictioral fear.”

PACE directors, state coordinators and the special

consultants of the Second National Study Group were asked to
rate the affectiveness of Title III toward achieving four
objectives. As Table 4, page 66, shows, dramatic differences

of opinion are evident, with the corsultants consistently

rating the program lower on all four counts.

Regarding suggestions for the future development of

Title III, the directors stressed the necessity for "more
funds” and for "continuation beyond three years."
Miller summarized the finéings in five recommendations:
1. "Meeting objectives,” "need of the area,” "innova-
tiveness and creativity,” and "merits of the
proposal” should be given primary emphasis in
evaluating proposals.
2. State advisory councils for Title III should become

poxerful in§truments, themselves, erring on the slde
of creativity and dynamism rather than passivity

-aid approval. ;
3. State advisory ccuncils must take every caution
| against undesirable political interests which can
i include geographiczl considerations and patronage.
4. Ways of continuing some PACE projects beyond three

years should be found.

5. Substantially greater funds should be approprilated

- for ESEA Title III.
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¥ TABLE &4

RATINGS ON FOUR OBJECTIVES BY DIRECTORS,
STATE COORDINATORS, AND CONSULTANTS,
NUMBER IN PER CENT CATEGORIES

Objective: PACE Develops Imaginative Solutions to Educational
Problems

Group Percentage of Effectiveness '

100-75%  T4-55%  S4-258  24-0% g

PACE directors 72 9 16 4 '%;

State coordinators 67 26 0 8 2

Special consultants 22 11 67 11 3

3

Objective: PACE Facilitates Demonstration of Worthwhile %

Innovations %

Group Percentage of Effectiveness g

100-T5%  T4-55%  Sh-25%  2u-0% L

PACE directors 66 12 18 4 i

State coordinators 70 26 y 0 z
Special consultants 11 11 56 22

Objective: PACE Assists in More Effective Knowledge Utilization

Group Percentage of Effectiveness
100-75%  T4-556  Sh-258  24-0%
PACE directors 53 12 26 8
State coordinators 6l 16 12 8
Special consultants 0 11 67 22

Objective: PACE Contributes to Deveiopment of Supplementary
g Centers and Services

Group Percentage of Effectiveness
' 100-75% 74-55%_ 54-25% 24-0%
; PACE directors 57 14 21 8
State coordinators 46 38 15 (0]
Special consultants 22 4y 11 22

\ L
|



Analysis and Zvaluation of 137 ESEA
- tle Graatsd

One 01: the early attempts to secure objective data
regarding the;s operational characteristics of Title JII projects
was made in ;his study of 137 Title III projects by a team
directed by guller at the University of Kentucky. All of the
official am;ual reports received by USOE from projects as part
of the annu;_;.l reporting requirements were shipped to Miller,
who designei an evaluatioc-t instrument and set up a panel to
review am;‘Judge a 137 sample of the reports. Looking back on

their anal7sis from a 1969 vantage point, portentous findings
were revez“?led in the data. The most revealing was that, of the
137 pro.]e :ts, 22, or almost 70 per cent, gave consideration to
continuai 1on by means other than support by ESEA Title III.

of the o:)erat:lonal projects (the population surveyed in this
d:lssertzri:ion) the percentage was even higher, 75 per cent.

The res:archers also judged that almost 50 per cent of these
projec .s were "well planned and likely %o succeed.”" Others were

quest.onable or had provided insufficient data for judgment.

¢ The review panel also gave the following quality rating

~
-

to the 137 projects:3

' Rating Planning Operational  Total

* Qutstanding 14 5 19
" Good 37 20 57
Average 19 11 30
Poor 18 7 25
Very poor 6 6] 6
Total o5 53 137

lpnalysis and Evaluation of 137 ESEA Title III Plannin
K and Operational Grants, Report No. 4, the Second Nationa udy
EKC of PA gﬁ, November 15, 1900, (unpuEIIshed, ERIC).
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Activities in these projects, most of which were
zpproved in fiscal year 1966, were categorized as follows:
planning of programs, 1G8; planning for construction, 10;
conducting of pilot programs, 28; operation of program, iy .
construction, 4; and remodeling, L.

Fifty-one, or about 30 per cent, were single-district
programs .

In rating accomplishments on the basis of termination
reports, the panel found that 13 operational projects, or 44
per cent, had research-oriented programs or had used research
methodology in planning, operational procedures and/or

evaluation.
The review team discredited the effectiveness of. almost

50 per cent of the claimed dissemination efforts. Evaluation
was judged to be "an integral part” of the project in only 20
per cent of the cases. Thirty-seven, or 23 per cent were rateg
as "much” in degree of adequacy of evaluation procedures.
Nine recommeniations were made for future action by the
USOE in funding Title III projects:
1. Require evidence of knowledge of local needs.
2. Require all supplementary centers to include a need
assessment study.
3. Require better terminal reports.
4. Require more adequate and realistic involvement of
community resources.
5. Require more effective evaluation procedures.
6. Include no less than five per cent of the total

budget in each project for evaluation.

» Eilaliaan k6 oxan .
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7. Require more evidence of planning.
8. Recuire that project provisions for continuation

give stronger documentation.
9. Require a commitment of local funds to projects at

the ratio of approximately one dollar of local funds

to ten dollars of federal money.

PACE: Transition of a Conceptl
The amendments to ESEA in 1967, in addition to granting

direct project management to the state educational agencies,
substantially changed the role and responsibility of the Title
III advisory council. Among other duties, the councill was

required to:

make an annual report of its findings and
recommendations (including recommendations for
changes in the provisions of the Title) to the
President and the Congress. . .

This was the first report by the Council. Much of the
findings and evaluatiqp results contained in it were taken frcm
the several parts of the Second National Study of Titls III.
Miller, director of that ;tudy, was now Executive Secretary of
the Council. Though the report seemed to give emphasis to
recommendations, five major accomplishments also were cited.
They were that Title III provided (1) an extended educational
conversation, (2) a chance to do something different, (3) an

intellectual haven for the dynamic and ambitious, (4) some

1pacE: Transition of a Concept, the first report of the
President's National Advisory Council on Supplementary Centers
and Services, January 19, 1969, (unpublishedg.

2
U.S. Congress, Elementary and Secondar¥;zducationjﬁmend-
ments, Public Law 247, 90th Congress, 3nd Session, 1907, Section
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innovative approaches to old and new problems, and (5) new
cooperative arrangements.

Appraising the first two years, the report said that, "It
is a fact that hundreas of school systems across the nation have
felt differently about education as a result of ESEA Title III.”

Some of the 17 recommendations made by the Council were
also derived from the findings of the consultants and surveys
connected with the Second National Study. The Council raised
questions about the advisability of the 15 per cent earmarked
by the Law for the handicapped, suggesting that it was a
"political” decision. It also suggested a separate budget for
the Council and urged states to allow their state advisory
councils to "become influential and relatively independent
bodies. . .® A project period longer than three years was

suggested for some projects.

AC rehensive Model for Managing
an ESEA Title 11T Project!

A tangible product of the Second National Study was this

manual for directors of Title IiI projects. The "model," as
Miller called it, 1s a check 1list of activities that he felt

should be performed during each phase cf program management.

This includes proposal development; first, second, and third
‘ year appraisal, and final appraisal. Included are activitles
such as the use of a task force, needs assessment, priority

setting, and propcsal development. Conslderations were also

14 Comprehensive Model for Managing an ESEA Title III
Project from Conception to Culmination, Report No. & of the
Second National Study of FACE, November 10, 1968, (unpublished)

90 p.
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included for objective writing, program selection, demonstration
and dissemination provisions, guildes to implementation, terminal
factors, management, relationships, budgeting, facilities, }
equipment, and materials, evaluation, and required assurances. !
This study as well as the other reports of the Naticnal Study

Team are available through Educatlional Resources Information

Center (ERIC) of USOE.

Conference on Inn.ovation1

This is a report of the proceedings of the conference of

representatives from state educational agencies, .advisory

committees, and selected project directors. The conference was

called in an attempt to ease the transition of administrative
authority for the PACE program from direct control by USOE to
the state departments of education. The conference's two major
purposes were to relay to state administrators the intent of
Congress for Title III and to stress the independence of state
advisory committees. Information on evaluation, dissemination,
and the new "handicapped" provision in the law was also to be
transmitted to participants.

Representative John Brademas, who had opposed giving the
program to the states, in his report said that: "community
involvement, dissemination and ‘evaluation, meeting Congressional

intent--these are the pivotal factors in the success of Title

III as a State Plan program."?

lconference on Innovation: Report by the President's

National hdvisory Councll on Supplementary Cenfers and Services,
September 30 - October 2, 1968, (Washington: Bell Educational

services, Inc.), 178 p.
2Ipid.. p. 149.
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The conferees made numerous recommendations, most of
which were ccnrerned with funding. One particularly signifi-
cant recommendation was for a five-year project period to

encourage "really innovative programs.”

A Study of Title III Projectsl

Tne toplc of this dissertation was suggesied by the USO=E
(the writer). Its purposes were to (1) deterinine the status of
Title III projects following the termination of USOE grants,
(2) to ascertain the relationships between these Title III
projects and selected varlables; and (3) to determine the reason
for discontinuance. As can be readily observed, tnis study 1is
similar to the writer's dissertation in several respects. The
ma jor differences are that (1) it deals only with projects which
were completed or terminated as of December 1967, and (2) it
surveyed the project directors rather than school superinten-
dents. Since the earliest date thai any project could becoms
operational was during the second school semester of 1966, the
maximum period of time that a project in Polemeni's sample
could have been 1in operation was 22 months. Since most projects
had much less time of actual operation, it can be assumed that
most of these projects were not operational long enough to be
effective demonstrations. Therefore the projects surveyed were
probably the early failures. Of 149 projects under study, 120

or 80.5 per cent were discontinued following termination of

1Anthony John Polemeni, "A Study of Title III Projects,
Elementary and Secaondary Education Act of 1965 (P.L. 83-531 (89-
10), After the Approved Funding Periods,” (unputlished Ph.D.
dissertation, St. John's University, New York, 1969).
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Pitle III funds; five, or 3.9 per cant, remained in operation
following termination of funding for periods ranging from one
month to one year, tut then became defunct; and 24 or 16.1 per a
cent, continued in operation following the termination of j
federal funding and still were in operation as of fiscal year
1668-69, at the time of this study. The researcher suggesis

two possible interpretaiions for this low continuation rata:
(1) the Title III projects were not innovative or creative and,
thus, did not fulfill the "seed money” dﬁjective of the iegis-
lation; or (2) since Title III was "risk money,” 2 16 per cent
continuation is a good "rate of return,” especially if possibkie
side benefits are included. The researcher also suggests that
the lower funding level of Title IIT by Congress may have teen
a factor in the low rate. However, this inference must be
rejected because 688 new operational projects were funded in
fiscal year 1967, and 502 in fiscal year 1968.

The study found that there was no association between
the status of the project following the termination of federal
Title III funds and the variables of (1) type of project; (2)
geographic location; (3) size of student population served;

(4) amount of total expenditures of Title IIT funds; and (5)

the per cent of school district financlial contribution. Project

directors rated "inability to absort the costs” as the primary
reason for -discontinuance.

A comparison between defunct and continving projects,
according to the rqsearcﬁer, showed that "a local commitment

of funds enhances the prospects o continuation of the project
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after the feder2i witkdrawal of funds.™t

Doliar expenditurss for continuation increased over
amounts Iin initial Title III grants, and there was 2 substantial
drop in the student population served.

The foliowing recommendations were made:

1. A five-year federal finzncial commiiment shouid

e made to the local educational agency.

2. The applizant should be required to be more
expiicit in “designs for continuation.”

3. USOE and state educational agencies should be
more selectlve and fund fewer projects of higher
quality.

i, Congress should mandate a local funding commit-
ment which would escalate each year of the
projectt!s operation.

5. USOE and state agencies should develop a more

effective communications program to give local
administrators a clearer view of the difference
between Title IITI and other programs.

6. Title III projects should develop more cooperative
working relationship with other agencies such as
ESEA Title IV laberatories.

7. A standard proj=ct proposal format should be
developed by USOE, without periodic changes. i

> B W el

11pi§., p. 116.
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A Search for New Energy, ESEA Title 117t

Sixty Title III projects were visited by members of a
team of 20 observers selected by the Ford Foundation from
among their 1967-68 Washington Interns in Education. The study
posed two major questions: "In what educationsl contexts has

Title III already demonstrated effectiveness?” and "How might

benefits of Title III be expanded in areas of needed change in
American education?” Projects were selected from a universe
of 60 Title III projects, rated by USOE as ™unsuccessful” or )
“successful.” The study team did not know these ratings
during the study. 3ince projects were not selected at

randox, the summary -of characteéistics of projects are not

representative, though Table 5, page 756, on costs may be useful
2

- for compariscn with other such studies.
The report also contained information as to actual
number of grant awards made in each fiscal year.3 For example,

though 1,085 proposals were approved by USOE in fiscal year

1966 and, therefore, carry a 1966 identification number, onily

707 #ere actually funded before July 1, 1966. Of these, only

Al R A A AL i Ik L3

256 were operational projects.
The history chapter in this report was particularly
pertinent since it drew upon Guthrie'’s dissertation, which

covered the political controversies surrounding the enactment

1Charles S. Benson and James W. Guthrie, & Search for
; New Energy: ESEA Title III, An Essay on Federal Incentlves and
] Local and State Educational Initiative, a report for the USOZ
: under contract through the George washington University,
Decemver, 1968, (unpublished) 6J p.

3Ibig., pp. 62-64.

2
Ibid., p. L.
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TABLE 5

AVERAGE AMCUNT OF TITLE III FUNDS ,

SPENT FER INDIVIDUAL SERVED N
Numter of Per Cent of ?
Item Projects Projects f
Less than $3.99 15 25.0 ;
$ L.GO - T7.99 11 i5.4 ?
8.00 - 11.G65 3 5.0 :
i2.00 - 15.G9 2 3.3 3
16.00 - 15.93 2 3.3 :
20.00 - 29.99 3 5.0 :
50.60 - 93.99 6 16.0 :
1G0.06 and over 11 18.4 f
Total 60 100.6 f
of.ESEA.l He pointed out that ESEA originally was intended %o ‘“

emphasize (1) "Equality"” and (2) "Quality," and that "hopes for

immediate improvements in the quality. . .centered in Title III.” -
A zhapter is devoted to examples of projects lncorporating

new approaches in instruction, curriculum, regional cooperation,

utilization of technology, evaluation and special education.

The authors argue that:

the 1ikelihood of such significant changes :
coming about in the absence of outside funding i
is not great: revenue increments normally é
available to local school districts are in- -
sufficient to create the 'critical resource
mass' needed to inaugurate a major innovation.
Title III makes sufficient resources avallable
and insulates those resocurces_from selfish
spokesmen for the status quo.2

ljames W. Guthrie, "The 1965 ESEA: The National Politics ;
of Educational Reform,” (unputlished Ph.D. dissertation, Stanford :
University, 3967). _ :
2 f
Benson, loc. cit., p. 36.
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The sixty projects visited by the team members were
analyzed on the basis of 26 variables, using the BCTRY ciuster
analysis to identify those characteristics which had the
highest intercorrelations. Results showed that projects with
smaller target groups tended to be more frequently assoclated
with the rating "successful” than did larger target groups.
Success was also associated with projects which had "better
than average physical facilities,” "consulted with other
comrunity agencies in planning the project,” and "sought
information from outside sources prior to and during the
operation of the project.”

Nine areas in American education were suggested for
attention through Title III: (1) systematic planning and
evaluating, (2) preparation of personnel, (3) individualization
of instruction, (4) massing of resources under metropolitan
and regional cooperation, (5) racial integration, (6) preschool
programs, (7) education of the gifted, (8) community involve-
ment, and (9) vocational education.

Recommendations inciuded:

1. Funding of Title III at a level equal to at least
five per cent of the national expenditure for
education.

2. Allocation of 20 to 25 per cent of Title III funds
for small locally initiated, "risk-type" projects
(as opposed to large exemplary types).

3. Deployment of roughly 30 to 40 per cent in develop-
ment of experimental and innovative projects of

subpstantial size and state-wide impact.

N
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4. Retention of 15 to 20 per cent of appropriations
for administration at the federal level.

5. Epndorsement of the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment's proposal for a Natlonal Cosmission on
Research, Innovation, and Evaluation in Education.

6. Creation of a public corporation charged with
administration of Title III at the state level
similar to California‘'s legisiation.

7. Development of state advisory counclls with
independent staffs.

8. Giving of high priori?y to assessment of project

staff potential in selecilon of proposals.

Literature on Educational Change

Ronald G. Havelock, in an introduction to his paper,

"pnissemination and Utiliza.ion, the State of the Art,” noted

that the growth of literature in the fleld of educational
change in the last decade constituted a "miniature explosion.“1
He identified 4,000 items, but said that probatly 8,000 to
10,000 existed. Of these, he sald that 53 per cent were
"quantitative,” 25 per cent "theoretical,” and 7 per cent

"case studles.”

In selecting studies for review from this vast amount

of literaturz, the writer examined Havelock's two bibllographies,

1ronald G. Havelock, "Dissemination and Utilization:
The State of the Art," paper presented to symposium at the
American Educational Research Asscclation, Los Angeles,

February 6, 1969.
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Ma jor Works on Change 1n.Education1 and Bibliography on

Knowledge Utilization and Dissemination.® He also bad in hand

the Kurland-Miller, Selected and Annotated Bibliography on the

Processes of Change,3 McClelland's The Process of Effecting

Chaggg,u Rogers' Bibliography of Research on the Diffusion of

Innovation,5 and ERIC's Documents on Educational Change

Processes and Research Utilization.6 Other references were

drawn from the writzr's own collection of books, papers, mono-
graphs, and journal articles dealing with the general area of
dissemination, diffusion, change, or research utilization.

The research studies on change encompass several related
disciplines. Most writers 1in the area of diffusion start with
the assumption that just as educators have learned much akout
how pupils learn from related disciplines, they can learn even
more about how to manage the change process from the fieldé of

agriculture, philosophy, medlcine, psychology, political science

lRonald G. Havelock, et al., Major Works on Change in

Education: An Annotated Bibliggrag%¥ and subject Index (Ann
Arbcr: Unilversity of Michigan, 1 .

2Ronald G. Havelock, Bibliography on Knowledge Utilization
and Dissemination (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, 19606).

3N’or.man Kurland and Richard Milier, Selected and Annotated

Biblioeraphy on the Processes of Change (Albany: New York
State gépartmenf;I§66).

441111am A. McClelland, The Process of Educational Change
(Wwashington: The George Washington Unlversity, 1900).

DEverett M. Rogers, Bibliography on Research on the
Diffusion of Innovation (East Lansing: Michigan State
University, 1068).

6USOE, "ERIC Documents én Educational Change Processes
and Research Utilization,” a Report on Projects during July,

1966. May, 1968.
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and soclology. Selected studies from these fields therefore
are included in the review of literature.

The Mort and Cornell study provides a beginning point
for most discussion on the rate of diffusion of aducational
innovation.l This study often is quoted concerning how long
it takes for schools to adopt a new idea. The {inding that
1t took 50 years before such a "practical invention" as
kindergarten to become generally widespread is often used to
support a position that educators are conservative and change
resistant. These findings a2l1so are quoted to support the need
for new federal programs, such as Title III and others.
Another often quoted conclusion in Mort's study was that cost
1s the only significant variable affecting the change rate.
Not as well known was the finding that, on the average, 1t
takes seven times as long for the first 10 per cent acceptance
of an 1nnovation as for the next 40 per cent, and that it
takes approximately 15 years before three per cent of the school
systems have installed an innovation. Ross, reporting the
substantive findings of some 7C studies concernsd with the
adoption process, reinforced the findings of Mort and Cornell.<

Trump and Baynam delved 1;to the reasons why schools do

not change mcre rapidly.3 One reason, they point out, 1is that

1Paul H. Mort and P.G. Cornell, American Schools in
Transition: How Our Schools Aqiﬁp Their Practices To Changin
Ccllege,

Needs, A Study of Pennsylvania (New York: Teachers
Columbia University Press, 1941

2D.H. Ross, et al., Administration for Adopt tabilit%
(New York: Teachers College, Columbla University Press, 1951).

3J. Lloyd Trump and Dorsey Baynam, Guide to Better Schools:
Focus_on Change (Chicago: Rand, McNally and Co., 1961).
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while industry recently changed its ratio of plant-to-tooli
expenditure by putting more emphasis on tools, education
continues to put major emphasis on bulldings with tools
remaining a minor investment.

One of the first studies to challenge Mort's findings
4as Brickell's Statewide Inventory of Educational Change in
New York.l He found that the rate of change more than doubled
after Sputnik (and after the passage of the National Defense
Education Act < 1958, incidentally.) The changes also took
plaée within the existing structural framework of tne school.
New textbooks were adopted, contents of courses were changed,
honor classes added, and criteria for selection of students
for instruction was changed. But the study found that:

. . .few innovations embodied changes in the
kind of pupils employed, in the way they were
organized to work together, in the types of
instructional materials they used, or in the
times and places at which they taught.?

Knapp, in a study of Ohio high schools presented findings
similar to Brickell's.3 In surveying curriculum changes in
Ohio high schools for a five-year period, 1954-55 to 1958-59,
he found many changes, but sald that most of them were
superficiai.

It was Miles' "Agenda for the Study of Innovation," that

1Henry M. Brickell, Organizing New York State for
Educational Change, a report to the New York State Department of
Education (Albany: State Department of Education, 1961).

°1bid., p. 8.

3Da;e L. Knapp, "An Evaluative Study of Curriculum Change
in Ohio Schools," (unpublished doctoral dissertatlon, Department
of Education, Ohio State University, 1959).




R T TERENNT Tt T

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82

influenced the design of this dissertation.l His "asgenda”
included asking questions cn the nature of educational inno-
vation, such as: (1) Do educational systems, as such, have
special characteristics which affect the extent, rate, and
fate of innovations? (2) Are there formal characteristics of
an innovation--its complexity, fthe amount of extra energy 1its
installation is likely to require from system members, 1its
;perceived "radicalism", the degree to which it is divisible

into simpler parts--which exert critical effects on its progress

into the system? (3) Are there conditions which might be
characterized as making for "ripeness"” of a system, a kind of
latent disequilibrium which makes subsequent innovations
actually welcome? (4) wWhat, actually, seems to go on as an
innovation encounters a system in which someone hopes it will
become installed? (5) What sorts of persons or groups charac-
teristically serve as advocates of innovation? (6) what
determines whether a particular innovation may or may not pe
incorporated substantially, as originally envisioned, into
the subsequent operations of the target system? (7) Under what
circumstances does a system begin to innovate at a different
rate than previously?

Mort, in a chapter in Miles' book, reports some "over-
arching findings" from a 50-year perspective.2 He noted:
(1) the rate of diffusion of complex innovations appear to be

the same as that for simple innovations, (2) innovations that

IMatthew B. Miles, ed., Innovation in Education (New
York: Teachers College, Columblia University, 19bk).

°Ibid., pp. 325-326.
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increase cost move more slowly than those that do not, (3) a
community that is slow to adopt one innovation tends to be
slow to adopt others, and adversely, (4) explanation of
differences in the educaticnal adaptability of communities
can be found "in no small degree"” in the character of the
population. As an interesting aside, Mort suggested that
innovations will increase only if educators reject the 19th

century principle of "offering opportunity,” and adopt the
1

principle that "all children shall learn.”

In the same book, Griffiths theorized that change 1in
organizations will be expedited by the appointment of outsiders
rather than insiders as chief administrators. The hierarchal
structure makes innovation from the bottom virtually lmpossibple,
he found.2 Furthermore, the longer the tenure of the chief
administrator, the fewer the changes.

However, a study by Ross and Halbower suggests that the
only significant vagiables in the adoption of innovations are
intra-system, not extra-system.3

It was Miles' "temporary system-concept” for facilitating
change that the Title III‘'s three-year demonstration project

approach to diffusion fits most neat:ly.l‘l For Miles noted that:

1Ibid., pp. 325-326. Note: Leon Lessinger, Assoclate
Commissioner in BESE now advocates this concept using the "zero
reject terminology."”

2Ipid., p. 435.

3paul D. Ross and Charles C. Halbower, "4 Model for
Innovation. Adoption in Public School Districts" (Cambridge:
Arthur D. Little, Inc., 1968), mimeographed.

uMiles, loc. cit., pp. 485-486.
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Temporary systems provide the cpportunity for
increased social validation cf the desiravilict;
of particular innovations, given the uncertainty
of outcome measurement and public vulnerability.
The risk reduction in temporary systems is thus
a very attractive feature for most educational
systenms.

Miles then concluded that: "the deliberate use of
temporary systems cpen the possibility of a more manageablie
process of educational change."”

Wayland, deallng extensively with the formail organization
of local schools, mentioned that: "the schools are essentially
bureaucratic structures, and the teacher's role in the system
is largeliy that of a functionary."1 As such they will probably
resist changes, he said.

Among the implications were that innovations which are
more difficult to institutionalize are 1likely to encounter

greater resistance, and that "successful innovations are more

ikely to be achieved when initiated by administrative

officials. . .because they are in a position to handle the
system problems inevitably associated with innovaticn in an
on-going system."

1 Sleber's image ol the teacher practitioner, who under

most conditions is a "powerless particip nt," tends to support

R

Wayland's suggested strategy.2

The literature on change in agriculture has speclal

£ R I P

3 significance to American education because agriculture is an

11pid., p. 612.

QSam D. Siever, Images of the Practitioner and Strategies
, for Inducing Educational Change (New York: Bureau of Applied

, Social Research, Columbia University, 1967), mimeographed.
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example of successtful and reasonably rapid diffusion of new
practices to a geographically diverse and isolated class of
practitioners. Though some theorists reject the agricultural
model analogy for education, it still has advocates an<
adopiers. Hearn, for example, compares the farmer!s preparation
of his "seed bved” to the superintendent's preparation and
cuitivation of his staff and community for change. He suggested
Carl Rogers'®' apprcach to system change, sayling:
Thus the educator must not only concern himselfl

with learning and curriculum theory and with

research in subject areas, but must also become

truly the social scientist--a catalyst for change

in his community. He must become familiar with

the theory and research of aissemination and in

particular of small group behavior.l
Hearn's article also contains a review of some of the major
studies on group behavior and management.

In this same area, Lionberger's summary of research

related to acceptance of technological change is a thorough

and scholarly resource for a study of change.2 However,

Everett Rogers' Diffusion of Innovations is probably the most

practicz - for the use of students of change in the educational
enterprise.3 Rogers reviewed and synthesized the findings of
506 publications on the diffusion of innovations in the various
fields of anthropology, medlical soclology, and rural sociology.
He identified five stages in the adoption process of value to

planners and disseminators. They are as follows:

lNorman E. Hearn, "Dissemination: After Bangkok, What?"
SRIS Quarterly, I, 1968, p. 9.

2Herbert F. Lionbergzer, Adoption of New Ideas and
fractices (Ames: The Iowa State University Press, 1960).

3Everett M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations (New York:
The Free Press, 1965§.
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1. Awareness stage. The individual is 2xpcesed To the

innovation tut lacks complete information abvout 1it.

2. Inierest stage. The indivlidual tecomes interesied

irn the new idea and seeks additional informatiocn
atout it.

3. Ewvaluation stage. The individual mentally appiles

the innovation to his -present and anticipated
future situation.

4, fTrial stage. The individual uses th2 innovation

on a small scale in order to determine its utility
in his own situation.

5. Adoption stage. The individual declides to continue

the full use of the innovation.

