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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION, METHOD, SUMARY, AND IMPLICATIONS

A, INTROQUCTION

1. THE PROBLEM

A physician needs to know the general state of health of the patient and
his symptoms before he can prescribe a plan of treatment. In very much the
same way a8 sound natlonal policy for applied research and development should
be based on an accurate understanding of the existing state of affairs in the
system being served. The "system' in this case is the existing network for
the dissemination and utilization of new knowledge in the field of education.
We know that as of today this ''network' hardly deserves the name: it is
incomplete and inadequate in a number of respects; it is unable to identify
or disseminate a great deal of what is known, and it rarely insures the ade-
quate utilization of what is disseminated. Although reasons for such defects
are often put forward, we have up to now had very little reliable information
on the way the system is actually working at present so that we can pinpoint
those areas where improvements are most needed and would have maximum pay-off.

The 1960's saw the emergence of a new awarcness that research by itself
does not provide direct answers to the problems faced in the practical world,
-wnd this awareness has been articulated in the formation of a new discipline

focused on the problem of knowledge dissemination and utilization_TDGU).
Research studies of the DU process were virtually non-existent prlor to

World War 1l and were restricted largely to the area of agricultural innova-
tions until a decade ago. In recent years, however, we have seen a dramatic
growth of interest in this topic In many fields of practice including educa~
tion,

Together with this growing interest in D§U as a research concern have
come increasing efforts to establish dissemination networks, new roles, and
institutfons designed specifically to speed the flow of knowledge from re-.
search to practice. U.S. education has been In the forefront of this innova-
tive trend. Starting with major fedeval legislation on education in the
early 1960's, there has been a very rapid growth of research and development
centers, information clearinghouses, regional laboratories and iocally and
regionally based dissemination projects, conferences, and training programs.
All these developments have had one primary objective: educational self-
renewal and progress through the infusion of new ideas and innovations based
on research knowledge.

Clearly the time has come to begin a serious and empirically accurate
accounting of these developments by monitoring their impact on educational
practice at the level of operating school districts. From such a knowledge
base it should eventually be possible to assign priority weights to new
project and program proposals so that this knowledge delivery system can be
improved and expanded in ways conducive to its optimal performance.
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This project was undertaken to determine the feasibility of a periodic
national survey of a statistically representative sampie of U.5. schoo!
districts to obtain from them detailed Informatlon on the performance of
the existing BSU network.

’

2.  BACKGROUND AND RELATED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The study of diffusion and adoptfon of innovattons has a long tradition
in educational research beginning with the studles of Paul R. Mort and his
colleagues at Columbia Teachers College. HMort (1964) cites 200 studies be-
ginning in the late 1930's and continuing through the late 1950's, covering
a very large rang¢ of innovatlons and focusing on various aspects of school
system structure and flnance which affect what he called "adaptability." With
Mort's retirement that tradition of research at Columbia came to an end al-
though some major studies of educational innovation diffusion have been done
since (e.g., Carison, 1965, Lin et al. 1966). Furthermore,, the work of Everett
Rogers (1962, 1971), in summarizing over 1000 emplrical studies of Innovation
diffusion, has demonstrated the compatibility of findings from education with
findings from such diverse flelds as agriculture, medicine, and community and
national development.

A seminal event in the history of educational innovation research was
publication of Matthew Miles' compendium Innovation in Education (1964) . This
book brought together the empirical work of Mort, Carlson, and othars with
case studies of innovation at all levels of education. Mlies also provided an
integrative summary which suggested that there was conslderable substance to
the field.

it is somewhat remarkabie that all of this work was done before passage
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in which "innovation'
on a large scale was endorsed and funded in a major way by the national
government. Unfortunately, however, the major implementation efforts of
ESEA did not exploit the insights of Mort, Miles, or Rogers to any great
extent. Uader Title ! and Title 1ii of the act thousands of '"innovations"
were initiated at the local level all across the country without very much
planning or comparative evaluation. Hence, the opportunity to apply and to
extend our understanding of innovation processes was largeiy lost.

Beginning in 1966, with the support of the Division of Research Training
and Dissemination of the United States Office of Education,* the Center for
Research on Utilization of Sclentific Knowledge (CRUSK) at the University of
Michigan began to study innovation processes from the special focus of know!-
edge ytilization. As a first project a review was conducted of all relevant
sources in the literature on '"dissemination,'" ''planned change,' '"'communication,"
"technology and information transfer' and "innovation.'" Of over 4000 potential
sources ldentified {Havelock, 1968), about 1000 key items were summarized and
integrated in the final report to the U.S. Office of Education (Havelock, 1969) .