I» his research of the ilterature, Rogers also identified
what he called “characteristics of innovation." Five were
described as: (1) relative advantage, (2) compatibility, (3)
complexity, (4) divisibility, and (5) communicability. He
emphasized that these characteristics affect the adoption
decision by a soclal system, but the degree to which each trais

effects that decision is directly reiated to the individual's

perception of its existence in the inncvation.l

Rogers also described the characteristics of five adopter
categories of individuals. These were (1) Innovators, who are
"yenturesome and cosmovolite,” (2) Early adopters, who are
respected by their peers and are "localites," (3) Early

ma jority adopters, who are more "deliberate” and seldom hold

11pid., p. 127.
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leadership positions, (4) Late majority adopters, who are
skeptical and must be pressured by their peers to adopt, and
(5) 1aggards, who are the most localite of all categories,
many being near-isolates. These categories have been distri-
buted along curves representing classification as to Time
required to adopt, as follows: Innovators, 2 1/2 per cent;
early adopters, 13 1/2 per cent; early majority adopters, 34
per cent; late majority adopters, 34 per cent; and laggards,
16 per cent.l

The relatively earlier adopters in a social system tend
to be younger, have higher social status, a more favorable
financial position, more specialized operations, and a different
type of mental ability from later adopters. Earlier adopters
utilize information sources that are more impersonal and
cosmopolite than later adopters, and that aire in closer contact
with the origin of new jdeas.?

In a chapter on the role of the change agent, Rogers
suggested the following strategy for change:

1. A program of change should be tallored to fit the

cultural values and past experiences.

2. A change agent's clients must perceive a need for
an innovation before it can be successfully 1ntfoduced.

3. Change agents should be more concerned with improving
thelr client's competence in evaluating new 1ideas,
and less with simply promoting Iinnovations, per se.

4. Change agents should concentrate their efforts upon

11p1d., p. 162. 21pid., p. 192.




opinion leaders in the early stages of diffusion of
an innovacion.

5. The social consequences of innovations should be
anticipated and prevented if undesirabile.

Of particular interest to researchers of the diffusion
process 1s Rogers' synthesis of attempts to predict innova-
tiveness using statistical techniques. His criteria for
selecting variables for corrzlation with dependent variables
are worthy of note: 1

1. Each independent variable should be highly related
to the dependent variabile.

2. Each independent variable should have a relatively
low interrelationship with each other independent
variable.

3. The total number of variables should be minimized
because of the amount of computational effort
required and to increase practicality.

k. There should be a theoretical and practical relevance

for the relationship of each independent variable

with the dependent variable.

e 1TV

Carlson conducted a study which traced the 1ife cycles
of six innovations in 107 school systems within two states.?
? This highly theoretical work is difficult for the practitioners

to Interpret. However, summaries of Carlson's findings can be

11v1d., p. 290.

2Richard O. Carlson, Adoption of Educational Innovations
(Eugene: Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Adminis-

tration, University of Oregon, 1965).
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found in two publications, Change Process in the Public Schoolsl

and The Administration of Educational Innovation.2

Carlson reported, for example, tnat a study of adoption
of educational practices such as team teaching, modern math,
forelgn language instruction in the elementary grades, programmed
instruction, ungraded primary classes, and accelerated programs
in high schools revealed that the amount of money spent per
child had a negative, insignificant correilation. He cited three
barriers to change: {1) the absence of a change agent, (2) a
weak knowliedge base; and (3) "domestication™ of the public
schools; that is, lack of real accountability. Carison also
developed the "S" shzped diffusion curve, which he said is
produced by two factors: size of adopter categories, and
length of trial period. ¥Woods® small book is provably the most
readable and practical summary of research on education avail-
able to the practitioner who wants a short introduction to a
change theory.

Another good summary of change strategy research can be

found in McClelland's The Process of Effecting Change. He noted

that "one of the rationales for the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act was to fund a new complex of educational organi-

zations, a concept at least in part stimulated by the signal

1Richard 0. Carlson, et. al., Change Process in the
Public Schools (Eugene: The Center Tor the Advanced Study of
Educational Administration, University of Oregon, 1965).

2Thomas E. Woods, The Administration of Educational
Innovation (Eugene: School of Education, University of

Oregon, 1967).
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success of the Agriculturai Extension.ﬁervice."l This publii-

cation also contains an easily Interpreted version of Hogers!?

paradigm fcr inter-organizational research and development.

Galliaher, Jdr., in Change Processes in the Public 3chools

introduced the anthrgpoliogist’s definition of a “culture change

cycle."2 These are (1) innovation, the process whereby a new

element of culture or combinailion of elements is made avallatie

to a group; (2) dissemination, the process whereby an innovation

comes to be shared; and (3) integration, the process whereby

an innovation becomes mutually adjusted to other elements in
the system. Linton had noted however, that any interference

from external sources can cause changes in status and roles,

which in turn may create new problems within society.3

The political scientist usually describes change in

RANGCRELLY LR T

terms of power struggies. Merriam, for example, says that the
primary causes of change are tensions and emergencies.u The
chief competitors in the area of political change are violence
on one side and invention on the other. Catlin, in a scholiarly

presentatlion of the science of pollties, regarded change and

resistance as dichotomous forces.5
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141114am A. #McClelland, The Process of Effecting Change
(Washington: Human Resources Research Oillce, The George
Washington University, 1968), p. 11.

2Carison, et. a2l., loec. cit., p. 4O.

3Ralph Linton, The Study of Man (New York: Appleton-
Century-Croft, Inc., 1930).
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4Charles Eaward Mefriam, The Role of Politices in Social
Change (Washington Square: New York University Press, 1930).

5George Catlin, Systematic rolitics (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1962).




o1

Psychology's contributlon to understanding change is in
the areas of understanding human behavior and possible appro-
aches to modifying it for acceptable social goals. Combs and
Snygg, for example, pointed out that one's behavior does not
depend soiely upon externzl forces to which one 1s exposed,
but rather upon one's own perception of events.l Therefore,
the authors concluded that change in human behavior 1s a
problem of helping the individual to perceive himself differ-
ently in reiation to iils environment. A study by Lippitt
suggested that with the heip of professional guidance, change

will evolve from a purposefal decision to efiect improvement
in a personality or soclal system,2 Lippitt also discussed

six patterns of use for scientific resources emerging from

social researéh to help improve soclal practice.3 Carl Rogers
recommended a "psychotherapy" in which the client undertakes
exploration, analysis, understanding, and proposes new solutions
nimself.} 1In fact, at the National Seminars on Innovation in
Honolulu, Hawaii, 1967, Rogers presented what he called a

npractical plan for educational revolution.”® He said, that

larthur Combs and Donald Snygg, Individual Behavior
(New York: Harper and Bros., 1959).
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2Ronald Lippitt, "The Use of Soclal Research to Improve
Social Practice,” American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, XXXV

(July, 1965).

3Ronald Lippitt, et al., The D jes of Planned Change
(New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Co., %558).

Ycarl R. Rogers, Existential Psychology (New York:
Random House, Inc., 1961).

S5Richard Goulet, ed., Educational Change: The Reality
and the Promise, a report on the National Seminars, Honolulu,
July 2-23, 1967 (New York: Citation Press, 1968), pp. 120-135.
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sincs change cannot ve imposed upon the individual, the group,

LY 1

or the organizaiion {because change must be "self-directed

and “seilf-chosen®), an effective insirument for tThis self- 3

TN

directed change is "the intensive group experience,"” often

-
ekt b

calied the basic encounier group, the T-group, or the
sensitivity-training group.

This puplished repori on the above meniionad National é?
Seminars on Innovaticn has other presentations by eminent
consulianis which the student of change may wish to pursue. i

These inciude, John I. Goodlad, Caleb Gatvtegno, Harold Gores,

James Farmer, Egon Guba, David Krech, and Dwight Allen, To name
a few. Another excellent discussion on strategy of effecting
change in education is a publication edlted by Edgar L. Morphet,
reporting on a conferance held in Scottsdaile, Arizona, April
3-5, 1967, as part of an ESEA Title IV project entitled
"pesigning Education for the Future."l This report abounds in
recommendations on the role of various agencles 1n the

innovative process.

One of the most positive reports on the effects of

innovation in high schools was the North Central Assoclation

bR A

of Colleges and Secondary 3chools follow-up study of a 1967
National Innovation Inventory.2 An in-depth study of 27

? 1innovations in 22 big schools across the Natilon revealed that

5 lEdgar i,. Morphet and Charles O. Ryan, ed., Planning -
’ and Effecting Needed Changes in Education (New York: Citation
rass, 19067).

2%or Inventory of Innovation in 7,237 high schools, s
cordon Cawelti, "Imnovation Practices in High Schools,"
f Nation's Schcols (Spril, 1967), reprint.
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most innovations seemed to :.ave accomplished what they promised:
for exampie, given time off for preparation, teachers actually
used the time in that manner to improve instruction.l

Another study by NCA on reasons for abandonment of
innovations also provided some meaningful insights into the
change process. The findings suggested, for example, that
"new practices succeed most often when staffs select meaningful
innovations which are useful, adaptable, and feasible for
thelr schools. An indiscriminate *‘hard sell' by the proponents
of an innovation is no substitute for developing a clear,

underlying rationale for change."2

Several studies attempted to provide insight into the
operation of situational and personal characteristic variatbles
upon the adoption of innovations. A study by Childs of eight
school districts in Michigan revealed that innovative schoois
had a larger proportion of "open-belief systems” teachers
than did non-inncvative scheol districts.3 A study by Kohl
of Oregon school‘districts found that "size of school as
indicated by the size of the senlor class was related to the
adoption of each of seven staff utilizatlon practices except

I

teaching by television.”’ It also was evident that the

lgordon Cawelti, "Does Innovation Make a Difference?"
Nation's Schools (November, 1968), reprint.

°North Central Association, Today, May, 1967, p. 1.

3John W. Childs, "A Study of Belief Systems of Adminis-
trators and Teachers in Innovative and Non-Innovative School
Districts" (unpublished docteral dissertation, Michigan State
University, 1965). ‘

4John W. Kohl, "Adoption Stages and Perceptions of
Characteristics of Educational Innovations" (unpublished Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Oregon, 1965).
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characteristics dealing with "relative advantage,"” “divisi-
wiligy," and "compativility"” of innovations were perceived
more oiten than wers the characteristics, "communicability"
or “ecomplexity” Richland‘®s dissertation at the University of

Southern California conciuded that there are measurabie

characveristics of a school district which are empirically
reiated to the innovative behavior of the district.l He found
that "urbanity,” defined as “high school density,” signifi-
cantly correlated with innovational behavior. The highest
correlation however was with "highest teacher salary.” Two
variables, "attitude of the board toward innovation® and
“ambition of the superintendent™ highly corrsilated with inno-

vativeness. He found 1ittle correlaitlion between innovativeness

[ Rtttk a1 P
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and "years the superintendent has been a superiniendent.”
Richland claimed tc have developed a framework for a collection
of useful data, and a tocl to be used to analyze the data.
“On the bases of analyses,” he said, "the probability of
success of the introduction of an innovation may be ascer-
tained, and appropriate decisions made."

Christie, in a study of sixteen school districts, found

that percepiion of innovativeness by board members was the

strongest predictor of district innovation.2 However, the

least innovative districts percelved their districts to be

IMaicolm Richland, "A 3tudy to Define an Operational
Index of Innovation for School Administrators” (unpublished
Ed.D. dissertation, University of Southern California, 1968).

23amuel G. Christie, "A Social System Analysis of
Innovation in Sixteen School Districts” (unpublished paper
from the Center for 3tudy of Evaluation, University of
California, undated).
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above average in innovation. Three variables--"board perception

of community attitude toward innovation,” "conflici over
responsibility for determining educational policy,” and
"expenditure"--explained 77 per cent of the variation in the
rate of district adoption of innovation. His research offered
tentative support for the idea that the characteristics of
superintendents are weakly related to innovation.

Johnson and Marcum's paper presented at the American
Educational Research Association, provided an appropriate
conclusion.1 They reported on a study of differences on four
variables between 15 innovative and 15 non-innovative schools
in five states. These variables were expenditure, age of staff,
years in the schools, and number of professional staff. These
Were selected because, In the words of the report:

Mort (i946) and Ross (1958) found expenditure

to be a powerful factor in influencing change.
Carlson (1956) and Richland (1965) and Rogers
(1962) did not agree. . .Rogers (1965) said that
innovators are generally young; however, Carnie
(1966) and Lawrence (1967¥ found no association
between age and the degree of innovativeness. . .
Nicholas %1966). . .concluded that in the smaller
open-climate schools the principail was able to
initiate more varied activities and innovations
than was possible in the larger closed-climate
schools.

Johnson and Marcum found that highly innovative schools
had "open climates" while less innovative schools had "closed
climates"; and that highly innovative schools spent more per

child, had younger staffs, and staffs that remained a fewer

liomer M. Johnson and R. Laverne Marcum, "Organizational
Climate and the Adoption of Educational Innovations." Paper
presented at American Educational Research Assoclatlion, February

5-8, 1969.
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number of years, and that innovative schools were the larger

schools.

Summary

A review of liierature related to the subject of adoption
rate of innovations revealed that a tremendous amount has been
written in these areas, but that the education fleld 1is in
great need of further studies which will answer current critical
questions as to why some innovations are adopted and others
are not.

Froin a review of the literature on the development of
Title III of ESEA, 1t seemed obvious that certain members of
Congress and officlals in the administrative branch of the
Federal Government had defined the role of Title III rather
clearly. Leaders such as Congressman Brademas, Commlssioners
Howe and Keppel, Secretaries Celebrezze and Gardner saw
Title III's major role as that of diffusing new practices in
education, often comparing the program, PACE, to that of an
educational foundation.

It is also reasonably certain that other members of
Congress had made no clear role differentliation for the program,
often speaking of it in the same terms as Titles I and II of
ESEA, and Titles III and V of the National Defense Education
Act. From the perspective of present events, it 1s now clear
that the advocates of general aid and block grants for aid to
elementary and secondary education, Congresswoman Green and

Congressman Quie, were developing strong allies among the
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chief state school officers and the education associations,
and that they might bte able te bring Title III into a block
grant configuration by 1969. A key elementi to thelr sirategy
seemed to be the 1967 Amendnents which made Title III a state
plan progran.

It also seemed clear that the nonpubliic sector did not
raise the issue of religious discrimination at critical points
in the various cGebates.

Opponents of a federaily-administered innovation program
cited three major arguments against USOE direct involvement.
These 2-e: (1) threat of a federal school system competing
with and weakening the present public school system, (2)
jilegal and unwise bypass of the state government, and (3)
destruction of the "wall of separation” between church and
state.

Those supporting a federal program against state control
attempted to make a case for a national research and development
program that would avoid needless duplication of innovations
in each of tne statest Generally, they tried to cast USOE
in the role of a diffusion agent comparable to the successiul
Department of Agriculture Experimental Stations and Extension
Service, or in the image of an educational foundation.

The review of the attempts to evaluate Title 111
revealed that all evaluations were relatively subjective, but
optimistic that the program was serving its intended purposes
effectively. The recommendations for improvement, though

sometimes contradictory, were generally consistent in advocating
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(1) higher levels of funding, (2) more lccal involvement with
clear objectives, (3) petter evaluation and disseminaiion
provisions, and (4) more national and state priority goal-
setting. However, with one exception, none of the =2valuations
were addressed to the essential cuestion of project continuation
following the termination of federal grants.

The ilteracture on the change process is atundant,
embracing several related fieilds. Researchers sometimes identi-
fied conflicting views as fo which variables account for
adoption of innovations. However, some agreement was developed
along certain general lines. These included: {1) innovations
nust meet local needs and must be self-directed in order to
survive; (2) cost of an innovation is a factor, but other
advantages may offs2t 1t; (3) successful innovators understand
the process of change and this understanding may offset the
influence of other personal characteristlcs such as age and
experience; (4) in order to accelerate the rate of change
a national-state strategy is needed for the diffusion of
educational innovations; (5) other disciplines have much to
contribute to 2ducational change in terms of understanding
personal behavior, social systems, and power conflicts; and
(6) innovations tend to deilver the benefits ascribed to them.

The problem of educaticnal diffusion 1s quite welil
defined, the varlatles reasorably well identified, and several
promising strateglies or agendas for further research are well
estatlished. What seems to be needed now 1s a systematic

approach and a greacer financial commitment to tzsting these

strategles.




CHAPTER IIX
PROCEDURES USED IN MAKING THE STUDY

The procedures followed in the conduct of the study
were typlcal or those used in a descriptive research design.
A guestion was identified bearing on an important education
concern; the related literature was reviewed; a survey
instrument was designed and fleld-tested; foll-wups were
made; and the collected data were summarized and anmalyzed
for significant findings and implications for the solution

of current educational concerns.

Selecting the Problem

The problem selected for study was one about which the
writer had firsthand knowledge. As Chief of the Program
Analysis and Dissemination Branch in USOE's Bureau of elementary
and Secondary Education, he had responsibility for administering
operational evaluation studiles and for reporting‘the results
to appropriate administration staffs and Congress. The need
foir- data on the part: .m1lar problem of what was happening to
Title III project activitles after the USOE grants terminated
was becoming, dally, more pressing as various staffs asked the
question. Cne study of one-year and two-year terminated
projects had reported a 16 per cent continuation rate, a rate

which most evaluators of federal programs would define as
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guestion, Rotert Sta=xe replisd with the same 30 per cent rat2
in aimost the same phraseology.g T¢ seemed reasonable that the
guestion couid rtecore th2 critical one as Congress moved toward
consideraiion of the extension of ESER in 1C60.

Thus, with the cceatinuation guestion as the dependent
variable, the other gquesiions regarding the effect of vérious
independent variables fell indo pilace. Studies by Mort,
Rogers, Miles and others ailiuded to in the literature review
all suggested the kind of dzda that might give indication of

innovativeness in the survey populaiion and the social system.

Seiecting Dependent Variabies

Seiec’ing the quesiionnaire items that would have
eriticality was difficuli. Obviousliy, for reasons of economy
and adegquate response, oniy a few of the variables 1likely to
affect or predici adoption by local schools could be included.
The 1iterature seemed to indicate that at least three cate-
gorlies of variables should be considered: (1) characteristics
of the adopter, (2) characteristics of the social system, and
(3) characterisiics ol the innovation. 4 "few items" were

seilected from each of these categories.

loonsultation at A.E.R.4. Convention, Los Angeles,
FPevruary 7, 1969. —_— -

2consultation at Cnicago O'Hare Alirport, April 16, 1969.
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For the adopter--in this case, the superintendent--age,
sex, educational level, administrative experience, place of
birth, cosmopolitanism, attitudes toward innovaiion, and his
communication behavior were selected. As indicated in the
review of literature, certain responses on the characteristics
seemed indicative of innovative behavior.

For the social system--in this case, the community
setting for the innovation--expenditure per child, enrollment,
per cent attending college, average income, source ol super-
intendent, degree of 1nqovat1venesa, and degree of community
involvement were chosen as characteristics. Again the

research literature seemed to indicate associations with
innovative behavior.

For the innovation itself--in this case, a Title I
project--number and location of persons served, size of grant,
degree of local commitment, per cent of inservice training,

" dissemination, evaluation, kind of activity, participation,
visibility, compatibility, relative advantages, divisibility,
and communicability were selected. Again, as reported in the
literature review, there were studies indicating possible
relationships.

Another category of related variables was added to
provide a more comprehensive evaluation of Title III as a
demonstration program. These included numbers of visitors to
the demonstrations, the number of projects producing materials,
and the number of replications of the program in other
communities.

Analysis of the data was made in terms of frequency
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distributions means, psr cenis, chi sguare, t-tests, and

contingency coefficients.

Designing tThe Questionnaire

The general format for the guestionnaire was suggested
by the design of Malcolm Richland’s instrumen:i used in
Traveling Seminar and Con{erence for the Implementation ci
Educational Innovations.l The horizontal scale used is easily
adapted to coding for the computer and the form is visually
easy to follow. ©Perhaps an innovaticn by the writer was the
incliusion of an abstract of the appropriate Titie III project
before the first quesition. The abstract combined two desirabie
purposes: (1) it gave some assurance that the superinitendents
were responding vo the correct project, since they often have
more than one project from several federal programs; and (2)
it allowed the superintendent to correct the abstract, thus
updating it for USOE records. The abstract also provided the
writer with information for reviewing the responses to selected
itenms concerning the validity of information by the respondent.
¥or those who may wish to use this approach, the abstrzcts can

be found in PiCEsetihers in Innovation.?2

Responses To the guestion on continuation after
termination of federal funding was divided inio five categories:
g

{1) "No., or no% 1ikely,” (2) "Yes, on a smaller scale,”

IMaleclm Eichland, Final Report: Traveling Seminar and
Conference for Implementation of Educational Innovation: THM-
5

2091 (Santez Monica: Systems Development Corp., 1965).

€U.5. Depariment of Health, Education, and Weifare,
PiCEsetters in Innovation {Washingion, D.C.: Government

Printing Office, 1966, 1967, 13968).

P TS
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(3) "Yes, on about the same scale,” (i) “Yes, on a larger
scale,” and (5) "Yes, extended to all appropriate pupils in
all schools.”

In the development of this item for the survey
instrument, it was assumed that each response would indicate
the extent to which the project has reached complete adoption.
It was intended that "on a smaller scale” response would mean
a gradual phase-out of the project; that "about the same scale”
would mean that the project was still in a "trial™ phase; that
"jarger scale” would mean a degree of adoption; while "extended
to all" would mean an adoption in the fullest sense of the
word. However, telephone and face-~to-face interviews with

project personnel and superintendents later indicated that
some of these categories were somewhat arbitrary, especially
in regard to category (2) "smaller scale.” It was found that
smaller scale meant one or more of the following:

1. One or two services in the project were terminated
when it was found that the activities were not
needed, were poorly conducted. or that personnel
was not available to continue them. In all cases,
one or more activities in the original project
were being continued, however.

2. The number of persons toc be served was scaled down
because the per-pupil cost was too nigh for all to
benefit from local funds, or it was found that a
select "hard core” of interested clientele was

{dentified that would profit most by the program.
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3. The cost of the project was scaled down because
the equipment and training had been completed with
federal funds.

L. The geographic area to be served was scaled down,
following distance or communications problems.

Some reasons were a combination of the above. As one
anonymous superintendent wrote:

During the three years with federal money, we were
able to experiment and find out which of several
activities would best serve the needs of several groups
of constituents. Now we're on solid ground and can
Justify a thoroughly tested and iiscally lean program
to our Board of Education for continuation.

It was found, also, that the responses "on about the
same scale," were more likely to mean that superintendents
found the content and scope of the project appropriate to
thelr needs and that they had recommended continuing it at
that level. It was also realized that some of the projects
starited by serving "all appropriate pupils" so that expansion
was impossible. It was concluded, therefore, that for purposes
of analysis, it would be reasonable to dichotomize the
responses on project continuation between "yes" and "no"
responses, as appropriate.

Item number 13, which instructs the respondent to
classify tThe project azcording te the ma jor orogram emphasis,
was carefully researched before iits inelusion. The categories
were deveioped by the writer after reading about S0 abstracts
andé reccrding the kind of services rrovided in the projects.

Several versions of the listing of activities were developed

before the final one emerged. The listing was tested by

PR T TN TN R TRy
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mailing it to 20 project directors and revised to b2 more

inclusive as a result of the reactlons.

It also was tested through the pretest of the question-
naire by ten superintendents. Early attempts on the pretest
to force respondents to select one project actlvity over ali
others were unsuccessful. Interviews with respondents
revealed that they did not want to "shortchange” the project.
However, they admitted, in most cases, that the project could
be said to have one major emphasis. As an accommodation to
the tendency of respondents to be all-inclusive, the ranking
technique was employed and appeared to be successful.

Five items related to characteristics of the innovation
were intended to seek the respondent'!s perception of the
innovation according to characteristics developed by Miles.
These included "visibility,"” "compatibility," "complexity,”
"divisibility," and "communicability.”

As Woods pointed out:

These descriptions of the characteristics
are plausible, but the evidence showing that
these characteristics have a noticeable effect

on the spread of new ldeas 1s far from conclu-

sive because adoption is an individual matter.l

Miles would agree, since he maintained that it is the

individual’s perception of the innovation thati affects his
behavior towards 1t, Therefore, these questions test cnly the
superintendent!s perception of the project traits.

The item seeiking the number of innovations *tried in

lthomas E. Woods, The Administration of Educational
Innovation (Eugene: Bureau of Zducational Research, Unlversity

of Oregon, 1967), p. 30C.




the districs® was an attempt to develop an Yinnovaiivensss
score! for ihe disirict. The assumpiion was made that the
more ofien a district had iried a new idea, the more llkely
it would e that the disirict would te successful with a
Fitie IIT projeet. The item was precoded on 2 scale from
one to six with "six" being “more than 26 innovations.”
Responses were tabulated accordingliy.

Item 37 was a seif-tesi of the superintendent's
“snnovativeness.” It was assumed that if he answered "1"
that he would classify himself as an innovator, "2" as an
early adopter, "3" as an sarly majority adopter, "4" late
ma jority adopter and "5" as a laggard. These are Rogers'
categories. It wes assumed that there may be some significant
relationships between "attitudes” and "continuations.”

Most of the other items in the instrument are self-

explanatory.

Determining the Population

Having determined that the dependent variable was
adoption/nonadoption of completed three-year projects, the
nexi step was to gain access to the official fiscal records on
Title III projects. The Grants Management Branch of DPSC
cooperated by supplying the funding and termination dates of
all projects carrying fiscal year 1966 designation. It was
discovered in reviewing this 1listing that several 1966 projects
wers not funded until late in the next fiscal year; thus, the
projects could not have operated three years by the July 1,

1969 ciose-off date. It was decided to include in the survey
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all projects which met the following criteria:

1. It was funded as an operational project, as
opposed to a planning grant. Operational projects
were qualified to receive a USOE 'tentative™
commitment for sufficlent funds to operate at
least three years. Planning projects were usually
one-year grants to plaﬁ or test the feasibliliity
of a program preceding an application ifor an
operational grant.

5. Before or by June 30, 1969 (or shortly thereafter)
the project would have completed three years of
operation.

A4 total of 330 projects met these criveria. Eighty-five
ended pefore June 30, 1969; 138 ended on June 30, 1969. The
remaining 107 ended shortly after June 30, 1969, and, in all
cases, before the fall semester of school began.

Having determined the population, 1t was decided to
survey one hundred per cent of the projects witk the 39-1item

questionnaire shown in Appendix C.

Testing the Instrument

several drafts of the instrument were developed and
tested. Various items onjthe instruﬁent were reviewed by Mr.
Thomas Clemens, Chief, Research Utilization Branch, USOZ's
Bureau of Research; by Dr. Leon M. Lessinger, USOE Associate
Commissioner for‘Elementary and Seccndary Education (who had
also recently left his position as Superintendent of Schools at

San Mateo, California, where he was the administrator of a




ot T ANTETTY

Title ITI project); by Dr. Lavid Iwaxoso, Chiaf of the Program
fnaiysis Section in DPSC: Dr. Glen Robinson, Assistant
Execuiive Secreiary for Research ag N.Z.A., and Dr. Lewis R.
Tambiyn, Executive Secrefary of the N.E.A.ls Department of
Rural Educasion. Criticism was ovtained by the writer's
doctoral commiiiee, Dr. Rober:i Baker, Dr. Stuar: Westeriund,
and Dr. Grover Angel of the School of Education, The George
¥Washingiton University. Severar project direciors who visited
the writeris office aiso read and commenied on various drafts.

near-final version was sent to ten superintendents with

)

Titie J1I1 projects for their reaciions. They were asked to
ccmplete The questionnaire and to make comments on an enclosed
one-page, four-item guestiomnaire. Zight returned the question-
naire with helpful suggestions, many of which were incorporated
into the final draft of the instrument. In the pre-test, the
superintendents said that they found the cuestionnaire relatively
easy to follow and that the data were readily available. One
criticism.which gave some concern ywas that data were more
difficult to obtain for multipie-dissrict projects, since the
geographic areas served were much broader than for most single
district prcjects. After debating whether to have separate
questionnaires for each of the two categories, it was decided

To send out the same form to all. An examination of returns
showed that the superintendents left non-applicable items blank.
The questionnaire was also coded muliiple/single in order to

test for any significant differences in responses.
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Coliecting the Data

The questionnaire was mailed to superintsadents of 330
projects on February 5 and 6, 196G. The Vzuzrtment of Rural
Education Association sponsor2d the survey and mailed the
questionnaire with an enclosure of a return seif-addressed
and stamped envelope. The sponscrship of the Assoclation gave
the study greater-visibility and may have helped produce an
acceptabie response.

One hundred forty questionnaires had been recelved when
a postal card follow-up was sent to 190 non-respondents on
March 5. A third follow-up was conducted by telephone of 103
non-respondents during the week of March 26 - April 2. The
telephone interview was also used to collect data concerning
the projects! continuation status. Superintendents were asked
to indicate orally whether the project would continue following
termination of the federal grant. A final tabulation of
questionnaires from non-respondents showed that of the 60 that
had been contacted by telephone, 36 or 60 per cent replied
"yes™ to continuing; 16, or 26.7 per cent responded, "no, not
1ikely," and 8, or 13.3 per cent would not commit themselves.
This information is summarized in Table 6, page 110.

On April 20, 1969, the survey was closed. Scon after,
the 256 returned questionnairesiwere delived to the Measurement
Research Center, Iowa City, Iowa, feor further coding, key
punching, and analysis. At that time, the 256 returns repre-
sented 77.5 per cent of the popuylation of 330. An additional

nine returns came in too late to be included in the analysis,
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TABIE ©

NUMBERS AND FER CENTS RESFONSE TO TELEFHONE
GUERY ON CONTINUATION OF FR0JECT3 CF
NON-RESPONDENTS TO QUESTIONNAIRE

Hesponse Numter fer Cent
1. Yes, ccntinue 36 60.0
2. No, not continue ié 26.7
3. Noncommittal 8 13.3
Total 602 100.0

42y additional five non-respondent superintendents
could not bte reached by teisgphone.
bringing the total response to 265, or 80.3 per cent. A
comparison of thes non-respondents to respondents on the question
of continuation showed significant differen.es in proporiions.
Non-respondents gave "no” answers to "continuation” in 24.6
per cent of the interviews while questionnaire respondents
gave "no" answers on 7.9 per cent of the guestionraires. Table
7, page 111, shows these differences and shows the total "no"

responses at 11.2 per cent.

Analysis Plan for BData

| As mentioned previously, 1t was decided to compute

v number and per cent of responses on the five possible responses
to question one, "continuation.” It then would be possible to
determine whether there were indications that those responding
variously among the four "yes" options had different personnel,
school systems, or innovative traits. If an examination of

, ERlp
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TABLE 7

COMPARISON OF TELEPHONE INTERVIEW AND QUESTIONNAIRE
RESPONDENTS, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Comblned Interview Questionnaire
Responses

Per Per Per

Numper Cent Number Cent Number Cent
No, not l1likely 37 11.2 16 24.6 21 T1-9
Yes, coniinuing 279 8i4.5 36 55.4 243 q1.7
No response1 14 4.3 13 20.0 1 0.4
Totals 330 100.0 65 100.0 265 100.0

1"non--response" includes eight who gave evasive answers
by telephone interview, five who could not be reached by tele-
phone, and one who did not circle an answer in the questionnaire.
the data revealed no significant differences among the responses,
the four "yes" responses could be collapsed into one "yes" for
comparison with the‘“no" responses on all other appropriate
variables.

The analys3is plan for the data also included coding
each questionnaire as to "less innovative/most innovative,”
and "rural/urban.” Thirty-three projects in the population
had been judged "most innovative" by those responsible for
reviewing, evaluating, and recommending approval or non-approval
of all applications for projects under Title II1. Tke Jjudges
were USOE personnel who had a national perspective on what
could be considered innovative. 1In many cases, they had
visited the project site. They had also been required to defend

ERIC
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their chcices tefors a pansl of their p2ers and Ttheir

ol r G R R TR -

surervisors. These projects were the same projecits included
in the evaluation reporti Ly Benson and Guthrie reviewed earlier

in the literacture reviuw section.!l Site evaluation by thke

= B I i e o

mermbters of Eenson and Guthrie study feam seemed to confirm

"l-ﬂ%\r -

the more Innovative quality of these progosais.

It was also assumed that significant differences would

i ...-u‘;ua:ls‘._ onhiki - e

ke evident between projects which served urvan and those which

seprved rural areas. Rural and urian were deiermined from the

responses %o question =2ight, which asked respondents to indicate

nurber of persons served in each of eight U.2. Bureau of the

P

Census classifications as follows:
1. Large city (over 500,000)

2. 3uburb of large city above

W s ot 2kl 2o ’ix--nu.....a
"

3. Rural near a large city above

- —— 1

4. Middle-sized city (50,000 - 500,CC00)
5. Suburb of a*midd1e~sized city above

6. Rural area near middle-sized city above

7. 3mail city or town (less than 50,G00)

8. Rural area, not near large or middle-sized city

For purposes of analysis, caiegories 1, 2, 4, and 5 were
collapsed into "urban® and categories 3, 6, 7, and 8 became
“"rural.” Where respondents checked items in both categoriles,
an "urban-rural” combination category was established.

Special tabulations were also planned on item 4, number

of persons visiting the project from other communities, with

upra., p. 75-

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ii3

a comparison to te made between the m=2an of adopted and non-
adopted projects. The same analysis was roposed for item 5,

number of schcols that had adopted similar programs as a result

oi visits to the Title IIT project.

Comparisons were also planned amslg adopted and non-
adopted projects regarding source of funding for projects.

It was planned to compute the numver and per cent of
persons served by rural and urban, and by four geographic

regions. Also contemplated was a state 1listing of total
projects with number and per cent of adoptions and non-adoptions.
The possibilities for analyses of these data are numerous
and, with computer avallaoility, it was tempting to conduct a
great many other analyses. Those selected were thought to
have the most meaningful application of current developments.
The analysis of the data including extent of continuation
of the projects and the characteristics of projects, schcol
systems, and the superintendents, will be presented in Chapter
IV. A summary, conclusions, and recommendations will be
presented in Chapter V. Data on the Less and Most Innovative
Projects will be found in tables in Appendix F. Appendix D
contains abstracts of the "most innovative" projects. Data on

Rural, Urban, and Combined Projects will be found in tables

contained in Appendix E.
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CHAPTER IV
ENALYSIS OF DATA

This chapter will present the anaiysis of the data from
the survey in four sections according to the analysis pian.

The first section will present data regarding the extent of
continuations of the projects, sources of funding for contin-
uation, exient of the project's effectiveness as a demonstration,
possible assoclaticns beiween continuation and geographic
location, scope of the project and kinds of persons served.

The second section will take up the possibie associations
between characteristics of the innovation and extent of contin-
uation. Section three will discusc the characterisiics of the
school and community as they may be associated with continuation
and adoption of the programs by those communicies. In section
four, the characteristics of the superintendents wili be
described as they may be associated with the adoption of the
innovation.

The analyses that follow were based on a return of 256
questionnaires representing 77.6 per cent of the survey
population. Nine additional questionnaires were returned
too late to be included in the analyses. When late returns

were included, the return rate was 80.3 per cent. Sixty-five
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questionnaires were not returned.l Table 8 has this analysis.

TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRES RETURNED BY
TITLE III SUPERINTENDENTS

Status of Questionnaires Number Per Cent
E Computer analysis 256 77.5
E ILate 9 2.7
£ Unreturned 65 15.7
’ Totals 330 100.0

Extent of Continuation

- According to the superintendents, 235 of the 256 Title III
projects in the questionnaire response would be continuing or
nad already been continued followling termination of the Title

III federal grant. This represents a 91.8 per cent continuation

or adoption rate for Title III projects in the survey. Twenty-
one, or 8.2 per cent, had terminated or were likely to terminate.
The positive responses break down into four categories as
follows: one hundred seven, or 41.8 per cent were continuing
on a smaller scale; 81 or 31.6 per cent were continuing on the
same scale; 27, or 10.6 per cent were continuing on a larger
scale; and 19, or 7.4 per cent were extended to all appropriate
puplls in all appropriate schocls in the project area. One

respondent did not check the item. Table 9 shows thls analysis.

1Su;gra. , p. 109.
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TASLE 9

NUMBERS E£ND PER CENTS OF CONTINULTION OF TITLE IXXI
PACJECTS FOLLOWING TERMINATION OF ¥EDEHRAL GhANTS

Responses Numter fer Cenc §

!

No, or not likely 21 5.2 é
Yes, smaller scale ioy 33.8 g
Yes, same scale 81 31.6 i
Yes, larger scaile 27 10.6 %
Yes, extended to ail ‘ 1S T.4 i
No response on item i - 0.4 ;
Totals 256 100.0 :

. *‘n

Continuatlons by States

E Five states, the District of Columbla, Guam, Puerto Rico,
and the Virgin Islands are not included in the survey results.

with the exception of Tennessee, with one project, these states

or territories did not have projects operative in fiscal year
1966 and therefore did not meet the criteria for the study.
The following 13 states had continuation rates below the
% national continuation rate of 92 per cent: Alabama, California,
Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, Montana,

New Mexico, Orsgon, Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.
W

Three states--Indiana, West Virginia, and Wisconsin--were below
75 per cent. West Virginia's rate was 50 per cent. Thirty-one
states had 100 per cent of their projects continuing. Table 10

* shoss tThis analysis.

Fl
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TABLE 10

CONTINUATION GF TITLE III PRCJECTS BY STATE,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Responses
No Yes
Total Number Per Per
States Responding Number Cent Number Cent
Alabama 6 i i6.7 5 83.3
Alaska 1 4] G.0 1 100.0
Arizona 3 0 0.0 3 10G.0
Arkansas C ¢) 0.0 0 0.0
California 23 3 13.0 20 87.0
Colorado 3 ) 0.0 3 1G0.0
Connecticut 1 0 0.0 1 100.0
Delaware 3 o 0.0 3 1G0.0
District of Columbia 0 0 0.0 0) 0.0
Florida L O .0 4  31C0.0
— Georgia 11 0 0.0 11 1G0.0
Guam o 0 0.0 0 C.0
Hawaii 2 o 0.0 2 100.0
Idaho 3 0] G.0 3 10G.0
I1linois 11 1 9.1 10 91.9
Indiana 8 2 25.0 6 75.0
Iowa 6 0 0.0 6 100.0
Kansas 6 0 0.0 6 100.0 s
Kentucky 5 1 20.0 4 80.0
Louisiana 5 ¢ 0.0 5 100.0
Maine 2 C 0.0 2 100.0
Maryland 2 ¢ 0.0 2 100.0
Massachusetts 5 1 20.0 L 80.0
Michigan 10 2 20.0 8 80.0
Minnesota T O 0.0 T 100.0
Mississippi 2 0 0.0 2 100.0
Missouri 5 1 20.0 4 80.0
Montana 7 1 14.3 6 85.7
Nebraska 5 0 0.0 5 100.0
Nevada 0 0 0.0 0 0.0
New Hampshire 2 o 0.0 2 100.0
New Jersey 15 1 6.7 14 93.3
New Mexico 5 1 20.0 L 80.0
New York 17 0) 0.0 17 100.0
North Carolina 3 o 0.0 3 100.0
North Dakota 2 o 0.0 2 100.0
Ohio 10 0] 0.0 10 100.0
Okliahoma 2 0 0.0 2 100.0
< Oregon 6 1 16.7 5 835.3

ERIC
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TABLE 10 -- Continued

ERIC

Hesponses
No Yes
Total Number Per Per
States Hesponding Number Cent Number Cent

Pennsylvania 10 2 20.0 8 80.0
Puyerto Rico 0 0 6.0 0 0.0
2fnode Isliand 3 0o c.Q 3 100.0
South Carolina 4 0 c.0 L  100.0
South Dakota 0 0 6.0 0 G.0
Tennessee ) C 0.0 0 c.0
Texas 9 0 6.0 g 100.0
tan L 0 C.0 L 100.0
Vermont 1 0 0.0 1 160.0
Virgin iIslands o) 6] 0.0 ¢) 6.0
Virginia 2 o) 0.0 2 1G0.0
Washington 3 o 0.0 3 1C0.0
West Virginia L 2 50.0 2 50.0
Wisconsin L 1 25.0 3 75.0
Wyoming 3 0 0.0 3 106.0
Totals 255 21 8.2 234 91.8

Geographlical Hegions

The 50 states were grouped into four geographical regicns
for analysis of any differences among them. A North region was
formed by combining regions 1 and 2 of the U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare; South by combining regions 3
and 4; Middle by regions 5, 6, and T; and West by 8 ard 9. The
states included in this alignment aré as follows:

Morth: éonnecticut, Delaware, Maine, Massachusetts, New

Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,

Rhode Island, and Vermont.
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Scuth: #£lavama. Districi of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Xeniuclky, ¥Maryland, ¥ississippi, North Carolina,
South Caroiina, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wesi
Virginia.

#iddile: Ariansas, Iilinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas,
iouisiana, Michigan, Minnescta, Missouri,
Hebrasika, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohlo,
Oklzhoma, Scuih Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin.

Wes3: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,

Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington,

and rvyoming.

The analysis by region revealed that of the 253 responseé )

on the continuation item, 60 or 23.7 per cert were from the
North; &2 or 16.1 per cent from the South; 92, or 36.3 per
cent, Middle; and 52 or 23.% per cent, West. A4lso, 56 or 24.1
per cent of the projects continuing were in the North; 38 or
16.1 per cent were in the South; 84 or 36.2 per cent were in
the Middle; 54 or 23.6 per cent were in the West. The North
had the smallest per qent of their projecis discontinuec.i, 6.7
per cent; and the South had the largest, 9.5 per cent.

The ¥Middle states region had the highest percentage,.zg
per cent, of their projects continued on a "smaller scale."” and
the smallest percentage of the projects continued on 2 "larger"
and "extended to ali,” scale, 7.6 and 3.3 respectively.

The chi square score revealed no significant assoclation

between the variable of region and extent of continuation at

the .05 level.

1]
FPTTRTIF PPN LRI T W e

PIYOUTT e

e S




120 2
’
]

The numters and p2r cents of each of 5 responses by the

four regions are summarized in Tadle 11, page 121. :

Multiple-Districis Versus Single Districts ’

Frojects that served one schkool district were compared :
with projects serving two or more school districis as To extent s ]
of continuacvion. The number oi disconiinuations were about the 3

same, 11 for single district projects and 10 for multipie- 2

district projects. Responses on the four "yes" continuation
items also were relatively the same, though single district
projects had a smaller per ceni of the responses "continued con
a larger scale,” 8.5 per cent as compared to 13.5 per cent for
multiple-cdistrict projecis. AT the .05 level, the chl square
score showeé no significant association between continuation
and number of disiricts served by the project. Table 12, pages
122 and 123, shows numbers and per cents of responses on each

of The five possible answers.

Most Innovative Versus Less Innovative

The projecis rated "most innovative" by Title III

-M<hl‘«"l Aok R x oy Wl

management personnel were compared with ail other projects in

the popalation on the five possible responses to fhe continuation

jtem.

LURTRR W T, ‘1‘ .
R

According to the superintendents! responses, 100 per cent

of the "most innovative"” projects were continued. However, 15
or 5.5 per cent of the 33 "most innovative” projects were in

the "smaller scalie" category and only 3.0 per cent were in the

e RRE A e > N - S ] Bl o bhbabel W

extended to "all possible pupils"” category, as compared to 41.1

©
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per cent and 8.2 per cent respectively for these two items for

the less innovative projeéts. Twenty-one per cent of the "most
irnovative” projects were to be continued on a larger scale,
however as compared to 9.1 per cent of the “less innovative®™
projecis. Though the association between projects selected as
“most innovative"” and continuation was not quite significant

at the .05 level, 1t seemed ¢iniat USCE selected innovative
projects were mcre llkely to be confinued than non-selected,

projects. Table 12 shows this anziysis.

TABLE 13

CONTINUATION OF TITLE III PROJECTS, BY MOST INNOVATIVE, AND
LESS INNOVATIVE CATEGORIES, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Selected As Innovative By USOE

Responses Selected Not Selected

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

No, not likely 0 0.0 21 9.6
Yes, smaller scalie 15 5.5 g2 y.31
Yes, same scale 10 30.3 70 32.9
Yes, larger scale T 21.2 20 9.1
Yes, ail appropriate pupils 2 3.0 18 8.2
Totals 33 100.0 222 100.0

Chi Square =— 8.25 p « .10 c =.17

Rural Versus Urban

Looking at possible differences among responses based on

©
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location cof the persons served, it was found that projecis
serving urban areas only, represented 23.7 per cent of the
responses, or 60 projects, while 46.8 per cent, or 117 projects,
served rural areas. About 26.7 per cent, or 73 projects, served
both rural and urban areas.

Rural projects had the largest number and proportions of
discontinuation respeonses, 12, cr‘éo.e per cent, as compared
to 2, or 10.0 per cent, for urban, and 6, or 30.0 per cent for
combined. The chi square score indicated that the association
between location of population served and continuation of the

project was significant at the .05 level. Table 14, page 126,

has this analysis.

Source of Funds

Superintendents with projects which were continued were
asked the funding source for the continuation. Of seven options,
"local educational agéhcy" support was checked 191 times repre-
senting 47.5 per cent of the responses. "Fees_from pupiis,”
was checked 45, or 11.2 per cent, of the times; "business and
industry," was checked 16, or 4.0 per cent, of the times; "state
ecucation agencies,” was checked 62, or 15.4 per cent; " founda-
tions," 16, or 4.0 per cent; "a new federal grant," 37, or 9.2
per cent; and "other," 35, or 8.7 per cent. Altogether, Lop
sources were checked, indicating that the average project was
being continued using approximately 1.5 sources for funding.

No significant‘differences in sources of funding were noted
among the four categories of coﬁtinuation responses. Projects

continued on a smaller scale or on the same scale seemed to rely
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TABLE 14

CONTINUATION OF TITLE III PROJECTS BY RURAL, TURBAN,
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

r— — — ————

Rural Urban Combined

Responses
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent Number Per Ca2nt

No, Not Likely 12 10.3 2 3.3 6 8.2
Yes, Smeller 59 5C.4 20 33.3 26 35.6
Yes, Same 32 2T .4 27 45.0 21 8.8
Yes, Larger 7 6.0 8 13.3 11 15.1
Yes, All 7 6.0 3 5.0 g 12.3
Total (250) 117 100.0 60 100.0 73 100.0

Mean Per Cents 46.8 23.7 26.7
Totals Rural Urban Combined

flesponses

Per Per Per -Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

E No, Not-

Likely 26 100.0 12 60.0 2 10.0 6 30.0
E ies, Smaller 105 100.0 59 56.2 20 19.0 26 24 .8
Yes, Same 80 100.0 32 4o.0 27 33.7 21 26.2
Yes, Larger 26 100.0 T 26.9 8 30.8 11 2.3
Yes, All 19 100.0 7 36.8 3 15.8 9 47.4
Chi Square ==17.64 p « .05 C = 0.25

ERIC
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more heavily on support from fees from pupils: foundations,

and business and industry. There were no significant differences
between rural and urban projects and between less and most inno-
vative projects on this varlable. Table 15, pages 128 and 129,
Table 49, page 263, and Table 78, page 293, give these

bireakdowns .

Supérintendent 's Recommendalion

Superintendents were asked to indicate if they had made

the recommendation to the board of education to either continue
or discontinue the project. Two hundred twenty-one or 86.3 per
cent replied "yes," 23 replied "no." An examination of the "yes"
and "no" responses on the recommendation revealed that of the

221 times that superintendents made a recommendation, 210 or

95.1 per cent were for projects that were continued and 11 or
4.9 per cent were projects that were discontinued. Of the 23
times that the superintendent replied that they did not make the
final recommendation, 14 projects or 60.8 per cent were continued

bl

and 9 projects or 39.2 per cent were discontinued. The chi
square score showed a statistically significant association

between continuation and the superintendent's recommendation to

the board at the .001 level. There were no significant differ-
ences between urban and rural projects and between less and most
innovative projects. Table 16, page 130, Table 50 page 264,

and Table 79, page 294, show these analyses.

Extent of Instructional Materials Produced

ERiC‘ Superintendents were asked 1if the project had produced

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE 16

SUPERINTENDENTS RECCMMENDING CONTINUATICN AND
DISCONTINUATION, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Superintendent Made A Recommendation

Project
Status
Yes No
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
Continued 210 55.1 14 60.8
Discontinued 11 4.9 9 39.2
Totals 221 100.0 23 100.0
Chi Square — 33.71 p < .001 C = G.34

instructlonal materials. One hundred ninety-five or about 77
per cent replied "yes," and 59 or 23 per cent replied "no."
fbout 6.7 per cent of 195 projects producing materials were in
discontinued projects. About 13.6 per cent of the projects
not producing materials were discontinued, iwice as higl as
those producing materials. The association between producing
materials and continuation was not quite significant at the
.05 level. Table 17, page 131, has this amalysis. No signi-
ficant differences were noted between rural and urban projects
on this variable. Projects designated as most innovative by
USOE produced a higher percentage of "yes” responses than the
non-selected categories, though this association was not
significant at the .05 level. Table 51, page 264, and Tabple

80, page 295, have these analyses.
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Extent of Dermensiraiion

Two guestiocns were asxed relative ¢o the demonsiraiion

aspects of the projects: (1) how many persons from outside the

project compunity visiied the project and (2) now many schoois
incroducad similar programs as a resull of the visits?
Superintendents reported a total of 256,191 visitors
during the three-year period oi their projects. The mean was
1,103. When categorized as to continuation and discontinuation,
the number of persons visiiing discontinued projects was 22,847
with a mean of 1,138. Continued projects were visited by
233,334 with a mean of 1,105. <+hough discontinued projects

received more visitors per project, there was no significant

differences Leiween extent of continuation and the number of

visitors. Table 18 has this analysis.

TABLE 18

NUMBERS, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF OUTSIDE VISITORS
TO TITIE III PROJECTS DURING THREE YEAKS

Continuation of Project

Item
Totals Continued Discontinued ;
Number of visitors 256,181 233,334 22,847 é
Means 1,108 1,105 1,138 "
Standard deviations - 2,163 2,888 |
Number of projects reporting 232 211 21

t= 0.06

©
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On the second question, number of similar programs, 120
superintendents reported 2,460 programs introduced in other
school districts as a result of a visit to thelr projects.

One hundred thirty-six superintendents left The item blank,
indicating that they did not know. The mean number of new
programs started as a result of each Title III project was 2C.4.
The mean of continued projects was 20.7 and of discontinued

projects was 16.0. Table 19 shows the comparisons.

TABLE 19

NUMBERS, MEANS, END STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SIMILAR PROGRAMS
: STARTED AS A RESULT OF VISITS TO PROJECTS
DURING THREE YEARS

—
S —

Continuation of Project

— Item
Totals Continued Discontinued
Number of new programs 2,460 2,334 126
Means 20.14 20.7 16.0
Standard deviations - 57.7 30.7

Number of projects reporting 120 112 8

E = 06.23

Influence of Other Funds

During the three years the total amount of funds from all
sources for the projects in this study was $133,810,600. This
breaks down as $128,837,000 for continued projects and
$4,973,000 for discontinued projects.

©
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The amount of funds from Title III sources for ail eroja2ctis
was $33,627,000 or 70.0 cer cent, with $€8,800,0600 of this for
continued projecis and $4,827,000 for discontinued projecis.

The agount of funds from "other sources” (federai, state, and
foundations) was $12,21%4,000 or 9.1 per cent, with $12,141,000
for continued and %#73,000 for disconiinued projects. The icecai
educational agencies coniributed a2 total of $27,969,05C, or

20.9 per cent, with $27,896,000 for coniinued projects and
$73,000 for discontinued proﬁects. Continued projects had the
largest percentage of local commitment, 21.7 per cent as compared
#ith 1.4 per cent for discontinued projects.

There seems to te an association between the amount of
local commitment of funds to a project and its continuation by
school distriets folluwing the termination of the federal

grants. This analysis i1s shown in Table 20, page 135.

Characteristics of Projects

One oi the assumptions made for this study was that the
characteristics oi the innovation in the Titie III projects
would infiuence whether a project would be continued and thus
pe adopted by the school system. This section analyzes the
responses on 14 questionnaire items representing selected

characteristics of the projects.

Size of Population Served

The total number of persons served by all projects during

their three years of operation was 17,106,547, or about 5,882,060
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annually. This iftem on the questionnaire was intended to
solicit data as to how many puplls or persons were actually
garticipated in project activities and therefore dirsctly
tenefited from project activities. However, the size of the
population in fhe respons2s, raises some question as to whether

superintendents may have reported all persons indlirectiy

penefiting as well. JSuperiniendents may have reasoned that
Titie III projects were intended to serve as demonstrations for
all persons in their project area. Therefore population data
should be used for comparison among the various categories of
continuation only.

Only 2.7 per cent of the persons served were in discon-

tinued projecis. About 28.4 per cent were in "continued on a

smaller scale"” category; 35.8 per cent in "same scale” projects;
23.6 per cent in "larger scale" and 9.8 per cent in "to all
appropriate” category. The mean numbers of persons served

were as follows: "no," 22,136; "smaller,™ 45,422; “same,"
74,981; "larger," 149,627; "all," 87,795. The mean for the
entire population served by continued projects was ©7,084. Dis-
continued projects were one third the size of the average

project. Therefore the numter of persons served would seem to

pe a factor in the decision Yo continue or not to continue

AR TR TR

projects. Table 21, page 137, shows this analysis.

Budgets of Projescis

Superintendents reported the three-year cost of projects
from all sources. The mean for continued projects was $553,000

as compared to $230,000 for discontinued projects. The size of

©
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TABLE 21

FERSONS SERVED BY PROJECTS, NUMBER AND PER CENTS
BY EXTENT OF CONTINUATION

Persons Served

Extent of Total
Continuation
Number Means Per Cent
No, not iikely 21 ue4 ,7865 22,136 2.7
Yes, smaller 107 4,860,193 i5,422 28.4
Yes, same 81 6,073,495 74,981 35.5
Yes, larger 27 4,039,975 149,627 23.6
Yes, all 19 1,668,099 87,79 9.8

Totals 255 17,106,547 67,084 106.0

budget would seem to be a factor in the continuation of the

Ly n

project. Table 22 has this analysis.

TABLE 22

COMPARISON OF THE MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF DOLLAR
AMOUNTS OF CONTINUED VERSUS DISCONTINUED PROJECTS

s T T R T R R T T R TR,

Item Continued Discontinued
Means $553 , 000 $230 , 000
Standard deviation $172,000 $175,000

Total Mean $525, 000 t=—1.405

—

’ EI{ILC The mean per cent of the budgets devoted to training,
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oriencing, or oiherwise preparing personnel o perform the
acivivities of the project was 21.9 per cent. Thiriy-four per
cent indicated that 15 per cent and over of the budget was
devoted To this actiyity; 20 per cent dewvoted 2 per cent or 1ess.

The gper c2nt devoted To training was assoclated negatively
with The continruacion of the project. Fority per ceni of the
discontinued projects indicated that 15 per cent or more in
their budge? was for training. The association was significant
at the .00 level. The mean per cenis were 22.% for "céis-
continued” and 18.2 for "continued” projects. Table 23, page
139, has this analysis.

Differences were noted among the percentages devoted to
training of rural, urbtan, and mixed categories of projects
with mean per cents a2t 18.99, 17.36 and 16.56 respectively.
Rural had the largest per cent of projecis with 2 per cent or
less of their budgets for training. The chl square was
significant at the .0C1 level. Table 52, page 265, has this
analysis.

Fifteen of the 33, or 45.4 per cent, of the projects
designated as most innovative by USCE had training budgets of
151per cent and over which 1s higher than the overalil of 29.8
per cent, and higher tnan the less innovative at 27.0 per cent.
This was significant at the .001 level. The mean for most
innovative projects was 23.12 per cent and for the less inno-
vative projects, 17.28 per cent, considerably lower. This
analysis is found in Table 381, page 296.