*Subsequently re-organized as the National Center for Educational Communication
before becoming part of NiE in 1972.
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In brlef, the report suggested that thare were three major orlentations
toward Innovatlon in education which were identifled as: 1) Research,
Development and Diffusion {most closely identified with the national "system'
planners of the 1960's); 2) Soclal Interaction (the dlffusion researchers):
and 3} Problem-Solving (the human relations and client-centered consultatlon
school). We argued In concluding the report that although the above three
models of D&U are espoused by dlfferent authors and represent dlfferent schools
of thought, they can be seen as elucidating different but equally important
aspects of 3 total process. in attempting to bulld a synthesis from these
various schools, we have derlved the concept of '"'llnkage.'" According to
this principle, the internal problem-solving process of the user Is seen as
the essentlal starting point, but the process of searching for and retrleving
new outslde knowledge relevant to the problem-solving cycle Is also vital,

To coordinate helping activities with Internal user problem-solving actlvities,
the outside resource person {or system) must be able to recapltulate or simu-
late that Internal process. The resource person needs to develop a good 'model'
of the user system In order to “'1lnk" to him effectively. €llnlcally speaking,
we would say that he needs to have empathy and understanding.

At the same time, the user must have an adequate apprecliatlon of how the
resource system operites. In other words, he must be able to understand and
partially simulate such resource system actlvities as research, development,
and evaluation.

-

In order tc bulld accurate models of each other, resource and user must

‘provide recliprocal feedback and must provide signals to each other whlch are

mutual ly reinforcing. It was proposed that this type of collaboratlion would
not only make particular solutlons more relevant and more effectlve, but would
also serve to bulld a lasting relationshlp of mutual trust and a perception

by the user that the resource person is a truly concerned and competent helper.
In the long run initial collaborative relations bulld effective channels through
which Innovations can pass efficiently and effectively from researchers to
developers, from developers to practitioners, and from practitioners to con-
sumers. As the RDED school holds, there must be an extensive and rational
division of labor to accomplish the complex tasks of Innovation building. How-
ever, each separate role-holder must have some idea of how other roles are
performed and some ldea of what the linkage system as a whole is trying to do.

Two recent survey studies have attempted to explore innovation and R&ED
utilization from the perspective of nationally representative samples of
school administrators using mailed questlonnalres. Lindeman, et al. (1969)
recelved 342 returns from a probability sample representing 9000 school districts
of enrollment size 600 to 100,000. They found that few school district super-
intendents could make reference to specific use of RED and that the importance
of RED in local innovations was only dimly perceived. On the other hand,
attitudes toward R&D and Interest in receiving such information was found to
be very high. Rittenhouse (1970) explored tire possibility of comparing school
districts on a dimension of "'innovativeness'' through the use of a checklist
of educational inncovation categories. Unfortunately, both studies leave in
doubt the question of what constitutes an "innovation'" and they draw rather
different inferences on the amount of innovation going on in education;
Lindeman, et al. seemed to feel that there was very little on a per pupil
basis when all grades and all classes were considered. 0On the other hand, the

Rittenhouse checklist sugyested an enormous volume and variety of innovations
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on a district=by-district calculation. [t also appeared to us that neither
of these studles shed much light on the process of innovation, 1.e., the
persons involved, the procedures used, the range of resources utilized, and
the barriers &ncountered.

These, then, were the considerations which led us to propose a nationa!l
survey of innovation processes. Primarily, we wanted to extend and support
the propositions emerging from the literature review and synthesis so that
statements could be made about existing ratlonal realltles and trends In
these terms. We also wanted to continue and enrich the empirical research
tradition In this fleld and to provide policy makers with a sounder basis
for declsion making on such matters as support of extznslon agents, dlssemin-
ation networks, demonstration Projects and R6D and D6YU operatlions generally.

8. METHOD
1.  NARRATIVE OVERVIEW ’ ”

The survey project was Initiated In June of 1970 as one segment of a
project commissioned by the National Center for Educational Communicatlon,
U.5. Office of Education. The NCEC at that tlme was contemplating a program
of research studles on dissemination and utlllization phenomena to supplement
and provide guldance to thelr existing D&V efforts (e.g., ERIC, targetted
communlcations, state dissemination centers and agents, etc.).

To begin this program, NCEC called upon principal investlgator Havelock
to set up an advisory committee of leading scholars in the fleld of DsU re-
search to provide guldellnes and judgments on priorities for such 3 program.