The per cent of the budget devoted to dissemination
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activities such as newsletters, television, films, community
meetings, brochures, and fours averaged 7.42 per cent. One
hundred seventeen, or 45.8 per cent, devoted 2 per cent cr less
to these activities; 26, or 10.2 per cent, devoted 15 per cent
or more. Projects extended To all pupils had the liargest per
cent, 44.4, in the low O - 2 per cent range. The mean of
continued projects was 7.31 per cent while the mean of dis-
continued projects was 8.65 per cent. Variations were
significant at the .001 level of significance. Table 24, page
141, shows these comparisons. 4

Rural and urban projects had approximately the same
percentages in all budget ranges. The combined category had
the most projects in a range of 9.0 per cent and above, and
the least in the O - 2 per cent range. This association was‘
significant at the .001 level. Table 53, page 266, has this
analysis.

The most innovative projects had a smaller per cent of
projects in the lower range (0 - 2 per cent) and a smaller per
cent in the higher range as compared to the less innovative
projects. The mean of innovative projects was 5.57 as compared
to 7.0 for less innovative. Table 82, page 297, has this

analysis.
The per cent of the budgets devoted to evaluation

activities averaged 7.43 per cent. The mean per cent for
continued projects was 6.99 and for discontinued projects, 9.31.
One hundred twenty, or 47.0 per cent, of the 255 projects

reporting indicated that their evaluation budgets were O - 2
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per cent of the project budget. Fifteen, or 5.9 per cent, had
15 per cent or over. Differences among the various categoriles
of concinuation were significant at the .00l level. Continued
projects had a mean of 5.41 per cent and diﬁcontinued projects
had a mean of 9.31, significantly higher.

Projects not continuing had the highest per cent of
projects in the "15 per cent or more"” range and the least in
the "0 - 2 per cent" range. Projects "extended to all" had the
highest per cent in the O - 2 per cent range. Table 25, page
143, has this analysis.

The comblned category of urban and rural had a signifi-
cantly smaller per cent, 30.1, in the "2 per cent or less" range
as compared to 51.6 per cent and 54.2 per cent for urban and
rural respectively. The combined category scemed to be a more
evenly distributed among the various ranges and also had the
highest mean, 7.18 per cent. Rural projects had the smallest
per cent for evaluation. Associations were significant at the
.001 level. Table 5S4, page 267, has this analysis.

Differences between most lnnovative and less innovative
projects on the per cent devoted to evaluation activitiles were
not significant at the .05 level though less innovative had the
largest per cent with higher budgets. Teble 83, page 298,

has this analysis.

Major Program Emphasis

Superintendents were asked to ciassify their project
according to major program emphasils by ranking in order of -

effort. The analysis showed that 18 projects, or 6.8 per cent,
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developed a new course offering in the reguiar curriculum, 38
projects, or 14.3 per ceni, made new use of or retrained
teachers or other school-related personnel; 18 or 6.8 per cent,
undertook a major reorganization of the school and/or curri-
culum; 99, or 37.5 offered supplementary and/or enrichment
courses or activities; 7 or 2.6 per cent, attempied new ways
To achieve community understandings, participation, or racial
or soclal integration; 39, or 14.7 per cent, made new uses of
technolcgy ©vo reach more persons more effectively; 20, or 7.5
per cent offered new guldance, counseling, testing, or remecial
services; 13, or 4.Q per ceni, undertook pianning, evaiuvation
and dissemination services; and 13, or 4.9 per cent, provided
speclal education for the handicapped.

When analyzed as ¢o continuatlon the data revealed that
11 or 52.3 per cent of the discontinued projecis were those with
their major emphésis in supplementary services and enrichment
activities. Of these projects being extenced to all appropriate
pupiis, 8 of the 186 or ili.4} per cent were in the use of new
technology. Also of projects being continued at a smailer

scale, 50 of 114, or #43.0 per ceni, were supplementary services.

Of those being continued at about the same level, 30 of 83, or

36.1 per cent were supplementary services. Projects with

planning, evaluation, and dissemination as a major emphasis had
the lowest continuation rate, 84.6 per cent. Offering new
courses and major reorganization of the curriculum had 100 per
cent continuation rates. Assoclatlons were significant at the

.001 level. This analysis is shown in Table 26.
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TaABLE 26 -- Continued

Ma jor Numper Nuntar Fer Cenc
Emphasis Totals Continued Discontinued J<ontinued

[€Y) 12) 3) (%) \5)
New courses 18 16 v 100.0 «
Retraining 38 36 2 Sk.7
Ma jor -]
reorganization i8 i8 (4] 100.0
Suppiementary ’ '_
services g9 88 ii 88.9
Cormunity
integration 7 o i 85.7
New technology 39 38 i g7.4
Guidance services 20 7 3 35.0
Pilanning, evaliuation,
and dissemination 13 11 2 84.6
Special education i3 12 i 92.3

Totals 265 24 21 g2.1

R MM R W AR AT & 1w 4
B

ERLL SR o ot L B L Y T T Y
v e +




147

The emphases are about the same whether serving urban,
rural, or combined classes of pupils. Table 55, page 268,
has this analysis. The emphasis 1n projects also varied little
between those selected as most innovative and those not

selected. Table 84, page 299, has this analysis.

Participation by Grade Ievel

Superintendents were asked to check whether the project
served elementary or secondary level. Elementary as the grade
level of the project was checked 219 times or 41.4 per cent of
the 529 responses on this item. Secondary was checked 191
times for 36.1 per cent. Other was checked 119 times for 22.5
per cent. The average project was checked in at least two of
the three categories. Elementary was checked 44.4 per cent of
the times by discontinued proje;ts; 41.0 per cent by "smalier
scale;™ 41.8 per cent by "same;" 41.9 per cent by "larger;"
and 39.0 per cent by "all." This analysis 1is shown in Table
27, page 148. No significant assoclation could be made

between the continuation and grade level of the project.

There were also nc significant variations among responses

b e

on this item by urban/rural or by most innovative/less innovative

b

categories. Table 56, page 269, and Table 85, page 300, have

these analyses.

E Participation in the Project

Superintendents were asked to indicate whether students,
teachers, principals, the superintendent, parents or other

citizens, or school board members had participated in the
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development of the project in such a manner as to influence 1its
content and operation. Differences were noted as rfoliows:
Students were invoived 46.0 per cent of the time; teachers,
Q4.0 per cent; principals, 90.0 per cent; superintendents, 94.0
per cent; parents, 68.0 per cent; and school poards, 8.0 per
cent. In projects discontinuing, students, school board, and
parents had lcwer percentages of participation--48.0 per cent,
60.0 per cent, and 63.0 per cent respectively--than teachers,
principals, and superintendents. Participation of students was
about the same in both continued and discontinued projects,
except it was considerably higher in projects that were to
continue on a larger scale. School board participation was

considerably higher on projects to be continued 2t "larger" and

to "all appropriate pupils.”

At 8 degrees of freedom, a chi square of 15.51 was required

for a .05 level of significance. The chil square scores and

contingency coefficients on association of personnel participation )

to continuation of the projects were as follows:

Personnel Chl Square c
Students 10.731 0.20
Teachers 5.553 0.147
Principals 5.335 0.146
Superintendents 6.670 0.162
Parents 3.124 0.114
School board 12.352 0.221

Table 28, pages 159, 151, and 152, shows this analysis.

The same trends wére noted on these items between

e Ea g bl
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innovative and less-innovative projects, though it was noted that
urban projects consistently had higher participation percentages
on all items except teachers. Superintendents and parents had

a statistically significant higher nzaxrticipation in project
development in projects serving rural pupils. Table 57, vages
270 and 271, and Table 86, pages 301 and 302, have these analyses.

Cost Per Pupil

The per puplii cost of the project was analyzed to
determine possible association with continuation. The mean
cost per pupil for discontinued projects was $179. For those
continuing on a smaller scale, $106; on same scale, $186;
larger scale, $141; and continued to all appropriate, $132.
Continued projects in all four categories had a larger per cant
in the lowest per pupil cost range that’is, $1 - $25. A com-
parison between "continued on same scale," and "discontinued,"
$186 versus $179, indicated no significant difference. How-
ever there was a difference between "continued on a smaller
scale,” and "discontinued,” $106 versus $179. The average per
pupil cost of the total of the continued projects was $141 as
compared to $179 for discontinued projects. A higher per pupil
cost seemed to be a factor in a project's discontinuation, even
though three discontinued projects, or 15 per cent, were ih the
$500 to $1,000 cost range. The associations were not statis-
tically significant at the .05 level. Table 29, page 154, shows
this analysis.

The mean per pupil costs of urban versus rural projects

were computed at $180 and $149 respectively, with combined at
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$10%4. Both rural and comvined projecis cost considerably less

per pupll. The association was significant at the .02 lavel.

The most innovative projects also were found Tto cosi consizder- j
ably more per puplil on the average, $246 versus $128 for all
others. Table 58, page 272, and Tabie 87, page 303, have j

these analyses.

Percegiions of the Innovation

Superintendents were asked to reply as to whether the
projects® innovations were "highly visibie,” "compatible with ]
system values,” "easily understood,” "divisible,” and "communi-
cable to others.® Trelr perception of these traits in the pro-

ject's innovation were as follows: 198 superintendents, or 81.0

per cent, rated their program as highly visible; 206, or 84.0 per
cent, rated them as compatible with past experience, training,
and values of those who must implement the program; 238, or
96.0 per cent, s2id that the concepts, methods, and materials
used in the program were easily understood, relatively advan-
tageous, or easily understood Qy those who must implement them;
220, or 89.0 per cent said that the program was divisible or
crild be operated without greatly disturbing routines of
personnel in the school system; and 245, or one less than a
100 per cent, replied that the results of the program could
be explained easily t. others who were to adopt 1it.
Significantly, 7, or 35.0 pcer cent, of the projects
discontinued were rated as not "highly visible.” This was a
higher percentage thar for the continued projects, which were

as follows: "smaller scale,” 21.0 per cent; "same,” 14.0 per

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

ERIC
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c= "larger, ™ 12.0 per eeng; and “to 2il,” 10.0 per cent.
%11 the discontinued prejects indicated that the prograns were
coruatible and were 2asily understoed. 2131 tut one said cthe
programs operaled without disturbing the school routine. None
of the associztions to coniinuation wers quile significani st

the .05 ievel. Tavle 53U, pages 157, 158, and 159, shows this

411 of the innovaiions in urpan projects were rated

ily undersiocd”. Those in rural projects were rated “no"

53 o
=

f»
4]
Jat

o1 this item 7 per cent of the times. Urban projects rated
icwest on “visipility.” Comvined projecis rated lowest on
“ecompatibility;” rural projecis rated lowest in *divisibiilicy.”
This analysis is shown in Tabie 59, page 273. The most inno-
yative projects received the lowest rating on divisibility,
which meant that they were more often the kinds of projects
which disturbed the routines of the staff. The associailon of
trait to innovativeness was significant at the .01 leveli. On
all other traits, no significant differences were evident
petween mosi innovative and 1less innovative projecis. This

analysis is shown in Tabie 88, page 30L.

Social System Variables

Eight characteristics of the school and community were
selected for analysis to devermine possible associations with
continuation of projectis. These characterisiics included
expenditure per child, size of enrollment, educational level,

family income, source of superintendents, past innovativeness,

-
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superiniendent's inflvence, and community climate.

Expgenditure Per Child

Tne mean expendifture per child in the school dlistricts
continuing Title IIT1 projecits was $010. This compared with
$592 for the disconiinued projects. 3School disiricts continuing
the projecis to "all apouropriate pupils™ had the highest mean
per pupil expenditure, $684 as compared to $623 for “larger
scale;” 3606 for “same scale;™ $6C9 for “"smaller scale;”™ and
$592 for discontinued projecis.

Nine projects were being disconiinued by school districts
#ith mors than $600 per child expenditure, representing L7.3
per cent of the discontinuacions. Associations were significanct
at the .0G01 level. Table 31, page 161, shows this analysis.

Urban districits had a mean of $668 per child, while rural
districits had a mean of $5G2. The combined category had a mean
of $601. #ssociation bet%een expenditure and population served
was significant at the .05 level. Table 60, page 274, has this
analysis.

There was 1ittle difference between the mean per pupil
expenditure for schools with innovative projects, $618, and that

of the less innovative projecis, $612. Table &9, page 305,

has this analysis.

Size of Enroliliment

Because an exzamination of the returns indicated some
multiple-district project superiniendents may have been confused

about what To include on this item, if was decided to analyze
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Superintendents reporied that the mean 2nroliment in i3
single-district Title IIi projecis was 2,100 pupils. The mean
snrolimeni in 11 discontinued projecis was 1,357, while the
mean for continued projects was 2,169. The mean enroilment
among the four levels of continuaiion were as follows: “smailer®
1,78%; “same® 2,492; "larger” 1,8606; and "ali” 3,478.

811 discontinued projects serving a single school
district had enrollments of under 0,993, and more than half,

54 .5 per ceni, served school districts with an enrollment of
less than 1,0600. -

YWiith one exception, all projects in the singie disiricit
analysis were in school districts with enroliments of less than
13,000 pupils. Returns from large systems including New York
and Los #ngeles came in toc late to be included in the compuier
analysis. Table 32, page 163, has this analysis.

rifty-one or 78.5 per cent of the 65 rural projects were
from areas of enroliments of less than 1,000. The rural mean
was 66k. Eleven or 2L.4 per cent of the urban distrlcts had
enrollments under 998. The associatlon was significant at the
.CO1 level. The urban mean was 3,146 and the rural mean was
664. Table 61, page 275, has this analysis. Fifty-five per
cent, or 66 of the less innovative projects were in school
districts of less than 999. None of the most innovatlive were
in school districis of above 10,000. Innovative schools had a

mean enroliment of 2,402, while less innovative had a mean of

LR e Sl i T
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2.030. Table YO, gvage 300, has this analysis.

strict project data may Le not reliable,

b

The multiple-d
since superiniendenis seemed to vacilliate vetween providing the
total enroliment for all school districts served by the project
and as opposed tc the enroilment of their school district only.
However, the means foliow the same trend as those in single
districts.

Discontinued projects serving multiple school districts
reporied a mean of 5,551, as compared to 6,016 for "smaller,”

,658 for "same,” 6,902 for “larger,” and 5,622 for "continued

o)

for all appropriate.” Table 33, page 165, has this analysis.

Rural projects serving multiple school disiricis had a
mean of 2,28% as compared to T,463 and 9,986 for urban and
combined catezories. Significance was at the .01 level. The
most innovaiive projects in multipie schocl districts had a mean
of 8,266 as compared to 5,765 for less innovative. Table 62,

page 276, and Table 91, page 307, have these analyses.

Educaiicnal Level

The educaticnal level of the community was ascertalned

through an item asking for the per cent of the last three high
school graduating classes entering college. The 230 projects

responding on this item were fairly evenly distributed through

i D k)

the six vercentage ranges as follows: O - 10 per cent to
college, none; 11 - 30 per cent to college, 23 or 10.0 per cent;
31 - 50 per cent to college, 95 or 41.3 per cent; 51 - TO to
college, 81 or 35.2 per cent; 71 - 90 per cent to college, 30

or 13.1 per cent; and 91 - 100 per cent to college, 1 or 4 per




L i L R

165

GE'0 =09 oL > d HQ* #T === saenbg TUd
229°¢¢ 206°¢9 HG9°¢G 0TO‘9 TGGS sueap
0'00T OT O0°'00T €T 0'00T Of 0°'00T =24 0°00T 6 0°'00T H0T  sTeIoy
0°0 0 0°'0 0 0'0 0 0°'0 0 0°0 0 0°0 0O  JI3A0 % 000°06%
0'0 0 0°'0 0 €€ T 00 0 0'0 0 0°'T T  666°64=000°0%
0'0 0 0°'0 0 €€ T €2 T 0°'0 0 6°T 2 666°6£-000°0¢
0°0 0 0°0 0 €€ T 8 Y 2 222 2 8 h Q@ 666°62-000¢02
0°0¢ € g8°'0¢ 4 0°0 0 €'qt -9 0°0 0 G2t €T 666°6T-000°0T
0°0. L 2°69 6 T°06 2 9°'gl €€ g° Ll L 8°6. €8 6666 -T
(€T)_ (21) TT) __[(0T) (6] ()Y  (JY () () (1) ()] (2) (1)
qU8) J3qUMN qUdD XaqumN JAUS) JsqUMN AUBD JBquMN aus) JaqumN aua) Jaqumy
I8 x8d I ad a98d J9d Jad
TTV ‘s9x aaop ‘sox sweg ‘sax 8697 ‘sax  ATSATT 30N ‘oN (€T) A.z.q.<v,
nayr (4) el - ¥
sUUMTOH patTToxuy
UOTABNUTRUOD JO JUaaXQN JO Teaol JaqumpN

?

SNVEN ANV ‘SINTO HHd ‘SHTEWAN ¢ SINTWTITOUNT
d0 AZIS X9 SIOIUILSIA TOOHOS FIJTLLTINW DNIAUTS SIORLOMd d0 NOTIVANTIINOD

€€ TIavL




166

ceni. The “discontinuaiions™ clustered in the 71 - G0 per
cent range. Only one pro® ct, a coniinuaiion, was in a
community where the per ceni of pupils attending college was
G0 - 100 per cent. Zighty-eight per ceni of the projects
extended to serve ail pupils were in communities where 51 - §¢
per ceni of the pupils went to coliege. Those projecis
continued on a larger scale had 50.5 per ceni in that bracket.
The associations were significant at the .01 level. Table 34,
page 167, has this analysis.

Urban projecis had a greater per cent goiné on to college.
£1so0 projects selecied as most innovative were in communiities
with greacer percentages going on to college. Tabkle 63, page

277, and Tabkle 92, page 308, have these analyses.

Family Income

Two hundred thirty-seven respondenits checked an item
indicating the income level of communities with projects. The
projects were distrivuted normally among the six income classi-
fications as {ollows: Under $3,000, & for 2.5 per cent; $3,000 -
$4,995, 53 for 22.4 per cent; $5,000 - $9,999, 148 for 62.4 per
cent; $10,000 - $1%,999, 24 for 10.6 per cent; and $15,000 and

over, 5 for 2.1 per cent. In each category of continuation,
communities with higher incomes had a slighily greater per cent
of continuations. The variations were significant at the .01
level. Table 35, page 168, has thils analysis.

Projects serving rural constituents were located in
significantly lower income areas than were urban projects. More

innovative projects were also in the higher income areas though
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the associztion was not significant at .05 lewvel. Table 64,
page 278, and Table 93, page 309, have these analyses.

Source of Superintendents

Superintendents were asked how many of the last three

superintendents employed Gy the school district were from cut-

side the school districi. Seventy-iwo or 28.2 per cent of the

gequ

255 responding had empioyed all three of the last three super-
intendents from witkin the system. Analysis showed that 42.9

per cent oi the discontinued projects nad hired none of their

superintendents from outside theilr system as compared to 26.2
per cent for continued on “smailer scale;” 24.7 per cent on
"same scale;” 37.1 per cent on "larger scale" and 26.3 per cent
on "extended to all scale." Though the chi square score indi-
cated no significance at the .0C5 level, there seems toO be an
association between continuation of projects and hiring super-
intendents from outside the school system. Table 36, page 170,
has this analysis.

Districts with a project serving rural populilations had a
slightly higher per cent of superintendents hired from outside
the system. Combined projects had the higher per cent hired
from within the system. The associations were significant at
the .05 level. Table 65, page 279, has this analysis.

The most innovative projects had the nighes% per cents
of =superintendents hired from'outside the system, though the
association was not significant at the .05 level. Table G%,

page 310, has this analysis.
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Past Innovativen=ss

Superintendents were asked to indicate the numter of
innovations that they had trisd in their school district during
the past 10 years. One - five was coded as "1;" 6 - 10 as "2;"
11 - 15, as "3;™ 16 - 20, as "L;" 21 - 25, as "5;" and 26 and
over, as "6;" thus ovroviding an innovation score for comparison
with continuations of Title III projecis. The tatulation on
this item produced a near symetrical distribuiion curve of 3.0
per cent, 18.0 per cent, 27.1 p2r cent, 29.3 per cent, 16.7 per
cent, and 4.1 per cent reading from “1" through "6" on the
innovation scores.

School districts with the lowest numver of innovations had
a higher per cent of discontinuations. Fifty-five per centi of
the discontinuaticns were in districts that had tried only 6 -
10 innovations. The greater fhe number of innovations tried
the more extensive the continuation of the projects. The

association was significant at the .01 level. Table 37, page

3 172, shows this analysis.
% Urban schools had higher innovation scores than rural

schools, with T2 per cent reporting 15 and more innovations.

Projects serving rursl areas had only 28 per cent in the same
category. The association was significant at the .GC1 level.

Pable 66, page 280, has this aralysis.

affect the distribution of projecis selected as most innovative

2
: A high score on the number of innovations tried aid nov
by USOE. Table 35, page 311, has this analysis.
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Superintendent’s Infiuence on iecisions

Superiniendents were asked to rate themselves on a three-
point scale regacding the progortion of Their decisions accepied
by the board of education on matters of budget, personnei,
construction, and curriculum.

About §b6.5 per cent, or 229, saic¢ that the board accepted
between 67 - 1C0 per cent of their recommendations on budget
jtems. There was no significant association between tThis ivtem
and the exitent of continuation of Titfle II1 projects.

About 98.2 per ceni, or 231 superiniendenis, repiied that
the board oi =ducation accepted between 67 - 100 per cent of
their recommendations on personnel hired. No significant differ-
ences werzs noced among the various extients oi continuations of
projects.

About 91.1 per cent, or 195, indicated that the bvoard of
educasion acted faverably betwzen 67 - 100 per cent of the times
on their recommendatiions for construction. Superiniendents
whose projects were discontinued had 38.2 per cent of their
decisions approved on this item, but the difference was not
statistically signiiicanst.

About G7.3 per ceni, or 220, said that the board accepted
their recommendation on curriculum changes 67 - 1GC per cent of

the times, again not statistically significant.

¢t

These items in the questionnaire did not seem to
discriminate sufiiciently to give an indication of the suger-
intendent's ability to affect toard decisions, though they 49

support a general viewpoint that the superintendsnt is tThe change
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agent for the school system. Table 38, pages 175 and i76,
provides an analysis.

Superintendsnits of the most innovative projects rated
themselves as having slightly less autonomy in curriculum
matiers than those with less innovative projects, 93 per cent
as compared to 98 per cent. 81so all of the urban superinten-
denis ratea themselves in the 67 - 100 per cent category on
three of these items; budget, personnelil, and curriculum deci-
sions. Superintendents of urban projecis more oi'ten determined
consiruction matters than those of rural projects. Table 67,

page 281, and Table 96, page 312, have these analyses.

Community Ciimate for Change

Superiniendents were asked to rate their communities on
receptivity to new ideas chosing between two “"usually cautious,
conservative” or "usually supportive, open-minded.” One hundred
fifty-seven, or €L.1 per cent, rated thelr communities *suppor-
tive."” EHighty-eight, or 35.9 per cent, rated them as “conser-
vative." Communities with "discontinued® projecis were rated
“conservative” 52.6 per cent of the times, while projects
"extended to 21l appropriate” were rated "conservative" only
10.5 per cent of the time. In other words, communities rated
“open-minded” had 89.5 per cent of the "continued for ali"
projects. The superintendent’s perception of his commrunity
seemed associated with the continuation of the projects, and
was significant at the .05 level. Tabie 39, vage 177, shows
this anzlysis.

Rural projects received a lower per cent of "open-minded"
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r2iinss, o7.4 L2 ceni as COmpAal
wro ense.  Ih2 rest Inmovative projecis also rec2ived higher
L2r c=nts on Corsn-mincdedness,” 75.8 per cent as compared to
$61.7 ter cent Ioxr lzss innovatiive. sssociations were not guite
significant a3z whs .05 level., Table 65, rage 262, and Tavie J7,
Lage 315, have o202 analyses.
Craracizrigtics of the Superintenoend
uperintendent were

- .
of experisnce,

and communicative Lehavio
the persons resgponding 3o
therefore no further anaiysis was mad

this

cept one of

411 ex
guesiionnairz were malie,
on the baszis of sex.
dge of Superinternn=zng
Supzrintencents with Title I1I1 projects fell into seven
age categories: . or (.8 per cent, were 29 or under; 8 or
3.4 per ceni were vetween 30 - 34; 17, or 7.1 per cent, were
vetween 35 - 39; 339, or 16.3 per ceni, were between ages of 40 -
were between ages 45 - L49; 4O, or 16.7
were 55 - 59; 32,

iy, 55 or 23.0 p=r cent
per cent, were 50 -~ 5&; 46, or 19.3 per cent
Superintendents of dis-

were 60 and over
than those of continu2d projects

i

or 13.4 per cznt,
e

coniinueda projecis were old
ver 50 years of age as compared to

2.5 pe

W

with
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b6.9 por ceni For those with coniinusd projecis. Howaver, 11,

or 68.7 ver cent, of the supsrintendents oi wrojects “exiended

(TR

to ali" were over 50 years of age. Ag2 was associated with i
continuation 2% the .GO1 lsvel or significance. Table 40, page

180, shows this analysis. ]

Superintendenis with projecis serving rural areas were

younger than those with projects serving urstan areas. Age

kaa 2 re J

differences were significant at the .Qul leyel. .Also super-

intendents of the more innovative projecis seemed To be slighily

e g

f sounger thar taose of less innovative projecis. his was also

g bk el gy

significant at the .CO1 level. These analyses are founé in

| |
Table 69, page 283, and Table $B, page 314. E

Educational Level of Superiniendesnt

Sugerintendents indicaied their level of educational

attaimment on a five-point scale of "no degree,” "3.4.," "M.i.,"

"M.4. plus 30 hours,” and “Doctorate.” All superintendents had

degrees; two had a teachelors degree only. Fiity-one, or 21.2 i

per cert, had a masiers degree; 84, or 34.5 per cent, had a%
least 30 hours veyond a HM.5.; and 104 or #3.1 per cent had a
doctorate. Disconiinued projecis had the smaliect percentage,
35.0 per cent, ci superiniencents at the doctorate level. The
per cent with the docioraie inereased as the extent of contlnu-
ation increased with the final category, 'all appropriate,”
having 58.8 per cent with doctorates. The association between
educational degree attainment and project continuation was not

statistically significant at the .05 level. Tabie 41, page 181,

has thls analysis.
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though $nese differences were not signiiricant at the .05 lievel.

Zable GU, page 315, has This analysis.

Years of Experience

Superintendents were asked to indicate the number of years
T experience that they had as suverintendents. The 254 re-
spons2s were tabulated wlthin six intervals. Twenty-three or
G.1 per cent had had no previous years of experience; 64, or
25,2 per cent had 1 - 4 years of experience; 45, or 17.7 per
cent had 5 - Q years; 51, or 20.1 per cent had 10 - 14 years;
and L6, or 18.1 per cent had 20 years and over.

Projeecis continuing “on smailer scale” had the smallest
proportion of superintendenis with 15 or more years of exper-~
ience, 21.0 per ceni, as compared to 33.3 per cent for "dis-
continued” projects; 3G.9 ver cent for “same;" 46.4 per cent
with “larger scale;” and 26.4 per cent for extended to "all
appropriate pupils.” Generzlly the more experience the super-
intendent had the more likely the project would continue and be
significantly expanded. The chi square significance was at the
.001 level. Tavle L2, page 183, has the analysis.

Superintendents with least experience had projects serving
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rural areas. The significance level was .00l. 3Superintendents
in more innovative projecis were siightly more experienced than
the superintendents in the liess innovative projects. The
assoclations were significant at the .001 level. Table 71,
page 285, and Table 100, page 316, have these analyses.

Place of Birth .

Superintendents were asked to indicate their place of
birth by rural (farm), small town, urban, and urban (big city).
Ninety-seven, or L4O.4 per cent, said they were born in a rural
(farm) area; 86, or 35.8 per cent, saild they were borm in a
small town; 42, or 17.5 per cent, were born in an urban area;
and 15, or 6.3 per cent, were born in a big city. Superinten-
dents born in rural areas had the best overall continuation
rate for projects, though those born in big cities were very
cléée; Continuation was not associated with the superintendent's
place of birth at the .05 level of significance. Table 43,
page 185, shows this analysis.

Superintendents serving rural populations were more likely
to have been born in rural areas. Association was significant
at the .05 level. The superintendents of the less innovative
projects were more likely to be born on a farm. The largest
per cent of the most innovative projects had superintendents
#ho were born in small towns. Associations were not significant
at the .05 level. Table 72, page 286, and Table 101, page 317,

have these analyses.

Superintendents Mobility

Superintendents were asked to indicate the number of
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times they had moved since college, excluding military moves.
Analysis showed that 102 or #3.0 per cent, had moved 1 - 3
times; 96 or 4G.5 per cent, 4 - 6 times; 3b or 15.2 per cent,
7 - 10 times; 2 or 0.9 per cent, 11 - 16 times; 1 or 0.4 per
cent, 16 or more times.

Superintendents of projects discontinuing had moved fewer
times than others. For example, €ley2n or 6l1.1 had moved 1 - 3
times. The association between the nusnber of moves vy the
superintendent and the continuation oi proj2cts was net quize
significant at the .05 level. Tavle 4y, page 187, shéws this
analysis.

Differences were not signiiicant between rural and urban
projects nor between inhovative and less innovative projects,
though superintendents of innovative projects had moved slightly
more often than those with less innovative projects. Table 73,
page 287, and Table 102, page 318, have these analyses.

A measure ol ccsmopolitianess was sought through an item
asking how many educational meetings superintendents haad
attended outside their state during the past three years. '
Twelve or 5.0 per cent indicated that they had been to no
meetings outside the state; 86, or 35.5 per cent, had been to
1 - 5 meetings; 79, or 32.6 per cent had been to 6 - 10
meetings; 31, or 12.8 per cent, had been To 11 - 15 meetlings;
and 3%, or 1l4.1 per cent, had been to 16 or more meetings.
Superintendents of discontinued projects had attended fewer
meetings than those with contlnued projects with only 15.0 per

cent in 11 - 15 and 16 and over bracket as compared to 24.2
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per cent, 27.5 per cent, 3G.8 per cent, and 47.0 per cent for
the four categories of continuation projects.

As the degree of continuation increased the numbter of
meetings attended by superintendents increased. The chi
square showed no significance at the .05 level. Table 45,
page 189, presents this analysis.

No significant differences were noted between urban and
rural projects on this variable, though urban project super-
intendents had 23.6 per cent in the 16 and over category as
compared to 9.6 per cent and 12.9 per cent for rural and
combined. Table T4, page 288, has this analysis.

Innovative projects had significant variations however,
with none in the "no meetings" category as compared to 5.6 per
cent for the less innovative; 19.4 per cent in "1 - S" meetings
category, as compared to 38.0 per cent for the less innovative,
and 26 per cent in "16 and over" meetings category, as compared
to 12.2 per cent for less innovative projects. Association

was significant at the .05 level. Table 103, page 319, has

this analysis.

Attitudes Toward New Ideas

Superintendents were asked to respond to five statements
concerning thelr attitudes toward new lideas by checking the
one that best- described their own attitude. One hundred six-
teen, or 47.9 per cent, of the superintendents said that they
were willing to try almost any new idea even though they knew
that there were serious risks involved; 66, or 27.3 per cent,
sald they would be willing to try an innovation if it had been
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tested in at least one place. Sixty, or 24.8 per cent, said
that they had reservations about some of today's innovations,
tut would try those that seemed to be accepied. None checked
the two other statements, that is, "I sincerely feel that most
of tocday's innovations are fads and that it is uise to wait
before trying them myself,” and “1 sincerely beileve that there
is i1jittle need to innovate since we already know more about
improving education than we can possibly do.”"

The first statement was intended to describe an “inno-
vator;” the second statement "an early adopter:;" the third
statement one of the "early majority adopters;™ the fourth
statement one of the "late majority adopters;” and the fifth
statement "a laggard.”

The analysis ol replies by continuation of the projects
revealed that "discontinued" projects had fewer responses, 6,
or 30.0 per cent, on the innovator's statement and more, 9, or
45.0 per cent, on early majority adopter statement. Conversely,
the greater the extent of the continuation, the larger the per
cent of responses on innovator'!s statement. The chl square
snowed that the assoclations were notv quite statistically
significant at the .05 level. The anaiysis is shown in Table
46, pages 191 and 192.

* There w2re no statistically significant differences
among rural and urban projects on these statements, though
rural superintendents checked ihe "early majority” statement
35 times, or 30.7 per cent, and urban checked it 9 times, or
16.1 per cent. Table 75, page 289, has this analysis.
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-

There were not statisiically significant diiferences axong
the responses of the less inpovavive and ~ost incovative pro-

ject superintendenis, Though oniy 3, or G.4 per c2nt, of the

mest innovative project superintendenis checkxed the eariy
ma jority statement as compared %O 58, or 27.4 per cent, for the
less innovative prejects. Eighteen, or 56.2 per cent of most

innovative projscis checked the innovators statement one as

g g ol e

compared to G8, or 46.2 per cent of less innovative projects.

Tabie 10%, page 320, has thié analysis.

Superintendents ! Fhiiosophy

- Superiniendenis were asked to rate themselves on theilr

_ basice outlcok in matiers other than school affairs. One hundred
; forty-five, or 64.2 per cent rated themselves as “liberal" and
81, or 35.8 per cent rated theaselves as "conservative." When
categorized as to extent of continuation of the projects,

superintendents rated themselves as in the following per cents

as "liberal”: “discontinued" projects, 60.0 per cent; "smaller
scale,” projects 6.9 per cent; "same scale,"” 68.1 per cent;
"Jarger scale,” 46.2 per cent; and "all," 76.5 per cent. About
fifty-four per cent of the superiniendents whose project was

continuing on a "larger scale” rated themselves “"conservative.”

Associations were not quite significant at the .05 level.
Table 47, page 194, shows the analysis.

No statistically significant differences were noted
between rural and urban projects though urban superintendents
rated themselves as "liberal” 73.5 per cent as compared to 62.8

per cent "liberal” for rural superintendents. Table 76, page

©

ERIC | o
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as 1iberai, 73.3 per cend, while less innovaiive projecis were
rated 62.8 per cent 1ikeral. Differences were not significant

at the .05 level. Table 165, pags 321, has this analiysis.

Comuunications Behavior

Superintendsnis were asged where they most often w2nt for
reliabie information avcut educational innevaiicns on a forced
choice between "authoritive written sources™ and "krowledgeatle
peopie,” 76, or 33.6 per cent, checked “yritten™ and 149, or
66.2 per cent, checked "seople.” The perceniages remained about
the same among the five continuation options with "discontinued”
projecis having slightly fewer superiniendents relying on
written sources 31.6 per cens but with “all appropriate” having
the fewest, with 17.6 per cent. #ssociations were not signifi-
cant at the .05 level. Tawvle 48, page 190, shows this analysis.

Rural projecis had slightly more superintendents relying
on written sources, 4i.2 per cent as compared to 30.9 per cent
for urkan. Communicaticn behavior of superintendents with
innovative projecis was avoui the same as those with less inno-
vative projecis. Neither association was significant at the
.05 level. Table 77, page 291, and Tadlie 106, page 322,

have these analyses.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The major purposes of this study included (1) determining
the number and the extent of continuation of three-year Title
III projects following termination of federal funding, and (2)
determining which of selected characteristics might be
associated with continuation of these projects. The survey
results will ﬁe summarized in four sections as foilows: (1)
Title III as a demonstration program; (2) association of
project characteristics with continuation; (3) association of
school and comnunity characteristics with continuation; and

(4) association of the superintendent's characteristics with

continuation.

Summary of Findings

Title III as a Demonstration Program

The survey ylelded the following descriptive information
regarding the extent of the continuation of Title III projects:
1. Of the 256 responses t6 the questionnaire, 235, or
91.8 per cent, indicated that the program would
continue. Twenty-one, or 8.2 per cent, will terminate.
Of the continuations, 107, or 41.8 per cent, will
continue on a smaller scale; 81, or 31.6 per cent,

will continue on the same scale; 27, or 10.6 per

[T
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cent, will cpntinue on a larger scale; and 19, or
7.4 per cent, will continue and be extended to all
appropriate pupils in all appropriate schoois in the
school district.

When the resulis of a telephone follow up oi’ ©5 non-
respondents were included in the survey, the total
number of three-year Title III projects being
continued was 279 of the 330, or 84.5 per cent.

In 31 states, 100 per cent oif the 1966 projecis were
continued after federal funding ended. Thirteen
states were below the 92 per cent average.

States comprising the Southern region had a slightly
higher.discontinuation rate than the other regions.
The Northern region had the lowest discontinuation
rate.

whether a project served one or served several
districts did not seem to affect the total contin-
uation rate significantly, though projects serving
multiple districts were more likely to continue on

a smaller scale.

All projects selected as "most innovative" by USOE
personnel and funded the first year of the Title III1
program were continued by the local schools.

Projects serving rural populations had a signifi-
cantly higher rate of discontinuation, 10.3 per cent,
than those serving urban populations, 3.3 per cent.
The average project was continued using 1.5 sources

of revenue. The local educational agency was the
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primary source for continuation funds, with 191 of
the 256 projects checking this item. Innovative
projects were more likely to be successful in getting
support from outside their communities.
Superintendents made the recommendation to continue
or discontinde the project in 86.3 per cent of the
cases. Where they made no recommendation, the
Title IIi projects were discontinued at a 39.2 per
cent rate, considerably higher than the rate of 4.9
per cent for projects upon which he made the
recommendation.

Instructional materials were produced in 77 per cent
of the projects. Discontinued projects produced
materials in about the same proportion. The more
innovative projects produced instructional materials
more often than less innovative projects.

A total of 256,191 persons visited the projects
during the three years. The mean was 1,108 per
project. Discontinued projects had slightly more
visitors per project than continued projects.

As a result of 120 Title III demonstration projects
began during fiscal year 1966, 2,460 similar, new
programs were begun by other schools. The mean was
20.4 new programs for each -demonstration. Dis-
continued projects also were responsible for
stimulating new programs though the mean was 16.0,

jower than for the continued projects. One hundred




thirty-six projects did not respond to the 1item
indicating that they did not know how many new
pregrams were started.

Continaed projects had the largest percentages of
local funds in their three-year budgets, 20.9 per

cent as compared to 1.4 per cent for discontinued

projects.

fiects of Project Characteristics

The survey ylelde¢ the fcllowing iniormation regarding the

association bet#2en the characteristics of the program (the

innovation) and the continuation rate of the projects.

1.

Discontinued projects served a mean of 22,136 persons,
as compared to a mean of 66,688 persons served by

the average project. The larger the size of the-
population served, the more likely the project was

to ve continued.

Only 2.7 per cent of the total persons served by the
256 projects were in the disconiinued projects.

The mean size of the three-year budgets of continued
projects was twice the size of discontinued projects,
$553,000 as compared to $230,000.

Discontinued projects had significantly larger
budgets for training, dissemination, and evaluation
activities than continued projects. The most inno-
vative projects had a larger percentage of their
budgets for training than the less lnnovative projects.
There was some indication that projects which had a
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ma jor emphasis on training teachers were more likely
to discontinue, probably because the training was
completed.

Projects which had as a major program emphasis the
offering of a supplementary and/or enrichment course
or activity accounted for more than half of the
discontinuations.

Projects with supplementary services were also more
1ikely to be scaled down when they were continued.
However there were no significant differences in the
continuation rate.

The grade 1e§els of the pupils in the projects was
not associated with the projects'! continuation rate.
Where students and school board personnel were
"meaningfully involved” in the development of the
project, the more 1likely it was to be continued,
particularly in projects expanded to serve larger
numbers of persons.

The average cost per pupil of continued projects was
1less than those discontinued, $141 versus $179.

The 41.8 per cent of projects which were continued
on a snaller scale had a mean per pupil cost of $106
as compared to $179 for discontinued projects.

Rural projects cost less pér pupil than urban projects,
anc the most innovative projects:cost’considerably
more per pupll tnan less innovative projects.

Title III projects were rated high on the traits of
visiyility, 9qgg§t1b111ty, complexity, divisibility,

-’ - -
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15.

and communicability, with no trait receiving less
than 80 per cent.

Discontinued projects had an overall lower rating
on "visibility."

All putl one2 project was rated compatibiz wicth the
values and past experiences of the personnel in che
social system.

Rural projects weré rated lowest on "divisibiidity.™

Urban projects were rated lowest on “visibiiity.”

Effects of Social System Variables

The survey ylelded the foilowing data regarding the

assoclation of system characteristics to continuation of the

projects.

1.

The mean expenditures per child in school disiricts
continuing projects to "all" and on a larger scale

were significantly higher than all other categories

of continuation, $684 per child (4.D.M.) as compared

to $610 for discontinuations.

Urban school districts had larger mean expenditures
per child, $668 as compared to $592 for rural
districts.

School districts with the most innovative projects

had a per child expenditure of avout the same as

less innovailve. 4 mean of $618 as compared to $612

{for the school districts with less innovative projects.

Thiz mean enrollment in school districts serving a

single school district was 2,106 pupils. Continued
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projects had a mean of 2,169 as compared to 1,357
for discontinued projects.

5. The mean enrollment of school districts with
discontinued projects serving multiple districts
was 5,551, as compared to 6,010 for continued on
nsmaller scale,” 6,654 in "same,” 6,902 on "larger,”
and 5,622, to "all appropriate.”™

6. The higher the educational level of a community, as
determined by per cent of graduating classes goling
on to college, the greater the expansion of the
project and the higher the rate of continuation of

the projects.
7. Urban projects and the "most innovative” projects

were in communities where larger per cents of pupils

went on to college.

8. 1In all categories of continuation, communities with
higher incomes had a slightly greater per cent of
continuations. Income level was also assoclated with
urban projects and "most innovative” projects.

9. Almost half, 42.9 per cent of the discontinued
projects, were in communities that had hired all of
their last three superintendents from inside the
system.

10. The "most innovative” projects had the highest per
cent of superintendents hired from outside the

system.

11. The greater the number of innovations tried by school




districts during the recent ten years, the greater
the expansion of the projecis and the higher the
continuation rate of the projects 1in thcse school
districits.

12. Urean cistricts had tried a signiificaniiy higher
numter of innovations than rural districits.

13. Superintendents indicated that they had sirong
i{nfiuence on vudget, personnel, consiruciion, and
curriculum decisions by the bo;rds oi education.
Ninety-five per cent indlicated that voards of educa-
tion accept2d Of - 100 per cent of their recommenda-
tions. 3uperintendents in the most innovative
projects indicated that they had slightly less influ-
ence on curriculum matters than in the less innovative
projecis.

i%. wWhere superiniendents' perception ol their communities
4as that oi being "usually supportive, open-minded
to new ideas,” the project was more 1ikely to
continue.

15. Communitles with rural projects were more often rated
as conservative and those with "most innovative”

projects were more often rated "open-minded."

Effects of the 3uperintendent's Characteristics

The survey yielded the following information regarding zhe
association of selected characteristics of the projects'! super-
intendents to the continuation of the projects:

i. Younger superintendents had a larger percentage of
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projects continued, though older superintendents
tended to be more successful with projects extended

to all appropriate persons.

Projects serving rural areas and those selected as
"20st innovative™ had somewhat younger superintendents
than those categorized as urban and less innovative
projects. ?

More than 43.1 per cent of superintendents with Title

III projects had doctorate degrees, significantly ’
higher than the natiomal average of 21.3 per cent.l ;
The extent of continuation of projects was positively
associated with the per cent of superintendents with
doctorate degrees.

Considerably more urban superintendents had doctor's

degrees than rural superintendents.
The greater the number of years the superintendent

had been superintendent, the more likely it was that
the project would continue and be significantly
expanded.

Superintendents with projects serving rural areas

had less experience as superintendent than superin-

tendents of projects serving urban areas.
Superintendents of the "most innovative” projects
had more experience‘than those of "less innovative”

projects.

lamerican Association of School Administrators, Selecting
a School Superintendent (Washington, D.C., 1968), p. 5.
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g. About 76 per cent of the superintendents of Title

= »

III projects were born on farms or in small towns.

10. Superintendents born in rural farm areas had the

best overall continuation rate for projects though i
those from big cities were a very close second.

11. The most innovative projects had the largest per
cent of their superintendents born on farms.

12. Superintendents whose projects were continued had
moved more times since college than superintendents )
of discontinued projects.

13. Superintendents of the "most innovative” projects

had moved more often than those of "less innovative®

\*‘P&ha&lmlu s wor-d s BawBadls w3

projects.

14. The number of meetings attended outside the state
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by superintendents during the past three years was
related positively to the per cent and extent of
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the project's continuation.
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15. Superintendents of the "most innovative" projects
had attended a significantly larger number of‘
educational meetings outside their-state.

16. Almost half of the superintendents of Title III
projects said that they would be willing to try
almost any new idea even though they knew that

s
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there were serious risks involved.

17. The superintendents of projects who checked the
item which classified them as "innovators" had

more extensive continuation projects.
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Sixty-four point two per cent of the superintendents
of Title III projects indicated that they were
"liberals™ in matters other than school affairs. No
differences were noteworthy between superintendents
of continued and discontinued projects.

Discontinued projects had superintendents who

relied slightly more on personal sources as opposed
to written sources for information about educational

1nnovations.4

Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations

1.

e

The following conclusions were drawn from the literature
and findings of this study.

The adoption rate of ESEA Title III projects exceeded
the most optimistic expectations of interested
observers. The 85 per cent continuation rate
represents a remarkable achievcment for a demonstra-
tion program exceeding any known adoption rate for
educational foundation programs or other federal
programs .

Three years is a reasonable period of time for an
educational demonstration to be adopted by the school
system in which it operates. Other studies have
indicated that less than two years was probably a
waste of federal or foundation funds. Four years
might be even more productive if the first year were
a "planning” year. It is recommended that the

S -




maximum project period should be no more than five

years.

The USOE Guidelines for Title III called for the

project designs which would meet local needs firs%,
national needs second. The Title III funds were
regarded as venture capital. Correctly interpreting
the "will of Congress,” the USOE put stress on "“inno-
vative features," on variability in approaches, and
on glexibility toward changes in project strategles
and even objectives. Since this policy seems to have
served well, it is recommended that the USOE maintain
a pol}cy of non-intervention and local initiative,
with emphasis on flexibility in apprcach in present
and future programs of this nature.

USOE personnel charged with reviewing proposals,
monitoring the projects, and general administration
of the program were able to select those programs
which would be successful. Therefore, by determining
which programs are the "most innovative” during the
first year of a project, they could with considerable
assurance predict which pr&érams would be continued
after federal funds were terminated. Further study
should be undertaken to determiné if these USOE
personnel could also predict the few projects that
might fail for the purpose of concentrating moni-
toring efforts to rescue the federal investment 1n

the projects before the three-year period ended.
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The average successful adoption had a 20 per cent
commitment of local funds in 1its three-year opera-
tional budget. Therefore USOE and state agencies
should institute a policy of local commitment of funds
to the demonstration as a prerequisite to funding,
probably on an escalating basis with a first year of
10 - 25 per cent to a final year at 50 per cent,
depending upon the project length and local condition.
One hundred twenty superintendents reported that

the average project stimulated the adoption of 20
similar programs outside thelir school district.
Further analysis of the data should be undertaken to
determine if those projects reporting new programs
had characteristics or activities different from
other projects. Such data could be used to develop
criteria for more successful demonstrations.

Since the projects proved to be valuable to the local
school and, to 20 cther schools, the instructional
materials‘ developed by 77 per cent of the projects
should be evaluated and widely disseminated.

Though projects serving rural populations had the
largest per cent of the total first year projects ,
they also had a significantly lower continuation
rate. An analysis should be made of rural projects
to determine what factors operate to give them a
loue;' continuation rate. The  USGE might consider a

longer grant period for rural projects to give the
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project more time to prove itself.

Coritinued projects, on the average, served larger
nwnoers of pupils, had larger vudgels, cost 1ess per
pupil, had smaller per cerits in their budgets for
training, evaluation, and dissemination, and had
greater school board and student involvement in their
development, and were for activities thal were major
additions to or reorganizations of the school curri-
culum. The more innovative the program, the more 1t

cost per pupll. Therefore the following recommenda-

tions are made to the USOE and state education

< -

agencies:

(1) In making grants, commit at least $500,000 for
at least a three-year period for about 2,000
pupils for a program that will pe a major
change and innovation in the present systen.

(2) Heview all planning, evaluation, and dissemin-
ation activities in proposed projects to make
certain that they are not out of proportion
to the program of the project. Large planning
staffs, complicated and prolonged evaluation
activities and "slick" dissemination programs
may actually hamper the effectiveness of a
project.

(3) Monitor projects in the planning phase to
influence meaningful participation of students,
school voard, and parents in the project's

development.
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10. Most superintendents perceived the Title III projects !
to have positive ratings on the traits Everett M.
Rogeré identified as necessary to ease the imple-
mentation of an innovation, i.e. visicility, compa?i-
bility, complexity, divisibility, and communica-
bility. Evidently USOE policy of allowing local - j
school districts to develop thelir own programs acted

to maximize the compatibility of the innovation with ;

the system. This would reinforce the first recom- i

mendation urging continued "non-intervention"” on the

R L TV TR IR ATTE

part of USOE.
11. School districts were more likely to continue their
projects if they had a higher expenditure per child,

were in urban areas, had a smaller school enroliment,
the project served only on2 school district, had a

higher per cent of high school graduates who went on

to college, the suﬁerintendent came from outside the
system, the distficy had tried a higher number of .
innovations and had a "supportive and open-minded"

community.

S s ———

In 1light ot this, the following recommendations to USOE

and state educational agenclies are made:

(1) In irnstances where equally -good projects are
in competition for funds, and where 1t may be
1mportaﬂt fo demonstrate to a wide area a new
program, the grant should be made to the

school district witn the highest ratings on

the above traits.
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(2) #hen contemplating a project for a low-income
and relatively disadvantaged or rural area,
more attention should ke given to the project
in terms of planning funds, higher support
per child, and opportunity for participation
by board of education and the affected
students and parents.

Superintendents who had the most success with contin-
uation of their projects had the following traits:
they were younger, had doctorate degrees, had more
years of experience, were borm on a farm or in 2 small
town, moved moré, atterided mor2 out-of-state educa-
tional meetings, more often rated themselves as .
willing to take risks, and regarded.themselves as
liberals in matters other than that of school affairs.
They also said that they relied slightly more on
written sources for information about innovations.

In light of these findings, the following recommen-
dations are suggested for USOE and state educational
agencies administering demonstration programs:

(1) Since the study also supported the common
opinion that superintendents are the géte-
keepers and the key implementers of change
in policy, the USOE should seek informatioﬁ
about the characteristics of superintendents
to .use as part of the criteria in making a
choice between otherwise equally desirable

sites for the project.

*
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(2) Sponsor on an organized and systemavic bas1is,

opportunities for older and more conservative
school superintendents to observe innovations
in other areas of the nation.
13. Projzcts serving strictly rural populations differed
from those serving urban populations in the following
ways: fewer were continued, they cost less per pupll,

and were hardest to implement. Rural areas had fewer

pupils going on to college, less income, had fewer of
the most innovative programs, had tried fewer inno-
vations, and were more conservative. Also the
superintendent was younger, had less education and

less experience as a superintendent.

The following recommendations might alleviate these
apparent hwidicaps:

(1) Preference should be given to rural suparin-
tendents for fellowships at universities with
the provision that they return to the rural
area for-a determined period of time.

(2) Rural communities should be given greater
consideration for general financial aid by

state and federal governments.

(3) Supplementary educational services should be
provided to rural areas through regional
centers to encourage and equip rural youth to
reinvest thelr talents in their home areas.

(4) More help should be given to rural demonstration
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14.

1.

projects to develop strategies to effect

change in thelir communities.
Projects selected by USOE as most innovative had
the following traits distinguishing them from less
innovative projécts. They produced more instruc-
tional materials; had more in their budgets for
training; cost more per pupll; were more difficult
to implement; the school district spent more per
pupil on education; more students went to college;
had higher incomes; the board had more influence on
the curriculum, and the people were more “open-
minded."™ Also the superintendent was younger, was
more often hired from outside, had more experience
as a superintendent, was tormn on a farm, had moved

more often and had attended more educational

meetings.

Since all of the "most innovative"” projects in this
study were continued by the school district, the

USCE should conduct an in-depth, on-site study of
these 33 projects comparing them on several variables

with the 21 projects that were discontinued.

This sthdy seemed to lend tentative support to hypotheses

posed earlier in this dissertation:

The adoption of an innovation 1s associated with
certain characteristics of the innovation including
cost, preparation of materials, and others.

The adoption of an innovation 1s related to the
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situational or system variables, such as, wealth
and community noms.

The adoption of an immovation is reiated to the
personal characteristics of the superintendent,
such as age and education.

A "free” trial period for an innovation speeds up
the rate of adoption of the innovation, as has
been the case of ESEA Title III.

Suggestions for Further Research

The

and study:

1.

2.

following topics are suggested for further research

A study similar to this one on Title III projecis
funded in fiscal year 1967 to determine if the

same rate of adoption prevails and if the effect

of the one-year planning grant can be ascertalned.

A follow-up study one year hence to determine whether
projects that the superintendent indicated were
continuing would be continuing beyond one year.

An in-depth analysis of evaiuation and dissemination
activities :1n ‘projects to determine why projects
with larger budgets for these activities had a
higher discontinuation rate.

A survey of project directors to determine their
perception of administrative strategies and com-
parison w#ith a similar study of the superintendents,
school board members, teachers, and selected

coommunity leaders.
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5. £n on-site interview study to determmine the change

»

strategies used by successiul project operators

and superintendents.

LA %

6. Application of a multiple regression eguation to
the variables in this study To determine which of
the severali variables may be most reliavle in
predicting the adoption of an innovation by a school

district.
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APPENDIX A
ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

The first purpose of this descriptive study was to
determine the continuation rate by local school districts of
educational demonstration projects funded by the U.S. Office
of Education under the authority of Title III of Public La;
89-10, The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.

The second purpose of this study was to investigate what asso-
ciations, if any, existed between the variable of continuation
and selected characteristics of the school systems, th2

superintendent, and the innovation 1itself.
The study included a review of the literature on (1) the

legislative history of ESEA Pitle ITI, (2) evaluative studies
of Title III, and (3) selected references on the change process.
A 39-item survey instrument was mailed to the superintendents
of the total population of 330 projects funded 1in fiscal

year 1966. Two hundred fifty-six questionnaires, representing
80.3 per cent of the r~pulation, were returned. Analysis of
the collected data was undertaken by five levels of continua-
tion on selected characteristics to test the Lypothesis that
these éharacteristics were assoclated witﬁ project contingation
after federal funds terminated. The chi square test of :

statistical significance was applied to the data. The survey
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ylelded the following findings:
1. Ninety-two per cent of the ESEA Title III projecis

in the survey were continued folilowinz the three-
year demonstration period of the federal grant.
Eighty-five p2r cent were centinued if the resulis
of a telephone survey of non-respondents was added
to the data.

2. The average project was continued using 1.5 sources
of revenue with the local school district being the
primary source.

3. Projects that were contlinued had significantly larger
local commitment of funds in thelir three-year budgets.

4. The average project was responsible for stimulating
20 similar new programs in other schools.

5. Continued projects served larger numbers of puplls,
had larger budgets, cost less per pupll, allotted
smaller per cents of their budgets for training,

evaluation, and dissemination, had greater school
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board and student involvement in their development,
and included activities that were major additions to
or reorganizations of the school or curriculum.

6. School districts were more 1likely to continue their

projects if they had a higher expenditure per child,

were in urban areas, had a smaller school enrollment,

served only one school cistrict, had a higher per cent
of high school graduates who went to college, had a

superintendent who came from outside the system, had
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tried a higher number of innovations, and had a
“supportive and open minded"” community.
Superintendents who bhad the mest success with con-
tinuation of their projects were younger, were more
1ikely to have doctorate degrees, had more years of
experience, were born on a farm or in a small town,
moved more ofiten, attended more out-of-state meetings,
were more willing to take risks, regarded themselves
as "liverals," and relied more on written sources for

information about educational innovations.

Recommendations included the following:

1.

In administering ESEA Title III and other demonstra-
£ion programs, the USOE and state educational
agencies should continue the minimum, three-year,
project perliod concept.