Committee members included the following:

Or. Richard 0. Carlson

Center for Advanced Study of
Educational Administration

University of Oregon

Dr. Robert Chin
bepartment of Psychology
Boston University

Dr. Neai Gross
Graduate School of Education
University of Pennsyivania

Dr. Ronald 0. Lippitt e
Center for Research on Utilization
of Scientific Knowledge
Institute for Social Research
University of Michigan

Dr. Matthew 8. Miles
Program in Humanistic Education
State University of New York at Albany
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Dr. William Paisley
Institute for Communicatlion Research
Stanford University

Pr. Everett Rogers R
Department of Communication
Michigan State University

The work of the committee spanned approximately one and one haif years
from the fatl of 1970 to the spring of 1972 and the demise of the NCEC.
During that time, three committee meetings were held In addition to consld-
erable reporting and feedback by mall and teiephone, and two reports were
issued outlining priority topics for research and development projects in the
areas of dissemlnation, utilization, and innovatlon.

One major function of this committee was to provide input and critique
to the innovation-monitoring survey. Therefore, prior to its first meeting
a tentative questionnaire form was developed and design specifications laid
out for their reaction. As a rgsult of these Inputs the original deslgn
calling for a sample of 200 districts was expanded to 500 In antlicipatlon of
response rate problems, and several areas of questioning were added.

initlal pilot testing of the form with a few superintendents In Michigan
supplemented with extended interviews with these respondents indicated the
feasibllity and approprlateness of the questions, but a subsequent pllot test
using the mail under approximately the same condltions anticipated for the
national study suggested the need for drastic revisigifgspartlcularly in the
direction of simplification. Most distressing was 'the reluctance of respondents
to cite innovations deemed to be ''unsuccessful.'

Concurrent with these problems with the form, the project staff became
embroiled in a very long and difficult negotiation with the U.5. Office of
Education prior to submitting to the Office of Management and Budget for forms
clearance. A special unit set up in OE to screen forms prior to formal OMB
submission calleg on the project staff to submlt many revisions of their
supporting statement over a six month perlod. This process, while It may
have contributed In some measure to the soundness of the methodology (the form,
itself, received very little comment), vaused an unanticipated delay of L to
6 months in getting the survey Into the field and resulted in an unanticipated
{and unrecoverable} cost to the project of at feast $10,000 while staff hired
for the purpose waited for the go-ahead signal.

The delay also had the effect of precluding feadback on inrovation process
either to the advisory conmittee or to NCEC and to its new NIE counterpart
during crucial transition and policy redirection periods.

The final survey form was put In the field in the fall of 1971 and,
after considerable and complex efforts, 71% had responded by May of 1972. Data
processing and table construction took place over the foilowing six months
with final snalysis and report writing taking place In the spring of 1§72,
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Yhe long turn-around was very dissppointing and discouraglng for prospects

for an efficient national monitoring and feedback. NevBrtheless, there 7re

some reasons to believe that a resurvey would not have the same fate. To

begin with, the forms clearance difficulties had a chain reaction effect

on the cost and staffing of the project such that by the time returns were
coming in there was little money and a skeleton residual staff who at this

point had competing commitments. Presumably a regular monitoring project

could (a) maintain a semi-permanent staff, {b) develop forms and procedures
which were, in the main, routine and redundant from year to vear, obvlating

the complicated dialogue on forms clearance, {¢) bulld a respondent panel

which would be jidentical or targely overlapping from vyear to year, obvlating

the need for new sample construction and increasing the |lkellhood of respondling
through habituation.

A more detailed summary of the method with particular emphasis on the
effort to build a satisfactory response rate follows in the next few pages.
For additional details on methodology the reader should consult the Appendlces
which include the form as it was finally approved, detailed tables on re-
sponse rates for different groups, and the sugporting statement used to faci-
litate forms clearance.

The study population was comprised of superintendents in ail operating
publlc school systems in ‘the contiguous United States as of September 1970.
These were stratified into 8 geographical regions and 7 categorles of pupil
enrol Iment size. A sample of 500 systems was selected randomly within strata
such that one system would be selected for every 80,000 puplls with the excep-
tfon that all systems with more than 80,000 pupils were included, with certalnty,
tather than sampled. A detailed explanation of the samplliIng procedures used .
may be found in the Supporting Statement in Appendix ¢,