4 minimum local commitment of funds to demonstration
projects should be required by agencies who fund
demonstration or innovative projects.

USOE should commit itself to evaluating and
disseminating the products and results of
demonstration projects.

Rural areas and projects in disadvantaged areas
should be given special consideration in terms of
more extenslive technical assistance, larger amounts
of funds, and longer period of time for conducting
the demonstrations.

The characteristices of the school system and the
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superintendent should be considered when determining
whether a grant for a demonstration project shouid
be given to an applicant school district.

An on-site follow up study should be made to valldate
the findings in this survey.
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APPENDIX B

FACSIMILE OF LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS WITH p
TITLE III PROJECTS SEEKING INFORMATION
REGARDING CONTINUATIONS

February, 1969

~ear Superintendent:

Your PACE project is one of about 2,700 funded from the .
approximately 6,000 applications received during the first .
three years of Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. It is also one of only 300 projects that has
survived to complete nearly three years of operation. As
such, if is of special interest to the other school adminis-
trators and to educational researchers.

18y dww

He:

This 39-item gquestionnaire therefore is designed to identify
Title III projects which will continue after the Federal grant
expires for the purpose of disseminating information about
promising new services to rural and urban youth. The Depart-
ment plans a publication along this line. The questionnaire
also seeks information about the unique characteristics of the
school, the community, and the superintendent--all of which
may influence the adoption of innovations.

o VOEBE .. M NEM

B W
N AR i ke Y o ik R dain $ R iakgtl

This promises to be a landmark study which will attract nation-
wide interest. Your help will not only be greatly apprecliated
but it is absolutely vital if the study 1is to succeed.

Thank you so much for giving it your personal attention.
Sincerely,

Lewls R. Tamblyn

Executive Secretary
Department of Rural Education
National Education Association
1201 Sixteenth Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20036
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APPENDIX C

FACSIMILE OF QUESTIOMIAIRE TO SUPERINTEMNDENTS
WITH TITLE 111 PROJECTS SEEKING INFORMATION
REGARDING CONTINUATIONS
Instructions: The superintendent should complete this question-
naire since most of the guestions seek opinions and information

that only he can provide. Try to complete the instrument
immediately since a publication is planned for early spring.

If you have questions call Norman E. Hearn, the researcher, at
202-963-7383. Please return the questionnaire in the stamped,
self-addressed envelope to: Lewis Tamblyn, Department of Rural
Education, National Education Association, 1201 Sixteenth Street,

NW., Washington, D.C. 20036.

Name of person reporting
Official position ’ Telephone
Name of school district
Post office and State

A. Basic Information

The abstract below was prepared from information contained
in your original application for a ESEA Title III grant.
Please read it. If changes are necessary, please make them
in the margin.

(ABSTRACT)

1. In your opinion, will the activities of this project be
continued in the school district(s) when the Title III
grant expires or if already expired, is the program to
be continued? (Circle number)

/ G 7 / 7

'é ~Yes, “Yes, Yes, Yes, extended

or on a on about on a to all appropriate
not smaller same larger pupils in all

likely scale scale scale schools




2. If to be continued beyond Federal project period, how

will it be funded?

(Circle all appropriate)

1 2 3 L 5 6 T
/ / A [l __ [/ / /
Local Fees Busi- State Founda-~ A new Other,
school from rress funds tions FPFederal specify
district pupils Indus- but grant
funds or try not
member (ies) Title
schools 111

3. Has the project produced curriculum guides, courses of
study, or other instructional materials (including
films, video tapes, etc.) which might interest other

schools with similar programs?

(Circle number)

12 |

4. During the past three years, about how many persons (if
any) have visited your project from other communities?

(Give number below)

5. How many schools do you know of who have introduced
similar programs after visiting your project? (Write

number below)

6. Did you make a recommendation which led to the decision

to continue {or discontinue) the project?

number )

1
/

(Circle

2

Yes

¥

7. Give two reasons, critical factors, incidents, or crises
which you think may have caused the project to be
adopted (or not adopted) by you, the Board, or the
community. (Give reasons in order of importance. )

a)

L

S ek




(2)

231

B. Characteristics of Project

8. During the term of this project, approximately how many
persons were (or will be) served by the project?
(Write the numbers opposite the type of area; then
total the column.)

Number of persons

(1) Large city (over 500,000)

(2) Suburb of large city above

(3) Rural area near a large city above

(4) mMiddle-sized city (50,000-500,000)

(5) Suburb of a middle-sizad city above

(6) Rural area near a middle-sized city
above

(7) Small city or town {less than 50,000)

(8) Rural area, not near large or middle-
sized city

(9) Total served by this project (add
column)

9. What will be the total amount of funds devoted to the
project from inception to temmination of the Federal
project period? )

(1) Title III, ESEA grant only (all years)

(2) Other Federal, State, or Foundation
grants (all years)

(3) Local school system source (all years)

(4) Total of above

10. Approximately what percent of the tctal project budget
reported above was devoted to training, orienting, or
otherwise preparing personnel to perform the activities
in the project?
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11. Approximately what percent of the budgetl was devoted to
dissemination activities {newsletters, TV, films,
community meetings, brochures, tours, etc.)

¥

12. Approximately what percent of the budget was devoted to
evaluation activities?

W

%

13. Classify the innovation in your project according to ]
the major program emphasis. (If more than one *
emphasis, rank in order of effort -1, 2, 3, etc.)

(1) new course offering in the regular curricuium

—

(2) new use or retraining of teachers and other
school-related personnel

(3) major reorganization of the school and/or
curriculum

(4) supplementary and/or enrichment courses or
activitiles

(5) new ways to achieve community understanding,
participation, or racial or social integration

b"a

———————

(6) new use of technology to reach more persons
more efficiently

(7) new guidance, counseling and testing, and
remedial services

——

Y T

(8) planning, evaluation, and dissemination
services

(9) special education for the handicapped

A ———

14. Classify your project as to kinds of persons served
(check all appropriate)

(1) elementary (K-8) puplls
(2) secondary (9-12) pupils

A—

(3) other
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16.

17.

18.
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Did the personnel listed below participate in the
development of the project in such a manner so as to
influence its content and operation? (Circle
appropriate number)

(1) Students: 1 2 13
es o “Donlt know
(2) Teachers: 1 2 3
i{ 4
es Don't know
(3) Principals: 1 2 3
; / R{ /7
Yes Don't know
(4) Superintendent: 1 2 3
Vi
es "t know
T/ ?é ~Don
(5) Parents, or other 1 2 3
citizens: / / Y 4
Yes No Don't inow
(6) School board: 1 2 3
es o i1t know
A T
How much does the innovation cost per pupil? (Divide

three-year cost of project by number of students

served during that period.)
$

Are the outcomes of the innovation highly visible?

(Circle number)
1

_/

Yes

Are the past experiences, training, and values of those
who must implement the program (teachers, principals)
compatible with the requirements of the new program?

(Circle number)

1
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19. Are the concepts, the methodology, and/or materials
in the program such that they can b2 easily under-
stood by those who must implement them? (Circle

number)
1 2
/ /
Yes No

20. Can the program be operated without greatly disturbing
the routines of personnel in the school system?

(Circle number)

b 2

~d —

2]. Can the results of the program be explained to others
who must understand them in order to adopt the program?

(Circle number)

A LA S b At SEL L T R L B S L TR A L it O

i 2
/ Va
Yes No

C. Characteristics of the School System and Community

22. what 1s this year's average current expenditure per
child in your school district(s)? Use A.D.M.

$

23. How many puplls are currently enrolled in your school
system(s), grades K-12? (A.D.M.)

2. What percent of the last three high school graduating
classes has entered college? {(Circle number)

1 2 3 4 5 6

=1 1~ - - p
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25. Approximately what is the current average per family
ircome of constituents in school district(s)? (Check

bracketf)
— (1) Under $3,000
____ (2) Between $3,000-$5,000
_____(3) Between $5,000-$10,000
_____ (B) Between $10,000-$15,000
__ (5) More than $15,000

26. How many of the last three superintendents were hired
from outside the system? (Circle number on scale)

0 1 2 3
L / / VA

27. During the last ten years, how many of the innovations
1isted below have been tried in your district? (Check
11st; add; and circle number on the scale below which

brackets your total.)

2 __Language Lab __F.L.E.S.

3 __Chem Study __PSC Physics

E __Modern Math __Typing in Elementary
: Paraprofessionals Community School

~Work/Study Program

" Student Aides
~ Peacher Corps

—_Computers for Instruction

Programmed Learning
~ Extended School Year
~ Extended Field Trips

—_Student Exchange
‘—-E [ ) T [ J v [ ]
Independent Study

~ Micrc Teaching

~Bilingual Program ]
Teacher Exchange

~ Released or Shared Time

—_Team Teaching —_B.S.S.C.
__Non Gradedness __Others-specify
__Flexible Scheduling
— .T.A.
1 2 3 b 5 6

Té{ o - - 1-

28. On each of the following items, indicate about what
percent of your recommendations are accepted by the

Board of Education:

(1) Budget items ) 1 2 3
rcie numoper é é {
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290

(2) Personnel hired 1 2 3
{CIrcle number)
O~ -1
(3) Construction decisions 1 2 3
{Circle number
O- -
(4) Curriculum changes 1 2 3
{Circle number)
0-32 -

How would you rate your community regarding its
receptivity to new ideas? (Circle number)

1 2
Y 4 /
Usually cautious, Usually supportive,
conservative open-minded

Characteristics of the Superintendent

30.

31.

32.

33.

What is your present age? (Indicate below)

What is your sex? (Circle number)

/ /
Male Female

What is your highest educational attaimment to date?
(Circle number)

S A S S
Less ~ Bachelors  Masters At least Doctorate
than 30 hours
degree beyond

Masters

How many years have you been a school superintendent?
(Indicate below)

]

LTSN S P YUY YRRy
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35.

36.

37.
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Do you consider yourself urban or rural by place of
birth? (Circle number)

/ 7 i /
Rural “Small ~Urban Urban
(Farm) town B3z city

Excluding military service, how many c¢imes have you
changed communities since you left college? (Circle
number) ‘

1 2 3 4 5

/ / / /
1=3 ¢t s L-b times 7-10 times 11-15 times times

How many educational meetings outside your sta‘e have
you been to during the past three years? (Circle
number that brackets your answer)

1 2 3 L

5
é 145” o-{b 11-1 15?

Which statement below comes closest. to describing your
own attitude and behavior regarding educational
innovations? (Check cne)

(1) I am willing to try almost any new ideas even
though I know that there are serious risks
involved.

(2) I am willing to try an innovation if it has
been tested in at least one place.

B LR T r———_—

_____{3) I nave reservations about some of today's
innovations, but will try those that seem
to be accepted.

(4) I sincerely feel that most of today's
innovations =zre fads and -that it is wise to
walt before trying them myself.

(5) I sincerely belizve that there is 1little need
to innovate since we already know more about
improving education than we can possibiy do.
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38. Do you regard yourself as being a liveral or a
conservative in matters other than school program?
(Circie numbter)

i 2
/
Literal Conservative
25, Which of the iwo categories below would you or do you .

go most often for reliable information about educational
innovations? (Circle one)

1 2 p
/ /
Authoritative Written Source Knowledgeable people
i.e. i.e.
Libraries, ERIC, professional Superintendent(s),

journals, and research

experts, university

personnel, and

f bulletins
3 teachers

E Thank you.

3 Any comments?

1)

n T




APFENDIX D

TWENTY-EIGHT TITLE IITI PROJECTS
RATED INNOVATIVE BY USOE
Project "Plato”
Ala., Anniston, City Board of £ducation
Project Number DPSC 66-2337
A computer will be used to provide a personalized learning
program for each student, to perform routine clerical tasks
usually performed by teachers, and to obtain immediate test-
score data for research projects in such areas as dropouts,
vocational success, and academic success. A vocational computer
technology program will also be established to train students
in key punch and programing. A projected achievement profile
will be developed for each student. Comparative-progress
evaluations will be hadé and a continuous-learning diagnosis
will be provided. When a student shows proficiency on one
level he will be allowed to progress to the next. If not, he
will be scheduled into a skills~-development lab situation where
weaknesses will receive immediate attention. The lab will
provide tutorial and computer-assisted instruction, programed
mats rials, and small-grcup work. The computer can also be
used for scheduling purposes and for inservice trainirg of
teachers. Approximately 4,010 elementary and secondary students

from public and nonpublic schools will participate. For further
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information, coniact Floyd Ncleod, Adminisirative aAssistant,

&

129 Joodstock Ave., Anniston, Alabame 3620i. (205) 326-8i72.

aud
¥

3outheast flaska sudioc-Visuali Censer

flaska, Juneau, CGreater Juneau Borougn Schoel Disirice
- - - g LV -

®rpject Number DPIC £0-E£36

3

4 centrally located center will be esvabkiished to unify

211 zudiovisual services. The center wiii te used to provide

{1) ampie space for storage of eguipment, (2) inservice

hme k1 o< g% DL ah at

training Ly sending an audicvisual coordinator to the various
school disiriets, {3) use of minor maintenance sarvices,

(B) increased audiovizual materials, and {5) distribution
seryices via an audiovisual mobile unit. Appreximately 30,G00
puklic and rcnpuvlic school studenis and teachers will be
served. For further information, contacti Jjonn P. Gunnison,
issistant Superintendent of Schools, 1250 Glacier Ave.,

Junezau, Alaska 99801. (907) 536-1475.

Northern Arizona Supplameniary Educational Center
Ariz., Flagstaff, 3chool Disiriet 1 and H.3. District 1
Prgject Number DPSC 66-2355

A pesource center will be established to serve students
from a {ive-county area. The canter will serve as a base for
curricuium imprcvemeni, siressing the adoption of new programs
and teaching sirategies. Approximately 50 per cent of the
students are classified as disadvantaged, including 2 number
of American Indians. Objectives will be o improve pupil
achievement, to improve aititudes of each student culturzl
grour toward other groups, i0 reduc: the incidence of psycho-

S wt e ’

iogicel maladjusimeni, to increase communications on nNew programs,
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to increase the use of new media, and to increase the use of
community resources. Services will be provided in the areas
of curriculum methods anc materials, audiovisual aids,
reading, Indian education, psychology and guidance, speech
problems, the teaching of English as a second language, school-
home and school-public relations, testing, and disadvantaged
youth. Special programs will be tested in individual schools
in such areas as Indian education, developmental reading and
oral English, cultural enrichment learning difficulties,
ijnservice training, and the use of new teaching techniques.
Approximately 41,366 elementary and secondary students from
public and nonpublic schools will be served. For further
information, contact John L. Gray, Coordimator of Visual Aids,
Faculty Box 4088, Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff,

Arizona 860C1. (602) TTh-6611.

Program and Center for Educaticnal Advancement
Ariz., Mesa, Elem. Sch. Dist. 4, High Sch. Dist. 207
Project Number DPSC 66-1284

A center for educational advancement will be planned to
serve a number of public and private schoois 1in an urban-rural
area covering 10,000 square miles in three counties. The
center will be design2d vo serve as both an information-

gathering and a procuction facillity to put research findings

and proven innovaticns into practice. Specific services to
be considered are inservice training, demonstrations of
remedial techniques and new educational methods and materials,
demonstrations of specialized instruction for emotional,

psychological, and curriculum problems, cultural enricnment
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programs in music and art, consultant demonstration, and
equipment centers. #Approximately 48,000 elementary and
secondary studentis are enroiied in area schools. It is
estimated that one-tenth oi them willi be served directly vy
the proposed center. For further information, contact Pan
Dearen, Acting Projecti Director, Mesa Public Schools, Mesa,

Arizcna 85201. (602) 969-1431.

Project To Initiate, Compare, and Evaluate Educational
Approaches to the Prcoblems of Children with Behaviorali

Disorders
Ariz., Tucson, School District #1

Project Number DP3SC 66-972

A service cenier will e developed to coordinste
educationai, clinical, and research techniques toc help
emotionally disturbed children. Methods of dlagnosis, treat-
ment, and technigques of teaching will be explored and tried
out. Several programs will be introduced, incliuding a special
day school, residential school, segregated special classrooms
in elementary schools, a combination group and tutorial
program, supportive teacher services, and recreational-therapy
activities. Various educational approazches will be intro-
duced, compared, and evaluated by a psychiatrist, psychologist,
social worker, and teacher. The entire program will be pupil-
family centered, stressing bectter emotional and behavioral
adjustment. Approximately 25 preschool children and 3C0
elementary students will be served. For furthsr information,
contact Laura D. Ganoung, Supervisor of kducation, School

District 1, P.0O. Box 4040, Tucson, Arizona 85717. (602)

791-6275.

1]
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PACE-Sim Visual Arts FProject
Calif., San Bernardino, County Supt. of Schools
Project Number DFSC 66-1948

A visual arts project will provide a visual arts
center, mobile vans or artmobiles, selected community art
exhibits, and visiting-artist demonstrations for approximately
640,000 persons from three-counties. 3elected art works will
te shown at the art center and in individual schools. The
exhibits, lectures, demonstrations, and art information will
be dispersed to public and nonpublic schools and elsewhere
in the communities. Objectives are to give students and adults
a greater interest in znd appreclation of the visual arts, to
provide art students and teachers more knowledge of art,
artists, materials, and methods, and to encourage comnunity
interest in a wider and long-range art program. Evaluation
will be based on attendance at the exhibits and at public and
school activities, the reaction of individuals who have viewea
exhibits, and the operating records of the project itself.

For further information, contact Wayne Dean, Coordinator of
Art Education, San Bernardino County, Fifth Flcor, Hall of
Records, 172 West Third St., San Bernardino, California 92403.
(714) 889-0111.

Arts and Humanities Education Program

Colo., Colorado Spriggi, City Schools

Project Number DPSC 2001

Arts and humanities wili be incorporated into an
existing K-12 curriculum through an extensive usage of
community resources. The range of resources will include field

trips, classroom exhibits, all school and community exhibits,
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individual resource people, and ilve performances in the areas
of music, drama, and dance, educatlonal media inciuding tooks,
films, siides, records, tapes, and art prints will te avaii-
able. Teachers will be provided orientation and inservice
training. &Zvaluation of the program will be tasecd on statis-
tical documentation showing the usage of resourc2s and surveys
to determine the program's effectiveness from the participants’
points of view. Approximately 55,000 elementary and secondary
students w111 ke served. For further information, contact
Don A. Green, Project Director, Title I1II ESEA, Palmer Hail,
Colorado College, Colorado Springs, Colorado 80G903. {303)

633-8773.

Program for the Education of Emotionally and Ferceptually

Handlcapped Children
Colo., Fort Coilins, Poudre School District Ri

Project Number DP3C 06-45

Intensive educational and psychological services will
be provided to emotionaily and perceptually handicapped
children with the goal of returning them to the regular school
program. The clinically oriented program will include a day
school for children who should not be in regular classes but
who can perform acceptably in speclal groups and an itinerant-
teacher progran for chilcéren who would tenefit from working
with a specialiteacher iﬁ a very small group for part of the
school day. There wlill also be a homebound program for children
who caznnct funeticn in either of the above programs but who
are not institutionalized. The team approach will involve the

services of an administrator, a psychologist, a socizl worker,
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skilled teachers, the staff of a mental health clinic, and
consultants from two colleges. Approximatsly 83 elementary
students from public and nonpublic schools and 95 school staff
memters will participate. Por further information, contact

P. L. Schmelzer, Director of Instruction, 317 South College,
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521. (303) 482-T420.

Exemplary Education for Early Childhood
Colo., Greeley, Weld County School District 6

Project Number DPSC 66-1997

An ungraded, self-pacing, and self-correcting program
w#ith an appropriate adult-pupil ratio wlll be estaklished for
preschool and primary aze children. The program aims (1) to
develop improved linguistic facility, problem-solving ability,
and a positive self-image in the students, (2) to develop
curricula which provide optimal means for learning, and (3) to
conduct basic research in early childhood education. Inservice
training will be provided teachers and teacher aides in the
concept of an integrated oreschool primary program. Approxi-
mately 1,540 public and nonpublic school children will
participate in this program. For further information, contact
Keith Blue, Weld County 3chool District 6, 1416 Ninth Ave.,
Greeley, Colorado 80631. (303) 352-1543.
Study of Educational Programs for Elementary School Children
Involved in a2 Reglonal Desegregation Plan
Conn., Hartford, Board of Education
Project Number DPSC 66-2035

A desegregation program will be Iintroduced. It will

invoive the random selection of approximately 896 children in
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grades K-8 of a predominately negro city school who will bte
transported to 13 communities (67 schools). This program aims . |

to develop a cooperative structure btetween an inner-city and :

suburban communities to solve the educational probtlems related
to racial imbalance. Supportive services availatle for trans-
ported chiidren wiil include--(1) group and individual tutoring
and consultation with classroom teachers, providec by a special
teacher assigned to help the children, (2) the use of non- s
professional aides (one for each 25 children) who will be ‘
chosen from the neighborhoods of the transported children to
work with teachers and r7ide on buses. For further information,
contact Robert M. Kelly, Assistant Superintendent, 249 High
St., Hartford, Connecticut 06115. (203) 527-4191. {
Science Center (Pinellas County, Florida) 1
Fla., Clearwater, Pinellas County Bd. of Pub. Inst. .
Project Number DPSC 66-8T70 |
Science programs provided by an existing science center,
will ke expanded to provide the opportunity for a greater number :
of scientifically oriented students from puvlic and nonpublic :
schools to engage 1in individual research projects of their r
own choice. Talented children in grades 4-12 will be able to
use the science center and also the services of.adult science K
teachers, sclentists, and technically skilled persons on an §
after-schecol, weekend, and summer bas’s. The professional and §
volunteer staffs of the center will be expanded and training
workshops provided for them. The center now serves about
8,700 students. An additional 7,000 are expected to parti-

cipate 1in the expanded program. For further information, i




U7

contact J. Richard Thomson, 7701 22nd Ave. North, St. Fetersburg,
Florida 33518. (813) 342-8691.
Fernbank Science Center

Ga., Decatur, DeKalb County Board of £ducation
Project Number DPSC 66-1353

Fernbank Science Center represents an educational
service center designed to provide, through innovative programs
and services, a means for the further enhancement of sclentific
literacy and proficiency within the student, lay, and profes-
sional segments of our population. Its primary objectives
are: (1) to improve, supplement and extend instructional
opportunities in the sciences relative to existing preschool,
elementary, secondary, and adult educational programs, (2) to
stimulate, develop, and encourage constructive attitudes and
activities conducive to the enrichment and extensioa of the
current state of scientific understanding and appreciation
common to society, (3) to provide programs, develop resources,
and disseminate information relative to innovative and
exemplary practices in sclence education pertinent to excellence
in the teaching of the natural and physical sclences at all
levels of instruction.

The following established resource areas enable the staff
at Fernbank Science Center to fulfill the above obJectives:

65 acres of primeval forest within an 80 acre tract, the third
largest planetarium in the United States, the largest observ-
atory in the Southeast, an electron microscope laboratory, a
meteorology laboratory, stucent research laboratories, a

greenhouse and a science reference library. Future plans
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include additional greenhouses, several acres of botanicai
gardens, a natural history museum, a large s2a aquarium and
an audio-visual center. For further information, contact

Lewis S. Shelton, 156 Keaton Park Dr., Atianta, Georgla

30307. (4o4) 378-4311.

Eighth Congressional District Honors Program
Ga., Douglas, Coffee County Board of Education
Project Number DPSC 66-1220

An B-week summer residential honors program will ke
offered to 150 academically gifted and artistically talented
students from 24 counties in a Congressional district. The
students will have completed 10th or 11lth grade. The program,
located on a college campus, should provide enriched oppor-
tunities which may be otherwise unavailable. Instruction will
be given in eight curricular areas--natural sciences, social
scilences, mathematics, language arts, modern foreign languages,
art, drama, and music. Students will major in one and minor
in another of these areas, depending on ability, interest, and
aptitude. A1l sftiudents will take part in physical education
activities and in a discussion group. Course content will te
idea centered, stressing the integration of knowledge. Explo-
ratory experiences will also be offered in areas outside major
interests, including seminars, concerts, plays, and a2 full
recreational program. New curriculums and teachinz methods
will‘be used. The importance of cultural and aesthetic
opportunities will be emphasized. The program should also
benefit teachers, counselors, and administrators associated

with the program, providing instructionzl experilences which
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can be used in regular classrooms dusring the school year.
Follow-up activities include weekend seminars, college visits,
cultural events, follow-through to college counseiing, ressarch
on the giited, aducation consulting with emphasis on inservice
teacher training and school evaluation, and serves as a

cultural and materials center. For further information, contact

Lester M. Sclomor, Director, South Georgia College, DPougias,

Georgia 31533. (912) 334-1100.

Exemplary Individualized IL.earning Center
Idaho, Hagerman, Joint School District 233
Project Number DPSC 66-1385

An individuaiized learning center will include (1) an
instructional materials center for the collection, storage,
and dissemination of teaching and instructional materials,
(2) a 1ibrary center that wiil include written materials in
all curricular areas, (3) individualized reading stations,
(4) individualized study areas and listening stations, (5) a
small-group audiovisual learning and seminar area, and (6) a
televislion receiving station. The center will be developed
to serve as a model for more than one-half of the secondary
schools 1In a statewide area. Zmphasis will be placed on
obtalning and organizing materials that facilitate indivi-
dualized learning opportunities. Approximately 8,500 secondary

students will be served. For further information, contact
George M. Carnie, Superintendent of Schools, P. O. Box 236,
Hagerman, Idaho 83332. (2G8) 837-5472.

E1k Grove Training and Development Center

Iil., Elk Grove Village, Comm. Cons.-Sch. Dist. 59.
Project Number DPSC 66-2644

' '
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A Training and Deva2iopment Cenfer has veen 25talliished
to oifer a variety of Demonstration and Training Programs o
ieachers, adminiscracors, and speclailstis. Trainees have
teen directly involved in the ideas t2ing agesonsirated.
Demonsirations have coveresd such ideas as an ungraded primary
system, Learning Centers, Independent Study, Motor Faciiizatvion,
Elementary Fine Arts Cenver; Orf{ Husic Program, 35el{ Imposad
Scheduling, Closed ?1xcudt TV, Inservice Training in Affectiva
Doxain, Zlemeniary Social Sclence, Mathematices andé Scisnce.
Several other programs have pzen instituted in cooperation
with nearby colleg2s. One has involved sending severa. teachars
to a University Curriculum Center in Znglish for Curriculum
Study on a half-time basis. 2 second program consisted of
using new materials dzveloped by the Madison Project for use
ty students in grades 3-5 on a nongracded bacis. In addition,
a Leadership Training Program has been conducted at the Center
by consultant:s and a2n 2valuation team has conducted-ongoing
studies irto the effectiveness of the tralning programs.
Training in evaluation skills has also been availatle. Atout
1,000 staff members have bte2en s2rved {rom schools enrolling
69,000 students. For further information, contact Donald
Thomas, Supecintendeni, Community Consolidated School District
5¢, P. 0. Box 100, Elk Grove Village, Illinois 600C7. (312)
437-1000.
Cooperative Prbject Among Teachers, Schools and Industry for

Continued Development of Means:-to Improve Learning
I11., Oak Park, Oak Park-River Forest H.S. Dist. 200

Project Numver DP3C 66-1917
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A library-idcated instructional r2source center will te
established to electronically store vast amounts of infor-
mation and make tThat information instantly retrievabie for
individual or small-group instruction. Th= center will be

able to transmit audio and video programs, including slides,

motion pictures, video tapes, and radio and television programs
via a dial-select system. The system will be atle to handle
224 master programs. Approximately 75 study carrels, numerous
classrooms, and additional schools will te hooked up to the
system, equipped with headsets and video units. Students will
gain access to information by dlaling the coded numter of
selected material. Approximately 13,900 elementary and

secondary students from public and nonpuklic schools will be
served. For further information, contact Miss Lura E. Crawford,
Head Librarian, Oak Park and River Forest High School, East

Ave. and Ontario St., Oak Park, Illinois 60302. (312)

383-0700.

Exemplary Programs in Language Arts
Mich., Pontiac, Oakland County Schools
Project Number DPSC 66-984

Special language arts programs will be instituted in
"every school district in the county. Each program will be
staffed by a person or persons speclally trained to provide
one or more of the following services for children of average
ability who are behind in language arts--diagnosis, clinical
remediation, speech improvement, and reading instruction. It
is anticipated that between 10 and 20 per cent of the students

will need the assistance. Selected teachers will be given 8
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w2eks of inservice training at a "graduate practicum® to irmprove
ilanguages cevelopment programs, learn new instruciicnal methods
and diagnostic techniques, and acquire skilis To work effectively
#ith studenis. Five model programs havs been developed and

or¢ or more will be used by each disirici. The five programs
include learning improvement programs for grades K-3, %-6, ang
7-9, an extensive reading program for junior or senior hish
schocl Studenis. Approximetely 45 teachers wiil participaie

in the 8-week inservice program and 300 will attend orientaticn
seminars. Between 500 and 3,000 students are expected to
tenefit the first y2ar out of a total enroliment oi 247,064
students. For further infomsation, contact Dr. ¥illiam J.
Emerson, sSuperiniendent, Gakland Schools, County Service Center,
Campus Dr., Pontlac, Michigan 48053. (313) 335-4192.

Proposal for the Use of a Movile Laboratory to £nrich and

Expand the Scilence Program in the Schools of District 241,
Freeborn County

Minn., Altert Lea, Indep. 3School District 241
Project Number DPSC 66-1057

A movile latoratory will be purchasad and equipped for
use during thejéuﬁmer and school year to provide resources to
study, photograph{ aqd classify specimens fresh from the fieid.
Two 40-foot mobile labs are to serve as the laboratory. £
number of items will te purchased to equlip them, such as an
anemometer, a refracting telescope, binoculars, insect nets,
chisels, compasses, hammers, and soil test kits. Team teaching
and an inservice training program will be instituted. The

program should provide tools ang procedures for individual

study of naturzl environments. Each student will have an
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individual and a group project to work on in geology or field

ecology. All students taking the moblle laboratory course
must have completed a basic summer science prcogram first.
Students will be selected on the basis of thelr interest and
achievement in science. Approximately 7,302 students, grades :
K-12, from public and private schools and 28 teachers will be ]

served. For further information, contact Charles D. Carpenter,

WV LT

Science Department Chairman, Central Junior High School,
Albert Lea, Minnesota 56007. (507) 373-3911.

Pilot Supplementary Elementary Sclience Interpretive Program
N.J., Middletown, Bd. of Ed. of Township Sch. Dist.
Project Number DPSC 66-532

A model elementary classroom-laboratory at a state park
will enable elementary students to study natural sciences in
a fleld center. Two experienced and licensed -teacher-
naturalists will conduct the program and provide an inservice
program for teachers. Through the cooperation of the state
park and the office of conservation with the board of education,
a fleld teaching station will be established to study geology,

marine and terrestrial organisms, and ecology of a barrier
beach. Representative fourth grades will visit the park 90
minutes each day for one week to study a unit consistent with

the season. The program should serve students as an intro-
duction for thelr year's study of the natural sciences.
Orientation and follcwup procedures have been developed for
teachers. Approximately 520 chilédren and 30 adults are expected
to participate. For further information, contact Richard Cole,

63 Tindail Rd., Middletown, Kew Jersey O27748. (201) 671-2205.
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Center of Scismncz and Indusiry
Chio, Cincinnati, EBd. of Educ. City School Disirict
Project Numter DESC 66-2041

A center of science and induscry will e 2stabliished and
programs planned to serve ctudents and adults in 2 =evro-
polifian aresa. The center will serve as a {eaching fzcility
in the physical and blomedical sciences, engineering, and
technology. It will also extend and enrich the curriculums
of 340 schools and ® colleges by offering exhibits and by
involving educational, technical, and scientific resources of
the community in a teaching esnvironment. The center will
provide (1) an inservice training program for science teachers
in the new technigues of teaching science at all levels, (2)
project rooms to enable pupils and adults to develop sclentific
kobbies in the filelds of radlio, electronics, space sciences,
photography, and cther sciences, (3) seminars for gifted
students interested in science, (4) career guldance sessions
for indlviduals or groups using community resource persons,
(5) enrichment programs, and (6) a mobile science laboratory
that will circulate fThroughout the area to introduce and
demonstrate new developments and techniques to teachers and
students. Approximately 231,719 pupils in grades K-12, 17,425
college students, and the genefﬁl public will be served. For
further information, contact Kenneth E£. Vordenverg, Adminis-
trative Supervisor of Science, Secondary Schools, Cincinnati

Public 3chools, 608 East McMillan St., Cincinnati, Ohio 452006.
(513) 221-6800. |
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Centennial Joint 3chools Supplementary Eaucational Service
Center

Pa., Warminster, Centennial Schools, Bucks County
Project Number DPSC 66-2i39

A comprehensive el2mentary school with a special
experlence lavoratory will be used to study the efftect of
total environmental control on children with varicus types
of learning ability and in many learning situations. The
latoratory will be circular and windowless and will provide
for the intensiricatlon of the learning process through the
use of perceptual and cognitive experiences. All walls of
the laboratory will serve as projection screens, enabling the
teacher to surround the child with a preplanned environment.
Through the use of u-a;§ still and S5-way still and movie
project}‘éxﬁs, total environmental visualization will place the
child in the plicture rather than makinz the child a spectator
viewing the picture. 3tereophonic sounds can be introduced
from ali angles of tne room. Through thase audio and visual
effects varlables which affect learning can be compared,
eliminated, and limited. Flexible patterns of grouping and
pupil placement will be used to provide for maximum mobility
of individuals and groups. An inservice program will be
instituted to acquaint teachers from other schools with the
program. Approximately 1,600 educable and trainable mentally
handicapped, physically handicapped, and academically
talented children will be served. For further information,
contact Charles it. Walker, Project Director/Buillding
Principal, Centennial (Joint) 5chools, Warminster,

Pennsylvania 18974. (21y) €72-1200.
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New Snorehem Tele-iecoure Math Project ]
H.1., New 3horcham, school Comamiitee 3
Project Nunver DPE3C 06-418 ;

Two mathemeiices t=achers will instruct students on

2n island &5 miles away and 13 miles off the coast via
amplified teliephone and elecirowriter. De2causa Th2 communicy
is almost inaccassible, more conventionzl means for moderni-
zing mathematics insiruction have not beesn practical. The
students participating will talk with the teacher and what-
eyver the teacher wreites or draws will be projecied on a
screen In the island school. One teacher will instruct

chiidren in-¥kindergarten and the first {ive grades and the

other teacher, those in grades six through twelve. An
evening class for parents and teachers is planned. Persons
to participate are expected vo number 21 children, 80 adult
education students, and 50 members of cultural and civic
groups. For further information, contact Thomas McCate,
3uperintendent of Schools, New Shoreham, Rhode Island C280C7.
(Block Island). (401) 466-2251.
Demonstration Library in the Elementary School
R.I., Warwick, School Depariment
Project Number D®SC 66-47

A livrary will ve remodeled and expanded to meet
standards set Ly the American Library Association. It will
then be used as an inservice facility for the training of

elementary school librarians, teachers, and administrators

in a state. It will be located in an area wiih a high

concentration of children from low-income {amilies. Techniques
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of librarian-teacher teamwork required to make an elementary
school library a truly effective instrument for instructional
improvement will te demonstrated. Two full-time l1ibrarians

will be used to build the library book collection and to
establish close working relationships with teachers and visiting
educators. Approximately 3,0C0 educators are expected to
participate. For further information, contact Agnes Bulkley,
Director of Library Project, 32 Cavalcade Blvd., wWarwick,

Rhode Island 02889. (401) 737-46T7.

Pre-Primary Demonstration School
5.C., Sumter, School District 17
Project Number DPSC 66-1748

A preprimary demonstration school will be established
to provide preschool experiences for deprived children, ages
3-5. The school will pe used to field test the nursery-
school research conducted by a nearby college and to demonstrate
the effectiveness of the methods, materials, and program in
teaching deprived children, predominantly negroes. Preservice
training will be provided to student teachers. The school
buildings have been designed to meet the needs of the children
and for demonstration purposes. High school, college, and
adult teacher aides will be used. A school soclal worker
and psychologists will also be employed to work closely with
pupils, parents, and teachers. Such variables as preprimary
school experiences, alternative preschool experiences, depri-
vation, typical school district background, race, intelligence,

and classroom adjustment and achievement will be used to

evaluate the program. #pproximately 136 preschool children
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will participate. For further informaiion, conzact L. C.
Mecarthur, Jr., Superintendent, Sumter School District 17,

152 Broad St., Suméer, South Carolina 29150. (803) 773-75823.

Exemplary Center for Team Teaching

. =% =

Utah, Ogden, Weber Couniy Board oi Educaiion
Project Number DPSC 56-384

Opportunities to observe and discuss a variely of team
teaching situations wili be provided at a center. The center
will disseminate information about Team teaching and
cocrdinate the corntinued development of team teaching programs
and facilities, other team teaching programs will be visited.
The center staff willl coilect materials on team.teachiﬁg,
provide educational services lncluding internships for teachers
and administrative personnel, and offer inservice training
and participation in the instructional program of the locai
university. Approximately 205,652 elementary and secondary
public and nonpublic school students, 200 school personnel,
and 25C adult education students will be served. For further
information, contact William R. Boren, Superintendent, Weber

County 3chool District, 1122 Washington Blvd., Ogden, Utah

8404, (801) 394-E873 Ext. 21.
Laboratory Center for Reading
Va., Newport News, City School Board ..
Project Number DPSC 66-148 -

A laboratory center for reading will be established in
a central elementary school to provide a comprehensive

communication skills program. .It will include areas for

individual testing, small-group instruction, parent-pupll
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interviews, offices, conferences, lounges, library books,
and restrooms. Three classrooms will accommodate larger j
groups. A1l 8, 9, and 10 year old children in grades 3-5 j
will be given a preliminary screening by regular classroom |
teachers, three regular reading specialists, and additional
specialists from the laboratory center. Students with

reading difficulties will be referred to the center for

further screening, diagncsis, and corrective and preventive

struction. Social-work services and auxiliary psychological
and speech services will be provided. Inservice training for
teachers will be available. The center will be open 12

. months of the year during the after school and on Saturdays.

Materials and equipment will be purchased with matching funds
under Title III NDEA, and remodeling expenses will be paid‘
through Title III funds. Approximately 2,800 children in
public and nonpublic schools will be served. For further
information, contact George J. McIntosh, Superintendent of
Schools, Newport News Public Schools, 119 Main Street,-
Newport News, Virginia 23601. (703) 596-G213.

High School For One--A Systems Approach to Improve Curricula

in Remote High Schools
Wash., Anztone, School District 310
Froject Number DPSC 66-225k

The school district will work with a universit‘y to

develop and field test learning systems in speech, math analysis,
Spanish, physical science, shorthand and industrial arts in

three rural high schools. After field testing, the systems

w#i1l be modified or redesigned and demonscrated in six other

[Kc
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rural hign schoolis. The program will combire an instructional
system, dev2loped by university specialists and high school
teachers. Such instructional materials as synchronized slides,
and audio tapes, Sxm film loops, and shert programed texts
will bte used and laboratory experiences willi e offered.
Approximately 1,200 secondary students will participate. For
further information, contact I!r. Arnold M. Gallegos, £ssistant

Professor of Education, Washingten State University, Fullman,

Washington 99163. (509) 335-5012.

Diagnostic and Remedial Re2ading Cliinic
#“. Va., Charleston, Kanawha County Bd. of educ.:
Project Number DP3C 66-1155

A diagnostic and remedial reading clinic will be
establishec to serve all students in the county who have
reading difficulties. The ciinic wili also provide preservice
and inservice training for teachers in the techniquas of
identifying and correcting reading problems. Clinic staff
members will diagnose the nature of reading difficulties in
children referred to the clinic. Remedial instruction will
then be provided for students who require clinical treatment.
Consultative services will be offered to classroom and/or
corrective reading teachers -for students who do rot require
clinicai help. éhe clinic will be staffed with specially
trained teachers, a psychologist, and a guidance specialist.
Medical and psychiatric services will be available if needed.
Two mobile units wili be used by the stafi memvers in cases

where it 1s more convenient to do diagnostic and remedial

work at schools rather than bringing students to the clinic.

RN I TR
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Approximately 3,448 elementary and secondary students from
public and nonpublic s::hools will be served. For further -
information, contact Walter F. Snyder, Superintendent of
Schools, 200 £11zabeth St., Charleston, West Virginia 25311.
(304) 346-0471.
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ENALYSIS OF RURAL, UKBAN, AND COMBINED
PROJECTS BY SELECTED VARIABLES
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TABLE 49

SOURCES OF FUNDS FOR CONTINUATION BY URBAN,
RURAL, AND CCMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Urban Rural Combined
Source of
Funds
Per Per Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Local education agency 53 55.8 90 50.9 49 45.0
Fees from pupils 9 9.5 16 9.0 2 1.8
Business/Industry 3 3.2 6 3.4 6 5.5

[ State education agency
1 funds 15 15.8 26 14.7 22 20.2
3 Foundations N 4.2 5 2.8 6 5.5
A new federal grant 7 7-3 17 9.6 12 11.0
Other i .2 17 Q. 6 12 11.0
Totals 177 100.0 95 100.0 109 100.0

Chi Square == 14.42 p & -30 C s .19
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TABLE 50
SUPERINTENDENTS RECOMMENDING CONTINUATION AND
DISCONTINUATION BY URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED
CLASSIFICATIONS, NUMBERS AND FER CENTS
= — ———————
Urban Rural Combinec
Superintendents
Recommendations
Per Fer Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
Continue 53 89.8 102 91.1 63 91.3
Discontinue 6 10.2 10 8.9 6 8.7
Totals 59 100.0 112 1006.0 69 106.06
Chil Square = .22 P &£ -90 C= 0.00

TABLE 51

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF PROJECTS PRODUCING
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS BY URBAN, RURAL, "
£ND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS i

Urtan Rural Comtined ’
fesponses ;
Per Fer Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Projects produced

Ll IR T L AR T TR Ry YW g v awl

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

instructional
materials

Yes 45 75.0 90 76.9 57 78.1 !
No 15 25.0 27 23.1 16 21.9
Totals 60 100.0 117 100.0 73 100.0
Chi Square = 0.17 P &£ -95 C = .026 i
s i
i




TABLE 52

NUMBERS, PER CENTS AND MEANS OF PROJECTS WITH
VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF BUDGETS DEVOTED
TO TRAINING BY URBAN, RURAL AND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Per

Per cent of budget in

ranges
0 7 11.6 18 15.3 T 9.6
1 - 2 10 16.7 22 18.6 13  17.8
3 - 4 4 6.6 6 5.1 5 6.9
5 - 6 15.¢c 21 17.8 9 12.3
7- 8 1 1.7 1 0.8 5 6.9
9 - 10 10 16.7 12 10.2 9 12.3
11 - 12 . | o 0.0 3 2.5 1 1.3
13 - 14 - 1 1.7 O 0.0 _3 4.1
15 & over 18 30.0 35 29.7 21 28.8
Totals 60 100.0 118 100.0 73 100.0
Mean Per Cents 18.59 17.36 16.56

Chi Square = 66.71 p £ -001 C = 0.48




TABLE 53

NUMBERS, PER CENTS AND MEANS OF PROJECTS WITH

VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF BUDGETS DEVOTED TO a

DISSEMINATION BY URBAN, RURAL AND
COMBINZD CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Combined ;

Fer fer °  Per
Numter Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Per cent of budget in
ranges
(6] 11 18.3 16 13.5 4 5.5
1 - 2 23 38.4 w6 39.0 15 20.5
3 - & 6 10.0 12 16.2 11 15.1
5 - 5 6 10.0 14 11.9 18 24.7
7- 8 2 3.3 1 0.3 O 0.0
9 - 10 6 10.0 18 15.3 12 16.4
11 - 12 0 0.0 1 0.8 3 4.1
13 - 14 G 00 O© 0.0 1 1.4
15 & over 6 10.0 10 8.5 9 12.3
Totals 6G 100.0 118 100.0 73 100.0
Mean Per Cents 6.78 6.90 8.38

Chi Square = 52.6 p £ -001 Cw= 0.43
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TABLE 54

NUMBERS, PER CENTS AND MEANS OF PROJECTS WITH
VARIOUS PERCENTAGES OF BUDGETS DEVOTED
T0 EVALUATION BY URBAN, RURAL AND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Per cent of budget 1in

ranges

c 8 13.3 12 10.2 5 6.8
1 - 2 23 38.3 52 y.0 17 23.3
3 -4 10.1 8 6.8 13 17.8
5 - 6 13.3 25 21.2 21 28.8
7- 8 - 1 1.7 3 2.5 3 4.1
9 -.10 10 16.7 12 10.2 5 6.8
11 - 12 2 3.3 0 6.0 1 1.4
13 - 14 o) 0.0 0 - 0.0 1 1.4
15 & over 2 3.3 6 5.1 7 9.6
Totals 60 100.0 118 100.0 T3 100.0

Mean Per Cents 5.40 4.93 7.18

Chi Square = 48.98 p ; .001 C = 0.h42
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TABLE 55

MAJOR PROGRAM EMPHASIS OF PROJECTS BY URBAN,
RURAL, AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

_%
———

Urban Rural Combined
Responses
Per Per Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
New courses 5 7.8 7 5.6 6 8.3
Retraining, new use 11 17.2 15 12.0 9 12.5
Ma jor reorganization 4 6.3 11 8.8 3 L.2

Supplementary Services 24 37.5 48 38.4 27 37.5

Community involvement 2 3.1 L 3.2 1 1.4

New use of technology 9 14.0 20 16.0 10 13.9

Guidance services L 6.3 10 8.0 6 8.3

Planning, evaluation

and dissemination 3 4.7 2 1.6 7 9.7

Special education 2 3.1 8 6.4 3 4.2
Totals 64 100.0 125 1G0.6 T2 100.0

Chi Square = 13.76 p Z -T0 C = 0.23

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EKC )
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TABLE 56

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS
OF PROJECTS BY GRADE LEVEL, NUMBERS

AND PER CENTS -
Urban Rural Combined
Responses

Per Per Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
Elementary (K - 8) 50 43.1 100 4o.8 65 40.9
Secondary (9 - 12) Ly 37.9 85 34.7 59 37.1
Other 22 19.0 60 24.5 35 22.0
Totals 116 100.0 245 100.0 159 100.0

I
&

Chi Square = 1.56 p 2. -90 C
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TABLE 57

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS COF PARTICIPATION IR PROJECT
DEVELOPMENT BY SELECTED PERSONNEL IN THE SCHOOLS
AND COMMUNITY BY URBAN, RURAL, AND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urtan Kural Conmt:ined
Responses
Per Per Fer
Numpver Cent Numver Cent Number Cent
Students
Yes 32 54.2 42 39.3 3 51.5
No . 26 44.1 59 5.1 31 45.96
Don't know 1 2.5 o 5.6 - 2.9
Totals 59 100.0 107 100.06 65 100.0
Chi 3quare = 5.29 p & -30 C = 0.14
Teachers
Yes 57 95.0 107 91.5 7O g7.2
No 3 . 5.0 10 8.5 2 2.8
Don't know 0 0.0 0 0.0 0) 0.0
Totals 60 100.0 117 100.0 T2 100.0
Chi sSquare = 2.76 P & -10 C = 0.10
Principals
Yes 50 87.7 104 92.0 6 88.9
No T 12.3 g 8.0 7 9.7
Don't know 0 0.0 0] 0.0 1 1.4
Totals 57 100.0 113 100.0 T2 100.0

Chi Square = 3.20 P &£ -7T0 C = 0.11
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Urban Rural Combined
fesponses
Per Fer Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
Superintendent
Yes 49 83.1 114 95.3 66 95.8
No 10 16.9 2 1.7 2 2.8
bon't know 0 0.0 (o) 0.0 1 1.4
Totzls ) 59 100.0 116 100.0 T1 100.0
Chi Square = 20.84 p &£ .001 C = 0.27
Parerits or other citizens
Yes 32 56.1 T1 66.4 56 82.4
No 21 36.9 30 28.0 9 13.2
Don't know L 7.0 6 5.6 3 4.4
Totais 57 100.0 1C7 100.0 68 100.0
Chi Square = 10.66 P < -05 C = 0.21
School board
Yes 31 53.5 719 73.1 53 T4.7
No 22 37.9 23 21.3 15 2l1.1
Don't know 5 8.6 6 5.6 3 4.2
Totals 58 100.0 108 100.0 71 100.0
Chi Square = 8.55 P & -10 C = 0.18
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TaBL: 58

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF PeR rUPIL
CCST OF URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINCD

CLASSIFICATIONS
Urban fRural Comi:ined
Hesponses
Per rer Fer

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

P2r pupil cost
$ 1 - $25 26 L6.h 46  40.7 “O  60.6
26 - 100 12 21.4 36 31.9 11 16.7
101 - 200 5 8.9 11 9.7 5 7-6 |
201 - 300 = 5.4 o) .4 2 3.0 ° i
301 - 500 2 3.6 5 .5 2 3.0 3
501 - 7CO 1 1.8 1 0.9 5 7-6
701 - 5CG0 y 7-1 2 1.8 0 0.6
901 & over 3 5.4 T 6.2 1 1.5
: Totals 56 100.0 113 100.0 66 100.0
5 Means 149 180 104
E Chi Square = 23.55 P £ -02 C = 0.33
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TABLE 59

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF SUPERINTENDENTS *

PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED TRAITS OF PROJECT
INNOVATIONS BY URBAN, RURAL, AND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban

Rural

213

M

Combtined

Responses

Per

Per

Per

Numer Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Outcomes of innovation
hignly visible

Yes y2 76.4 9 31.9 57 83.8
No 13 23.6 21 16.1 11 16.2
Totals 55 100.¢ 116 100.0 €68 100.0
Chi Square = 1.18 p £ -T0 C= 0.07
Compatibility
Yes 51 9.1 97 84.3 53 5.7
No 5 8.9 18 15.7 17 24.2
Totals 56 100.0 115 100.0 7O 100.0
Chi Square = 5.44 p £ -10 C = 0.14
Easily understood
Yes 57 100.0 110 94.0 67 94 .4
No 0 0.0 T 6.0 L . 5.6
Totals 57 100.0 117 100.0 T1 100.0
Chi Square = 3.50 P 2 -20 C = 0.12
Divisibility
Yes 53 91.4 99 85.3 66 93.0
No 5 8.6 17 14.7 5 7.0
Totals 58 100.0 116 100.0 71 100. C
Chi Square = 3.0 p &£ -30 C = 0.11
Communicability
Yes 56 100.0 115 100.0 7O 98.6
No 0 0.0 o 0.0 1 1.4
Totals 56 100.0 115 100.0 71 100.0
Chi Square = 2.4l P & -30 C = 0.09

v
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TABLE b0

NUMBZERS, FER CENTS, AND MLANS OF URBAN, HURAL,
ANC COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS BY PER FUrIL
ZXPENDITURE CiTZGORIES

Urban Kural comuinec

Responses
Per Yer Per
Numter Cent Number Cent Number Ceni

Per pupil expenditure

$ 1 - $300 H i.7 3 2.6 2 3.0

301 - 349 i 1.7 5 L.6 3 4.6

356 - u99 12 20.7 28 25.9 9 13.6

500 - 549 i 6.9 14 13.0 12 18.2

550 - 593 6 10.3 1& 13.0 G  13.6

6G0 - 649 3 5.2 15 13.9 7 10.6

650 - ©99 8 13.8 2 1.9 6 9.1

700 - 749 i 6.9 5 4.6 y 6.1

: 750 - 799 2 3.5 6 5.6 8 12.1

E 806 - G899 17 29.3 16 14.8 6 9.1

E Totals 58 100.0 106 100.0 66 100.0
| Means — 592 668 601

Chi Square = 30.25 P £ -0 C = 0.34
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TABLE 61

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF URBAN, RURAL,
AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS BY SIZE OF
PUPIL ENROLIMENTS OF SINGLE SCHOOL
DISTRICT PROJECTS

Urban Rural Combined
Responses
- Per Per Per
Number Cent Numier Cent MNumber Cent
Enrollment ,

1 - 993 11 2u.4 51 76.5 10 33.3
1,000 - 3,999 20 uy.5 13 20.0 11 36.7
4,000 - 6,999 9 20.0 1 1.5 3 10.0
7,000 - 9,999 3 6.7 0 0.0 3 10.0
10,000 - 12,999 4 L.4 ) 0.0 2 6.7
13,000 - 15,999 C 0.0 o 0.0 o 0.0
16,000 - 18,999 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.3
19,000 & over 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Totals k5 100.0 65 100.0 30 100.0

Means 66‘; 3 P 146 3 » u63

Chi Square = U5.81 P £ -001 C = 0.50
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TABLE 62

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MESANS OF URBAN, RURAL,
AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS BY SIZE OF
PUPIL ENROLIFENTS IN MULTIPLE SCHOOL
DISTRICTS PROJECTS

wi Caw hndein WJY e sen i W siw w N BRE a  eenn

W e —— — — ————————
Urban Rural Combined
Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

& sonimnais s Blimsos 2 WIVe ¥ o 2enbo & sk . s b

Enrollment
1- 9,999 11 78.6 47 97.9 22  56.4 i
10,000 - 19,999 2 1.3 0 0.0 11 28.2 i
20,m - 29,999 o Ooo 1 201 h 1003 3: ?
30,000 - 39,999 0 0.0 O 0.c 2 5.1 i ]
40,000 - 49,999 1 7.1 O 0.0 O 0.0 :
i
50,0C0 & over 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 :
Totals 14 100.0 48 100.0 39 100.0 ? |
ﬁ Means 2,284 7,463 9,956 }

E Chi Square = 24.44 p 2 -01 C = 0.44
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TABLE 63

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATING
CLASSES ENTERING COLLEGES BY URBAN, RURAL,
AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Comt:ined

Responses
rer Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Percentage of Students
entering colleges

0- 10 4) 0.0 O 0.0 O 0.0
11 - 30 3 5.5 14 13.2 5 8.6
31 - 50 22 40.0 42 39.6 30 47.6
51 - 70 16 29.1 Lo  37.7 22  34.9
71 - 90 14 25.4 9 8.5 6 9.5
91 - 100 0 0.0 1 1.0 O 0.0

Totals 55 100.0 106 100.0 63 100.0

Chi Square == 13.73 P £ -10 C = 0.24
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i
i
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF PROJECTS BY INCOME :
LEVELS OF CONSTITUENTS IN THE SCHOOL i
DISTRICTS BY URBAN, RURAL, AND i
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS i
Urban Rural Coxbined
Responses a
Per Per Per ;
Number Ceni Number Cent Number Cent i
t
ia-
Income levels ;
i
] Under $3,000 0 0.0 5 4.6 1 1.6 i
*» 3,000 - 4,999 9 145 38 34.9 5 8.1 :
: : - i
5,000 - 9,999 38 61.3 60 55.0 48 T7-4
1
10,000 - 14,999 13 21.0 & 3.7 7 11.3 !
. -1
: 15,C00 & over 2 3.2 2 1.8 1 1.6 i
i Totals 62 100.0 109 100.0 62 100.0 '
E Chi Square == 37.10 p £ .001 C == 0.37 7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 65

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF PROJECTS BY SOURCE OF
SUPERINTENDENTS BY URBAN, RURAL, #ND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Of the last three
superintendents, the
number hired outside the

— system
) 14 23.3 27 22.9 28 38.4
1 16 26.7 27 22.9 19 26.0
2 17 28.3 31 26.3 20 27.4
3 13 21.7 33 27.9 6 8.2

Totals 6¢ 100.0 118 100.0 73 100.0

Chi Square = 12.91 P L -05 C == 0.22




IN THE PAST BY URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED

TABLE 66
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF INNOVATIONS ATTEMPTED