3. PILOT TESTING

Prior to conducting the national survey, an extensive series of pilot
tests were conducted to refine the instrument and procedures. In January, 1971
the first questionnaire was pilot tested and reviewed by three selected super-
intendents in the state of Michigan. Thelr comments were used to revise the
form which was further tested in April. The results of this second pretest,
combined with the comments of several educational researchers including the
research advisory committee described earlier, were used to modiiy the
questionnaire further. After another pilot test conducted in June vYielded an
unacceptably low response rate (under 20%), two new abbreviated versions of
the questionnaire were developed. These were zdministered to small randomly
selected samples of superintendents during the month of August. Qne form asked
for detailed comment on two innovations, one successful and one ''prohlematic"
in some significant respect. The other form asked only for an innovation
(successful or unsuccessful) which stood out as noteworthy from the respondent's
point of view, but added a page for listing an inventory of other innovations.
Because respondents generally failed to identify the ''problemat]c' innovation,
and because NCEC expressed a strong desire to receive the "inventory' data, the
second form was selected for final administratlon.
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bk,  HOW THE FINAL FORM WAS ADMINISTERED

a. Comkni tment Form

in attempting tc Increase the response rate several strategies were ex-
plored. The most promising was to write to each potential respondent explain-
ing the objectives of the survey and inviting him to partlcipate in the study.
Enclosed with the iester was a reply form on which the super Intendent was
asked to check if he would be willing to complete a questionnaire, and, if not,
to describe the reasons for his unwi?llngness. A subsample of Uk superintendents
was selected out of our larger sample of S00 to receive this letter: the response
was over 90%, with all but one of the respondents indicating a wllllngness to
participate,

This letter and reply form were mailed to the remaining school systems in
the sample during the fate fall. Within three weeks, those superintendents
who had not returned a form were sent another. After another three weeks an
attempt was madg to reach non-replylng superintendents by telephone.

As indicated in Table 1.1, by December 10, 1971 a total of 346 superintendents
(69%) had agreed to participate in the survey. Thirty-eight superintendents (8%)
wanted more information on the study before they would agree to participate.
Several attempts were made to contact all of these persons by telephone to
answer their questions and to provide additional information in a personal way.

TABLE 1.1 _
STATE OF COOPERATION FROM THE SUPERINTENDENTS
FOR PARTICIPATION IN THZ PROJECT AS OF
DECEMBER 10, 197!

Number of ]
Superintendents Percent

Wilting to partlcipate 346 69%
Wanted more information before
agreeing to participate 38 8%
Declined to participate 60 12%
Did not respond 56 1y

Total 500 100%

Sixty replles were received from superintendents who declined to partici-
pate in the study. These accounted for 12% of the sample. Despite follow up
efforts, 56 superintendents {11% of the sample) did not respond to the letter.




b. Mall Qut and Follow-Up

Subsequently questionnalres were mailed to these 56 non-responders as well
as to the 346 who had agreed to participate and to the 38 who had requested
additional information. Therefore by December 18, 1971, a total of 44D super-
Intendents (88% of the original sample) had been mailed the form.

On January 18, 1972 a second letter and questionnaire were malled. On
February 22, 1972 and again on March 15, 1972, non-respondents were sent
tetegrams, These telegrams produced very positive results. Within 2 days
we had received phone calls from 26 superintendents requesting additional forms
or indicating that they were returning a questionnaire; a total of 52 guestion~
nalres were received after the flrst telegram was sent.

As a final effort several person-to-person telephone calls were made In
late March and early April to the remaining superintendents. |In addition to
yielding more responses, these phone calls were useful in studying non-respondents.
As a result of the follow-up efforts, by May 19, 1972, we had received completed

questionnaires from 353 school systems for a final response rate of 71%.

. .
The responses from these 353 school systems came in five waves Spread
over a perlod of five months, as illustrated in Table 1.2,

TABLE 1.2

RESPONSE RATE GROWTH

Number Respondlng Percent of 500

Questionnaire received after first mailing 196 39%
" " " second " 52 10%

" " " first telegram 52 10%

" " "' second 24 5%

: " " phone call 29 6%
Total received 383 71%
Peclined to participate 60 12%
Refused to complete questlonnaire iz _ 14%
Total refusals 132 26%
No response 15 3%
GRAND TOTAL 500 100%




5. NON-RESPONSE STUDY

In addition to the 60 superlintendents who declined to participate in
the study, a total of 72 school adminlstrators chose, not to fill out the
questionnaire. Their reasons are listed In Table 1.3. 8y far the greatest
reason mentioned was time pressure, Among those giving reasons, 60% of the
superintendents who declined to participate In the study and 43% of those who