1
LY T T )
Ly N

CLASSIFICATIONS
m
Urban Rural Combined
Responses
Per Per Per
Number Cent Numter Cent Number Cent
Number of innovations
tried over last 10
years
1 - 5 0.0 8 T1-9 0.0
11 - 15 11 20.4 35 34.3 14 21.8
16 - 20 24 nn L 19 18.6 24 37.5
26 & over 2 3.7 3 2.9 L 6.3
Totals Si 1060.0 102 10C.0 ol 100.0
Chi square — 52.16 P &£-.001 C = .44
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TABLE 67

PROPORTIONS OF SUPERINTENDENTS' DECISIONS
ACCEPTED BY BOARDS OF EDUCATION BY URBAN,
RURAL, AND COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

#
Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Per cent of recommenda-
tions accepted by boards

Budget items :
0 - 33 o 0.0 1 0.9 0 0.0 :
34 - 66 0 0.0 3 2.7 2 3.0 g
67 - 100 57 100.9 107 96.4 65 97.0 -
[
i
Totals 57 100.0 111 100.0 67 100.0 ;
Chi Square = 2.78 p &£ -70 C = 0.10
Personnel hired
.0 - 33 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 1.5
34 - 66 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 1.5
67 - 100 57 100.0 109 98.2 64 97.0
Totals 57 100.0 111 100.0 66 100.0
Chi Square = 1.68 p &£ -80 = 0.08
Constj.ruction
decisions
0 - 33 1 1.9 4 4.0 0 0.0
34 - 66 0 0.0 11 11.1 2 3.3
67 - 100 51 98.1 84 84.9 59 96.7
Totals 52 100.0 99 100.0 61 100.0
Chi Square = 11.57 P 2 -0 C = 0.22
Curriculum change
0 - 33 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
34 - 66 0] 0.G 4 3.7 1 1.6
67 - 100 55 100.0 104 96.3 61 98.4
Totals 55 100.0 108 100.0 62 100.0

Chi Square = 2.44 pZ -7T0 °~ C== 0.10




L il 2k A i A W

TL&BLE 68

NUMBERS AND FER CENTS OF SUPERINTENDENTS'®
PERCEPTION OF COMMUNITY RECEPTIVITY TO
NEW IDEAS BY URBAN, RURAL, AND
COMBINED CLASSIFICATIONS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Fer Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Receptivity to new 1deas

Usually cautious,

conservative 17 29.3 49 2.6 23 32.9
Usually supportive,
open minded 11 70.7 66 57.4 47 67.1

Totals ' 58 100.0 115 100.0 70 100.0

Chi Square = 2.47 p £ -30 C = 0.10
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TABLE 69

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF
PROJECTS BY AGES OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

-

Urban Rural Combined
Responses
Per Per Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
Ages of the
superintendents
Under 30 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 1.5
30 - 34 2 3.6 5 L.4 o 0.0
35 - 39 2 3.6 1i 12.5 2 2.9
40 - L4 9 16.4 22 19.5 T 10.1
4s - 49 11 20.0 27 23.9 16 23.2
50 - Sk 13 23.6 16 4.2 11 15.9
55 - 59 9 16.4 18 15.9 26 29.C
60 & over g 16.4 10 8.8 12 17.4

Totals 55 100.0 113 100.0 69 100.0

Cnl Square = 88.33 p & -001 cC = 0.52

[ X VP




T e R R

TABLE 70
-
URBAN. RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF FROJECTS .
BY c£DUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF THE SUPERINTENDENT,
NUMBERS AND FER CENTS
Urban Rural Comtined )
Responses
Per Per Fer
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent
Highes% educational

attaimment !
Less than degree 0O 00 O 00 O 0.0
Bachelors 0 0.0 O 0.0 2 2.9
Masters 6 11.1 37 32.2 8 11.4 *
Masters plus 30 ] 1
hours 19 35.2 i4 38.2 20 28.6 i

Doctorate 20 53.7 34 29.6 4Q 57-.1
Totals 54 100.0 115 100.90 70 1060.0 ‘
§
; i
: Chi Square = 27.7 P £ -001 C= 0.32 :

o
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE T1

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION CF PROJECTS
BY YESRS OF EXPERIENCE AS SUPERINTENDENT,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS
w

Urban fural Comoined

Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Years of experience

None 7 1.7 & 6.8 7 9.6
1 - L 18 30.0 32 27.1 14 19.2

5 - 9 5 8.3 27 22.9 12 16.4

10 - 14 8 i3.2 2B 20.3 20 27.h4
15 - 19 10 16.7 10 8.5 5 6.9
20 & over 12 20.0 17 1.k (15 20.5
Totals 60 100.0 118 100.0 73 100.0

Chi Square = 82.05 p £ -001 C = 0.51




. TABLE T2 -

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF PHOJECTS
BY PLACE OF BIRTH OF THE SUFERINTENDENTS,

NUMBERS GND FER CENTS .
W
Urban Rural Combined
Responses .
rer Fer rer

Nunrter Cent Number Cent Numper Cent

Place of birth ;

Rural (farm) 16 29.1 sS& M.k 26 37.7 3
Small town 21 38.2 #5 39.5 23  33.3 3
Urban 15 =27.3 10 8.8 14  20.3 *
Urban (big city) 3 5.4 5 . 4.3 6 8.7
Totals ‘55 100.0 114 100.0 69 100.0
Chi Square == 13.72 p 2 -05 c= 0.23
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TABLE 73

URBAN, RURAL, END COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECIS BY
NUHBbﬂb OF T]HEb SUPERINTENDENTS CHANGED COMMUNITIES
SINCE LEAVING COLLEGE, EXCLUDING MILITARY,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Fer

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Number of times moved

1- 3 19 37.3 53 46.5 29 41.4
h - 6 22 43.1 46 4o.3 29 §1.4
7 - 10 10 19.6 15 13.2 9 12.9
11 - 15 0 0.0 O 0.6 2 2.9
16 or more 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.4

Totals 51 100.0 114 100.0 70 100.0

0.19

Chi Square = 8.49 p 2. -30 C




TABLE Ti “

URBAN, HURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY
NUMBER OF ME£TINGS ATTENDED BY SUPERINTENDENT OUTSIDE
THE STATE DURING PAST THREE YEARS,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

LR 'Y TR

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Per
Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

- o

Number of meetings

None 2 3.6 8 7.0 1 1.4
1-5 16 29.1 4  39.1 2> 35.7 1
6 - 10 19 34.6 36 31.3 23 32.9

11 - 15 5 9.1 15 13.0 12 17.1

16 & over 13 23.6 11 9.6 9 12.9 4

Totals 55 100.0 1i5 100.0 70 1900.0

P L L

{

Chi Square = 11.13 p 2 -20 C 0.02

-




TABLE T5

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF FROJECTS BY
RESPONSES OF SUPERINTENDENTS ON ATTITUDES TOWARD
EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

ﬁ
Urban Rural Comiined

Responses
rer Per Fer

Numter Cent Numcer Cent Number Cent

Attitude toward innovations

I am willing to try

almost any new 1idea

even though I know

that there are seri- ;
ous risks involved 29 51.8 51 By, 7 36 51.4

I am willing to try
an innovation if it
has been tested in

at least one place 18 28 24.6 18 25.7

\
5
-

I have reservations -

about some of today's

innovations but will

try those that seem

to be accepted 9 16.1 35 30.7 16 22.9

I sincerely feel that
most of today's inno-
vations are fads and
that 1t 1s wise to wait

before trying them
myselfl 0 G.0 ¢ 0.0 ¢) 0.0

I sincerely believe

that there 15 1ittle

need to innovate

since we already know

more about improving

education than we can

possibly do o 6.0 o 0.0 o 0.0

-Potals 56 100.0 114 100.0 70 100.0

0.14

[

Chi Square = 4.52 p £ -30 C
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TABLE 76

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY
SUPERINTENDENTS ' SELF-RATING AS LIBERAL OR
CONSERVATIVE, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Urban Rural Combined

Responses
Per Per Per

Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent

Superinﬁéndent's

philosophy
Liberal 36 73.5 T1 62.8 37
Conservative 13 26.5 U2 37.2 25
Totals 49 100.0 113 100.0 62

Chi Square == 2.47 p £ .30 C = 0.10
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TABLE T7

URBAN, RURAL, AND COMBINED DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY
COMMUNICATION BEHAVIOR OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS,
NUMBEKS AND PER CENTS

e A bt Ao 8 i b

Urban Rural Combined

§ Responses
i Per Per Per
] Number Cent Number Cent Number Cent i
: Sources of information i

Authoritative

written source 19 41.3 34 30.9 21 31.3

Knowledgeable

people 27 58.7 76 69.1 46 68.7

Totals 46 100.0 110 100.0 67 100.0

Chi Square — 1.72 p £ -50 C = 0.08
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APPENDIX F

ANALYSIS OF LESS AND MOST INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY SELECTED VARIABLES
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TABLE 78

SOURCES OF CONTINUATION FUNDS BY MOST
INNOVATIVE AND LESS INNG7ATIVE
PROJECTS, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Local education agency 29 40.9 165 48.8
Fees from pupils 10 14.1 36 10.6
Business/Industry L 5.6 12 3.6
State education agency ‘ |
B funds 8 11.3 55 16.3
Foundations 6_ 8.4 11 3.2
A new federai grant 8 11.3 30 8.9
Other 6 8.4 29 8.6
Totals 71 100.0 338 100.0

-

Chi Square = 7.27 p £ -30 C = .13
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TABLE 79

INNOVATIVE PROJECT DISTRIBUTION BY KIXD OF
SUPERINTENCENTS ' RECOMMENDATIONS ON
CONTINUATI(-*, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Innovative
Superintendents
Recommendations Most Less
Number Per Cent Number Per Cent
; Continue 30 96.8 191 89.7
Discontinue 1 3.2 22 10.3
Totals 31 1C0.0 213 100.0

bl TAETE " PN LS L Ll
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TABLE 80
NUMBERS AND PEK CENTS OF PROJECIS PRODUCING INSTRUCTTYONAL

iy 0

MATERIALS BY MOST INNOVATIVE AND LESS
INNOVATIVE CLASSIFICATIONS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

' Projects produclng

instructional
materizls
Yes 27 81.8 168 76.0
No 6 18.2 53 2i4.0
Totals 33 100.0 221 100.0
Chi Square — .54 p £ -50 C = .0ub6
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TABLE 81

INNOVATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF PHCJECTS WITH VaRICUS
ZHCENTAGES OF BUDGET DEVOTED TO THAINING,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Innovative

nesponses Most Less

Numter Per Cent Number Per Cent

Per cent of bucget in

ranges
0 i 3.0 33 14.9 ,
i- 2 6 18.2 39 17.6 ‘

; 3- 4 2 6.1 13 5.8 -
5- 6 6 i8.2 33 1%.9 -
7- 8 0 0.0 7 3.1
9 - 10 3 9.1 25 13.1
i1 - 12 0 0.0 L 1.6
13 - i% 0 0.0 i 1.8
15 & over 15 s .4 60 27.0
Totals 33 100.0 222 1C0.0

Mean Per Cents 23.12 17.28

Chi Square = s54.71 p < -001 C = 0.4y




TABLE 82

INNOVATIVE DISTKIBUTION OF PROJECTS WITH VARIOUS
PEKCENTAGES OF BUDGET DEVOTED TO DISSEMINATION,
NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Innovative

Responses Most iess

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Per cent of budget 1n

ranges

0 5 15.2 29 13.1
1 - 2 7 21.2 (| 34.7
3- &4 6 18.2 23 10.4
5 - 6 8 24.2 30 13.5
7- 8 2 6.1 1 0.4
9 - 10 4 12.1 32 14.4
11 - 12 0 0.0 4 1.8
13 - 14 o 0.0 1 0.4
15 & over 1 3.0 25 11.3
Totals 33 100.0 222 100.0

Mean Per Cents 5.57 7.0

Chi Square = 21.72 P & -01 Cc = 0.29
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TaBLE &3

INNOVATIVE DISTHRIBUTION OF PROJECTS WITH VARIGUS
PERCENTAGES OF BULGET DEVOTED TO ZVALUATION,
NUMBERS AND YER CENTS

-

Innovative

Responses Mos<¢ Less

Numbe: Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Per cent of wvudget in

§«

ranges
o 2 6.1 25 11.3
1i- 2 11 33.3 82 36.9
3 - 4 L 12.1 23 10.4
5 - 6 8 24.3 5 20.3
7- 8 i 3.0 ) 2.7
g - 10 5 15.2 23 10.%4
11 - 12 i 3.0 2 0.9
13 - 14 1 3.0 1 0.4
15 & over 0 0.0 15 6.7
Totals 33 3iCO0.0 222 100.0

Chi Square = 1i1.37 p ~ 20 C = G.21
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TABLE 84

INNOVATIVE ‘DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY MAJOR
EMPHASIS, NUMBERS AKND PER CENTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

New course 2 6.1 15 6.4
Retraining, new use 6 18.2 32 13.8
Ma jor reorganization 1 3.0 17 71-3
Supplementary services 13 39.4 87 37.5
Community involvement 1 3.0 6 2.6
_ New use of technology 5 15.2 34 4.7
Guidance services 1 3.0 19 8.2
Planning, evaluation
and dissemination 1 3.0 12 5.2
Special education 3 9.1 10 §.3
Totals 33 100.0 232 100.0

Chi Square = 2.62 p 2 -98 cC = .10




TABLE &5

INNOVATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY GRADE
LEVEL, NUMBERS AND FER CENTS

Innovative

nesponses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number FPer Cent

Zlementary (K - 8) 27 40.9 192 41.5
Secondary ( Yy - 12) 26 3G6.4 165 35.6
Other 13 19.7 106 22.9

Totals 06 i00.0 463 100.0

Chil Square = 0.50 P & -80 C = 0.03
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T4KBLE 86

INNOVATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY PARTICIPATION
IN PROJECT DEVELOPMENT BY SELECTED PERSONNEL IN THE
SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITY, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Students

Yes 15 46.9 9% 46.1
No 17 53.1 102 49.5
Don't know 0 0.0 9 4.4
Totals 32 106.0 206 100.0
Chi Square == 1.47 p & -50 C = 0.07
Teachers
" Yes 31 93.9 207 94.1
No 2 6.1 13 5.9
Dontt know 0 0.0 0] 0.0
Totals 33 100.0 220 100.0
Chi Square = 0O
Principals
Yes 27 87.1 194 90.7
No 4 12.9 19 8.9
Don't know o 0.0 1 0.4
Totals 31 100.0 214 100.0

Chi Square == 0.65 p 2 -80 C = 0.05




TABLE 86 -- Continued

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Superintendent
Yes 29 90.6 205 94.5
No 3 9.4 11 5.1
Don't inow O C.0 1 0.4
Totals 32 1C0.0 217 100.0
Chi Square = 1.11 P <& -70 C = 0.06
Parents or other citizens
Yes 20 62.5 140 68.6
No 10 31.3 52 25.5
Don't know 2 6.2 12 5.9
Totals 32 100.0 204 100.0
Chi Square = 0.50 P &« -80 C== 0.04
School board
Yes 21 65.6 143 68.8
No 11 34.4 51 24 .5
Don't know 0 0.0 14 6.7
% Totals 32 100.0 208 100.0

? Chi Square =— 3.23 P .20 C== 0.11
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TABLE 87 ]

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF FER PUPIL COST OF
MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE CLASSIFICATIONS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Per pupil cost

$1 - §25 12 38.7 101 49.1 ;
26 - 100 6 19.3 53 25.7-
101 - 200 3 9.7 19 9.2
201 - 300 2 6.5 8 3.9
301 - 500 2 6.5 7 3.4
501 - 700 1 3.2 6 2.9
701 - 900 1 3.2 5 2.4
901 & over n 12.9 7 3.4
Totals 31 100.0 206 100.0
Means $248 $128

Chi Square = 6.12 P < -T0 C == 0.16

R ik B 4 DU AR A ol b B




TABLE 88

INNOVATIVE DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS BY SUPERINTENDENTS®
PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED TRAITS, NUMBERS AND PER CENTS

Irnovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Outcomes of innovation
highly visitle

Yes 29 87.9 169 80.5
No L 12.1 L 19.5
Totals 33 160.0 210 100.0
Chi Square = 1.03 p =& -50 C = 0.06
Compatibility
Yes 26 78.8 180 84.9
No 7 21.2 32 15.1
Totals 33 1C0.0 212 100.0
Chl Square = O0.79 P « .50 C = 0.05
Easily understood
3 Yes 31 93.9 2067 95.8
E No 2 6.1 9 .2
‘ Totals 33 100.0 216 100.0
g Chi Square = 0.24 P & -T0 = 0.0
E Divisibility
: Yes . 23 T4.2 197 90.8
No 8 25.8 20 9.2
Totals 31 100.0 217 100.0
Chi Square = T.45 p o -01 C = 0.17
Communicabllity
Yes 33 100.0 212 99.5
No O 0.0 1 0.5
Totals 33 100.0 213 100.0

Chi Square = 0.15 p o~ -T0 C = 0.02
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TABLE 89

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF PROJECTS BY
MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE CLASSIFICATIONS BY
EXPENDITURE PER CHIlLD

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Per pupil expenditure

$1 - $300 1 3.2 5 2.4
301 - 349 1 3.2 8 3.9
350 - 499 8 25.8 43 20.0
500 - 549 1 3.2 30 14.6
550 - 599 4 12.9 25 12.2
600 - 649 6 19.4 23 11.2
650 - 699 1 3.2 15 7.3
700 - T49 2 6.5 11 5.4
750 - 799 2 6.5 13 6.4
800 - 999 5 16.1 34 16.6
Totals 31 100.0 205 100.0 : 3
Means $618 : $612
Chi Square =s 5.07 P < -90 C = 0.15
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TABLE 90

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF MCST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY SIZE OF PUPIL ENROLIMENTS OF SINGLE
SCHOOL DISTRICTS PROJECTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

© e

Enrollment
1 - 999 7 29.2 66 55.9
1,000 - 3,999 12 50.0 32 27.1
4,000 - 6,999 3 12.5 10 8.5
7,000 - 3,999 2 8.3 5 4.2
10,000 - 12,999 ) 0.0 it 3.4
13,000 - 15,999 0 0.0 0 0.0
16,000 - 18,999 0 0.0 1 0.9
19,000 & uver 4) 0.6 0 0.0
Totals 2k 100.0 118 100.0
Means 2,402 2,030

Chi Square = 8.02 P e -20 C = 0.23
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TABLE 91

NUMBERS, PER CENTS, AND MEANS OF MOST AND LESS i
INNOVATIVE PROJECTS BY SIZE OF PUPIL ?
ENROLLMENTS OF MULTIPLE SCHOOL
DISTRICTS PROJECTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Enrollment
1- 9,999 T 77-8 75 79.8
10,000 - 19,999 1 11.1 12 12.8
20,000 - 29,999 1 11.1 L .2
30,000 - 39,999 o) 0.0 2 2.1
L4o,000 - 49,999 0 0.0 1 1.1
50,000 & ove: o) 0.0 0 0.0
Totals 9 100.0 9h 100.0
Means . 8)266 5)765

Chi Square — O

ERIC X
J




TABLE 92

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF HIGH SCHOOL GHADUATING
CLASSES ENTERING COLLEGES BY MOST AND 1ESS
INKNGVATIVE CLASSIFICATIONS
_————————— :;%
Innovazcive

Responses Most Less

Number pPer Cent Numter Par Cent

Percentage of students
entering colleges

0O - 1¢ &) 0.0 0] C.0
i1 - 30 i 3.2 22 il.1
31 - 50 i3 ki.g 82 Li.a
531 - 70 11 35-5 70 35.4
71 - GG 5 i6.2 2h ic.1
91 - 1060 i 3.2 0 0.5

Totals 31 1G0.0 138 100.0

Chi Square = 8.39 P .~ .20 C = .19




TABLE 93

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE

PROJECTS BY INCOME LEVELS OF CONSTITUTENTS

IN THE 5CHOOL DISTRICTS

309 %

———

m—————

Innovative

Responses Most

Less

Number Per Cent

Numter Per Cent

Income levels

Under $3,000 0 0.0 6 2.9
3,000 - 4,999 8 25.8 ii5 21.8
5,000 - 9,999 18 58.1 130 63.2
10,000 - 14,999 5 16.1 20 9.7
15,000 & over 0 0.0 5 2.4
Totals 31 100.0 206 100.0

C = 0.11

Chi Square = 3.01 P <« -10
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TABLE 94 %
HUMBERS AND PER CENTS CF MOST AND IZSS 1
IXNOYATIVE PROJECTS BY SOURCE OF ]
SUFERINTENDENTS ]
Innovative
Responses Most Less

Num=2r Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Of the last thnree
superintendents, the
numter hired outside
tne system

0 8 24 .2 Hl 28.8
i 5 i5.2 57 25.7
2 a0 30.3 58 26.1
3 10 30.3 a3 19.4
Totals 33 160.G 2p2 100.6

Chi Sgquare = 23.45 D <« .50 C = 0.11

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 95

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF INNOVATIONS ATTEMPTED
IN THE PAST BY MOST aND LESS
INNOVATIVE PROJECTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Number of innovations’
tried over last 10 years

1-5 1 3.2 7 3.6

6 - 10 L 12.9 37 19.3

11 - 15 8 25.8 52 27.1
16 - 20 | 22 38.7 56 29.2
21 - 25 6 19.4 31 16.1
26 & over 0 0.C g L.7
Totals 31 100.0 192 160.0

Chi Square = 2.55 p < -80 C= 0.11
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TABLE 90

PROPCRTIONS OF SUXcRINTENDENTS : DECISIONS ACCEPTED BY BOARDS
OF £DUCATION BY MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE FROJECTS

Innovativ

Most iLess

9 Number Pexr Cent Number Per Cent

Per cent of recommenda-
tions accepied by poards

W rmbs -

P T ™ Ty

Budget items

0 - 33 1 3.0 1 0.5
34 - 65 2 6.1 i 1.9 i
o7 - 1¢0 30 90.9 201 97.6
8
i
Totals 33 100.0 206 100.0 i
Chi Square = 1.25 P < -20 C = 0.13 i
Personnel hired %
O- 33 0 C.0 2 1.0 4
34 - 66 C 0.0 2 1.0 i
67 - 100 31 10G.0 202 98.0 ;
Totals 31 100.0 206 160.0 £
3 Chi Square =. 0.61 P < -8G C = 0.05 i
Construction decisions ;
C - 33 0 0.0 5 2.7
34 - 66 1 3.4 i3 7.0
67 - 100 28 96.6 168 90.3
Totals 29 100.0 186 100.0
Chi 3quare — 1.36 P & -TC C = .08
Curriculum change
0 - 33 0 0.C 0 0.0
34 - 66 2 6.5 4 2.0
6, - 100 29 93.5 193 98.6G
Totals 31 100.0 197 100.0
Chl Square — 2.04 P &~ -50 C = 0.09
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TABLE 97

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE PROJECTS
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEFTION OF
COMMUNITY RECEPTIVITY TO NEW IDEAS

M
Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent NUnbef Per Cent

Receptivity to new 1ideas

Usually Cautious,
conservative 8 24 .2 82 38.3

Usually supportive,

open minded 25 75.8 132 61.7
Totals 33 1G0.0 2114 100.0
< Chi Square = 2.kl P < -20 C == 0.09

| | ‘ Lo ' ST NGRREIREN
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TABLE 398

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY AGES OF THE SUPERINTENDENTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Fer Cent

Ages of zhe
superintendents

Under 30 (¢ 0.0 2 1.0
30 - 34 1 3.2 7 3.3
35 - 39 it 12.9 14 6.7
Lo - 44 5 16.1 34 16.2
45 - 49 4 12.9 51 24,3
50 - 54 5 16.1 36 17.1
55 - 59 11 35.6 35 16.6
60 & over 1 3.2 31 14.8
Totais 31 100.0 2i0 100.0

Chi Square == 42.29 P «< .00i C= 0.38
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TABLE 99

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENTS OF
THE SUPERINTENDENTS

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Highest educational

attainment
' Less than degree 0] 0.0 o | 0.0
Bachelors 0 0.0 2 0.9
Masters 7 23.3 45 21.1
Masters plus
30 hours 8 26.7 77 36.2
Doctorate 15 50.0 89 41.8
Totals 30 100.0 213 100.0

\

Chi Square = 1.43 P < -90 C 0.07
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TABLE 100

NUMBZRS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AS

SUPERINTENDENT
—————- ——— - — —_ ]
Innovative
Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Years of experience

None 3 9.1 20 9.0
1 - L 5 15.2 61 27.5
5- 9 9 27.3 36 16.2

10 - 14 L 12.1 48 21.6
15 - 19 L 12.1 20 9.0
20 & over 8 24.2 37 16.7
Totals 33 100.0 222 100.0

Chi Square = 38.26 P <« -001 C= 0.37

ol Ad
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. TABLE 101

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJECTS BY PLACE OF BIRTH OF THE
SUPERINTENDENTS

Jﬂ

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Place of birth

Rural (farm) 7 22.6 89 41.6
Small town 17 54.8 72 33.6
Urban 5 16.1 37 17.3
Urban (big city) 2 6.5 16 7.5

Totals 31 100.0 214 -100.0

Chi Square = 5.80 P &£ -20 C = 0.15
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TABLE 102

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE PROJECTS
BY NUMBER OF TIMES SUPERINTENDENT CHANGED
COMMUNITIES SINCE LEAVING COLLEGE R
EXCLUDING MILITARY

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Number of times moved

1- 3 12 38.7 g2 44 .2
b - 6 12 36.7 8 450.14
7-10 6 19.4 30 il 4
11 - 15 1 3.2 2 1.0
16 or more 0 0.0 0 0.0

Totals 31 100.0 208 100.9

Chi Square = 3.22 P « -50 C = 0.11

-} Link 2w o4
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TABLE 103

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND I=SS INNOVATIVE PROJECTS
BY NUMBER CF MEETINGS ATTENDED BY SUPERINTENDENT
OUTSIDE THE STATE DURING P4ST THREE YEARS

Innovative

Responses Most 1ess

Number Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Number of meetings

None 0 0.0 12 5.6
1- 5 6 19.4 o1 38.0
6 - 10 10 32.2 69 32.11
16 & over 8 25.8 26 12.2
Totals 31 160.0 213 100.0

Chi Square = 10.41 P & -0 c= 0.20
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TABLZ 104

NUMBERS AND FER CENT OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE PROJECTS BY
RESPORSES OF SUPERINTENDENTS ON ATTITUDES
TOWERD EDUCATIONAL INNOVATICONS

Iinnovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Numober FPer Cent

Attitude toward innovations

I am willing to try

almost any new ideas

even though I know that

there are serious

risks involved 18 56.2 98 6.2

I am wiliing to try

an innovation if it

has been ftested in at

least one place 11 34.4 56 26.4

I have reservations

about some of today's

innovations but will

try those that seem ©o

be accepted 3 9.4 58 27 .4

1 sincerely feel tLat
most of today's inno-
vations are fads and
that 1t is wlse to wailt

before triying them
myseif G 0.0 0 0.0

I sincerely believe that

there 1s 1ittle need to )
innovate since we already - <
know more about improving

education than we can

possibly do o) 0.0 0 0.0

Totals 32 100.0 212 100.0

Chi Square = 4.82 P & -10 C = 0.1i3
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TABLE 105

NUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LZS3 INNOVATIVE PROJECTS
BY SUPCRINTENDENTS' SELF-RATING AS
{IBERAL OR CONSERVATIVE

Innovative

Responses Most Less

Number Per Cent Numter Per Cent

Superintendent's

philosophy
Liberal 22 73-3 125 62.8
Conservative 8 26.7 T4 37.2
Totals 30 100.0 169 100.0
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TABIE 106

HUMBERS AND PER CENTS OF MOST AND LESS INNOVATIVE
PROJZCTS BY COMMUNICATION BEHAVICR OF
THE SUPERINTENDENTS

Innovative

Responses MostT Less

Number Per Cent Number Per Cent

Sources of information

Authoritative

written source 10 34.5 66 33.3

Knowledgeablie

people 19 65.5 132 66.7
Totals 29 100.0 198 100.0

Chi Square = 0.01 P «-90 C = .008