TABLE 1,3
REASONS FOR NOT COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Refused to
Decllined to Complete Total
Participate Ques tlonnaire Refusals
Percent Percent Percent
Reason freq. of 48 freq. of 42 |freq. of 90
r Can't afford time 29 60% 18 3% L7 52%
Time | Overwhelmed with surveys 7 15% 3 7% 10 112
Lack of staff ] 2% 2 5% - R 3%
Not interested S 10% -- .- 5 6%
No {nuovations to report -- - 12 29% 12 3%
Political problems take priority 3 6% 1 2% b N b
Superintendent is new at job 2 ¥4 2 5% b ﬁ%l
Questionnaire unworkable -- -- 2 5% 2 2%
other (e.g., illness) 1 2% 2 5% 3 3%
Total L8 100% b2 100% 90 100%
No reason given ‘ 12 30 42




refused to complete the questionnaire said that they couldn't afford the time.
Related reasons such as being overwhelmed with surveys and lacking enough staff
accounted for an additional 17% of the former group and 12% of the latter.
Among those who refused to conplete the questlionnaire 12 superintendents {29%
of those giving reasons) sald they had no memory of any Innovations in their
school systems and therefore chose not to partlcipate In the study. A tctal of

42 superintendents (12 in the first group, 30 in the second) did not give any
reason for not particlpating. .

There were 15 superintendents who nelther refused, nor returned the
questionnaire, althouph when contacted by phone several sald they would try.
Eight of the 15 sald that, although they would try, they couldn't guarantee
a return because of thelr lack of time.

Appendix B includes tables which shed further light on characteristics
of responding vs. non-responding districts. Table B.2 shows no systematic
differences In response rate by distrlct enrollment size, and Table B.3 shows
no substantial difference by region, except of courve, for the very large
districts where small numbers of cases produce large but non-signlficant
fluctuations.

C. SYNOPS IS OF FINDINGS

The findings of this survey are divided into two maln sections, the
first dealing with the innovations of the 1970-71 school year and the second
dealing with the process by which those innovations came about, the barriers
encountered, the procedures followed, and the various characteristics of the
school dlstricts which appeared to be relevant to irnovative effort.

1. THE INNOVATIONS

Respondents were asked to list and describe briefly in writing all the
major lnnovations occurring in their school districts in the 1970-71 school
year. For one of these innovations they were also asked to provlde more
detailed information as to participants, key factors in success or failure,
and consequences. From the 353 responses out of an original probability
sample of 500 districts, we received an overwhelming response, suggesting to
us that typical U.S. school districts are embroiled in change at all levels
and in all spheres of activity, and that from such changes they see themselves
deriving great benefit at reasonable cost. These are, of course, self-appralsing
and perhaps self-serving responses and for these reasons they may be partly dis-
counted, |t would appear, however, that massive distortion is improbable con-
cerning the bare facts, i.e., that innovations bearing such labels were indeed
attempted. Sceptics and persistent critics of U.S. education will justifiably
point out the absence of hard objective criteria, especially on outcomes, for
which far more exhaustive and Intensive on-site investigations are needed. -



a. How Much innovation is Golng On?

0f 353 reporting districts, 346 (98%) reported at least one innovatlon
which they considered "major'" during the 1970-71 school year. The definition
of "major" which we asked respondents to yse was as follows:

"A major change ivtroduced in the laat year for the purpone
of improning the quality of education within your district.
Thia change may have tnvolved any of the following:

a. it gubstantial reorientation om the part of staff,
b. a reallocation of resources,
¢. adoption of new practices, programs, or technology,”

In our judgment most of the responses received would indeed fit these
criteria from the polnt of view of an objective observer. For example, the
largest single category of innovation was ''Individualized instruction and
team teaching'' (the two generally belng reported together as integral aspects
of one innovation). Most educators will agree that changes of this sort are
indeed fundamental, minimally requiring reorganization of rote relationships,
space utilizatlon, grading practlces, and currlculum elements. While it is
true that innovations of a more trivial nature were numerous {e.g., adding
a course here and there, and purchasing new equipment and materials) nearly
every district could point to something significant they had done in the year,
Minor innovations were also frequently clted 3as contributing to or components
of a ltarger, more comprehensive, or more fundamental effort,

A qrand total of 3,185 innovations were spontaneously cited in all cate-
gories, all purportedly meeting the criteria of "major' ¢ited above. This
represents an average of over nine innovations per district per year for
schools representative of all reglons and enroliment sizes throughout the
United States. Even assuming zero innovativeness in the 147 non-responding
districts out of the stratified probabillty sample of 500, this represents
an absolute minimum rate of well over six innovations per district.

Number of innovations reported is directly related to district size in
ascending order. Hence, we mlght conclude that larger districts are more
innovative, However, as jllustrated in Table V.4, there are lies, damn lies
and statistics, because on a per pupil basls exactly the reverse is true; the
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TABLE 1.4
FREQUENCY OF U.S. SCHOOL DISTRICT INNOVATION IN
THE 1970-71 SCHOOL YEAR
(Estimated)

Mean Frequency Mean Frequency’
Size of of Innovatlons of Innovations
Enrol Iment Per Distrlct ] Per 80,000 Pupils

Under 300 5.67 3024.0
300 -~ 2,499 7.67 438.3
2,500 ~ 4,999 8.54 182.2
5,000 - 9,999 9.53 101.6
10,000 - 24,999 11,09 50.4
25,000 - 79,999 12.80 19.5
80,000 and over 13.22 7.3

amount of innovative effort per pupil is dramatically and Inversely related to
size. Of course, both figures are misleading because a single district-wide
innovation where there are 100,000 pupils can hardly pe eﬁuét@& with one where
there are only 100 pupils. Nor is it reasonable to suppose "that respondents in
the very largest districts were as easily able to enumerate all innovations
going on throughout the districi as those In small districts.

Among regions of the U.S.,'New England rated as most innovative with an
average of 12 innovations per district while the Rocky Mountain States ranked
lowest with an average of 7.5 innovations. %

-
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b. What Types of innovatlon Were Most Popular?

"Individuallzed instruction and team teaching'' was the lnnovation type
cited most frequently as the ''most slgnlficant” district innovatlon of 1970-
71. A summary of all tnnovatlon types for all reporting distrlcts is pre-
sented In Table 1.5.

TABLE |.5%
TYPES OF U.S. SCHOOL DISTRICT INNOVATION IN THE 1970-71 SCHOOL YEAR
'Percent Chosen Percent of Total
as "Showcase"' innovation Mean
Innovatlon Ef fort Number

innovation Category (3 of 346) (% of 3185) Per District
Individualiﬁpd Instruction
and Team Teachling . 29% 16% 1.5
Administrative Innovatlons
(includes R&D, Budget, '
School=Lommunity Relatlons, ‘
Staffing and Staff Trainlng) 21% 28% 2.6

frogrammatlc Approaches to
Instruction {includes special
programs for special groups,
disadvantaged, tutoring,

aides, paraprofessionals) 19% 12% 11

Curriculum Change 16% 21% 2.0

Organizatlonal lnnovations
{includes grade levels,

schedul ing, attendance units,
alternative schools) 12% ' 8% 0.7

Instructlonal Technology
and Facilities 5% 15% b

*Throughout thic summary data will be reported in combined totals for all responding
districts unless otherwise indicated. In subsequent chapters analysis wlll be sub-
dlvided into "“representative districts" each representing 80,000 pupils in the proba-
bility sample and “'very large distrlcts,'" i.e., those over 80,000 and hence above
the size of the sampling unit.
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The first column of Table 1.5 represents responses only tu the first
question in the survey, [.e., '"the most signlficant Innovatlon that has been
tried out in your dlstrict In the last year." We will generally refer to this
as the '"'Showcase Innovation.' The second column represents all innovations
reported both on the first question and on the subsequent open-ended "'inventory"
question. 1t is evident that these flgures for total innovation effort follow
a somewhat different pattern. Instructional technology, curriculum change
and administrative Innovation are considerably more common in the over-all
tabulations than they are in the "'showcase' category while individualization
and organizational Innovation are less common. Nevertheless, it 1s also clear
from the last column that all these innovatlon types occur with high frequency
throughout our shmple. On the average at least one innovation in each category
was citeo for each school district in the country with the sole exception of
"organizational innovation."

We feel that the focus on compliex and multi-facetted changes such as in-
dividualization Is a highly significant fact and suggests the need for a
multitutde of outside expert and technical resources, community support, financial
investment, Internal communication and willingness to take rlsks to bring about
desired Improvements.

In view of these findings it may be interesting to look at the frequencles
of mention of a few very specific types of Innovation which represent some
of these supports and resources, including all categories of new technology with
more than 20 mentions.

TABLE 1.6
TECHNICAL AND SOCIAL SUPPORT INNOVATIONS
Innovat ion Total Mentions % of Sample (N=353)
Human relations programs 153 h3%
In-s;rvice training 145 g
Planning, research, and evaluation 141 Lo%
Media centers . 107 32%
Aides and paraprofessional; 107 32%
Video tape, T.V. 102 29%
Computer and data processing 76 22%
Audio tape, tape recorders 27 8%
Teaching machines . . 22 6%
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Among curriculum content areas, where mentioned, there was a hecavy emphasis
on basic reading and math, Indlcating perhaps that the 3 r's are still allive
and well in U.5. education.

Types of innovatlon did not differ significantly from region to reglon,
nor did they differ by enrollment slze of the dlstrict nor according to average
per pupil expenditure.

c, fFor Whom Are Innovations Intended?

There is a strong tendency for ''showcase'' lInnovations to be directed to
the elementary level,with considerably less emphasis on senlor high school
and very little attention pald to middle or Junior high school years. When
all innovations included In the inventory are taken into account this pattern
is somewhat less pronounced but still evident. Individualized Instruction and
team teaching are almost always directed at elementary grades, whereas curri-
culum changes and Tnstructlonal faclllitles were clted usually In connection

with senior high school. Very few innovations, usually administrative, covered
all grades.

For only 24% of the 346 showcase innovations were speciflc target groups
other than grades ldentlfled. Almost all of these were disadvantaged, handi-

capped or low performing students. Speclal programs for the gifted were’cited
in only two cases.

d. What VWere the Consequences of the Innovatlon?

To an overwhelming degree, posltive consequences were cited for the show-
case innovation although directions on the questionnaire specifically invlted
mentlon of unsuccessful or rejected Innovations. Over all, 83% of consequences
were reported as positive, 3% negative and 14% mixed: Consequences were reported
most often for students (76% of cases), less often for teachers {52%), and much
less often for administrators {(16%), commun!ty (l6j) and parents (13%).

Consequences for students, when cited,were particutarly positive (9h%+), some-
what less so for teachers (B2%+), and even less so for administrators (72%+).
Consequences were also rated as somewhat less favorable by the very largest
districts (68% + for those with 80,000 enrollment or greater contrasted to 85% .+
fcr all other size categories combined}.

Among specific consequences for students, attitudes toward self and school
were cited most {54 times) followed by scholastic performance {51 times).

"Individuallzed instruction and team teaching,' while being the most popular
W70-71 innovation type, was also the type with more mixed consequences than
others. Superintendents were also most guarded in recommending innovations of
thls type for adoption by other dlstricts.

Since our question on consequences was entirely open-ended, it does not
yield either quantitative or adequately comparative data to show either which

innovations or which districts derived the most benefits or suffered the severest
costs,
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2.  THE PROCESS

The principal objective of this survey was to obtain an empirlcal understand-
Ing of typlical proocases of innovatlon at the local level In U.S. pubiic educa"
tion. To thls end, both closed- and open-ended questlons were esked concerning
participation, resources utlliized, procedures followed, and barrlers encountered.
We also sought to determine the influence of various contextual and 51tuatlonal
varlabies on over=all innovativeness. All thease findings are presented In detall
in Sectlon 1 of this volume, including Chapters Six through Ten.

a. Particlpation In the Innovation

Data on persons who partlclpated or played key roies In the innovation
process ere derlved frem the open-ended questions on page | of the instrument.
They are thus spontaneous mentlons and probably underestimate those actually
participating or Involived In some way. Nevertheless a strong pattern emerges,
Teachers are by far the highest participants, being mentioned in 66% of all show-
case Innovations. Asslstant superintendents were reported as next most involved,
wlth mentions in 56% of cases. Foliowing In descending order were principals
(47%), staff unspeclified (46%), superintendents (39%), supervisors and specialists
(29%), administrators unspecified (27%), community (26%), school boards (23%),
students (22%), parents (19%), counselors and psychologists (12%), and teacher
aldes (11%). All other categories were mentioned In [ess than 10% of cases.

We felt that |t was particularly noteworthy that outSlide resource persons repre-
senting various types of expertise were rarely mentloned spontaneously. Univer-
sity personnel were mentioned In 8% of cases, state educatlon agencles in 7%. .
Private companles and regional laboratorles had 2% and 1% mentions respectlvely.

This over-all pattern of participation was consistent across enrollment slze
categorlies with a few exceptions. 1in the 31 largest districts, the teachers' role
was somewhat less salient (55%) while the participatlion of the assistant superin-
tendent was most evident (91%). Communlty participation was also much more
evident In the largest dlstricts (48% vs. 24%) and was very often seeh as a key
factor In Innovatlon success (393 vs. 16%).

In response to the spec!fic questioh '"What seemed to be the key factor(s)
in maklng the adoption and acceptance of this innovation successful or un-
successful?" most respondents named the participatlon of varlous persons and
groups. While these ''key factor'' responses correspond to flgures for over-all
particlpation, there are some interesting differences. Teachers are again top
fisted with 38% (131 mentions over the 346 showcase Innovatlons) foljowed by
staff unspeclfied (28%). Next In llpe, however, are communlty and students wlth
18% and 14% mentlons respectively. Principals and other administrators are far
less likely to be mentioned as ''key factors'' than merely as participants.

Once again, outside resource groups get very little mentlon as key factors.
University participation receives only six mentions as "key factors' (under 2%)
while state agencies get only five {a little over i%). Regional labs get only
one mention as a key factor (less than 1/2 of 1%) and private companies get none.
We feel that these flindings are among the most signiflicant to emerge from our
survey, for while they probably underestimate actual utilization of outside re-
sources, they suggest somethling about the very low visibility of the external
resource universe as far as the overwhelming majority of U.§. school districts
are concerned.
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k. Resource Utillzatlon in the lnnovatlon

The last page of the form contained a 11st of resources which might be
used in promoting, adopting, or Iimplementing innovations; the llist was divided
Into two halves, one representing "Internal resources' and one representing
Yexternal,' and were labelled as such. Respondents were asked flrst to
Indlcate over-all extent of use In the school dlstrict and then to Indlicate
whether or not the resource was used In the showcase Innovation specifically,
Responses generally conflirm the pattern emergling from the partliclpation data
summarlzed above. Teacher discusslons and teacher In-service training were
rated as used "frequently' or 'very frequently' by almost all respondents and
were mentioned as used In the showcase fnnovation 8% and LhZ of cases respective-
ly.

Once again internal resources generally received more usage than external
resources, althoudgh olfferences were less pronounced than In the spontaneousiy
reported data, conflrming the ''salience'' hypothesls proposed above.

Because of the nature of this project, several of the "external resource"
items referred to specific programs of the federal government. We found that 36%
of districts in the representative sample used at least one federal resource,
usually, we Inferred, as a source of financial support (e.g., Title ! and Title 111
of ESEA cited for 18% and 13% of showcase innovatlons respectively). Federal
informatlon resources represented by ERIC and the Reglonal Laboratories were far
less utillzed. ERIC was used by 9% of the 315 representatlve distrlicts while
the REL's were used by 5%. Among the very large districts, however, reported use
was higher (23% for ERIC, 19% for REL's).

c. Procedurres Emphasized and Philosophy of Change

Respondents were asked to rate the showcase innovation process in terms of
2} innovation "procedures,' in response to the question "How much emphasis was
given?" Each item was to be checked on a five point scale from *'extreme'" (=5)
to '"none' (=1). The highest rated Items in order of mean ratings were ''persistence
by those who advocate the innovation *' (4.17), "systematic planning" (k.12),
Hproviding a climate conduclve to sharing ideas (h.11), "selecting a competent
staff to inplement change'' (L.0L), "creating awareness of the need for change'
(4.03), ""adequate definltion of objectlves" {(4,00), and "adequate diagnosis of
the real educationai need" (3.98). Among the 31 very largest districts the
pattern was generally very similar but “planning" (4.30), “competent staff'
(4.30), "definition of objectives" (4.27) and 'dlagnosis of needs'' (4.23) were
all rated higher.

At the low end of the ratings, distinctly below the 19 other items, were
"taking advantage of crisis situations" (2.59), and "participdtion by key
community 'eaders'' (2.84). Very large districts again believed that community
leader participation was more important, however (3.13).

ch of these 21 items had been selected Intentionally by the principal
investigator to represent major tenets of differing change strafegies advocated
in the literature {as summarized in Havelock, 1969, Chapter 11). 1t was pre=
dicted that various superintendents wouid show patterns of response corresponding
to three major ''perspectives'* on change ldentIfied by Havelock as ''problem
O solving,'" "'social interaction," and "R,D&D."

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



Through a principle component factor analysis subjected to a varimax
rotation, empliricai clusters of jtems emerged corresponding reasonably closely
to predictions. The strongest such factor, labelled as ''participative problem
solving' was clearly represented by four ltems:

Maximizing chances of participation by many groups.
Finding shared values as a basis for working.
Providing a climate conducive to sharing ideas.
Stressing self-help by the users of the innovation.

A second factor was clearly related to the RDgD philosophy. Key items
In this cluster were:

Systematic evaluatlion.

Solid research base. :
Systematic planning.

Adequate definition of object!ves.

A third factor, somewhat related to the predicted "social interaction"
perspective, we preferred to label "strategic manipulation.'" it centered on the
item "participation by key community leaders" but also included '"takirg advantage
of crisis sktuations' and "involvement of informal leaders of opinion inside
the schools.' This factor was also somewhat related to the suspicion that
outside resource groups were unwilling to help revise or adapt lnnovations.

A fourth procedure factor, not predlicted, appeared to represent a kind of
new politics or '"greening of America’ view of change which we labelled "‘open
advocacy and human revolution.'" ltems in this cluster were as follows:

Confrontation of differences,

Resolution of interpersonal conflicts,
Creating awareness of the need for change.
Creating an awareness of aiternative solutions.
Providing a climate conducive to risk-taking.

On the whole the findlngs confirmed predictions and at the same time
added something to our understanding of different change philosophies.

We also analyzed spontaneous responses to the open-ended 'key factor"
question discussed earlier to see if different types of procedures than those
in our llst revealed themselves. The coded responses showed up heavily in
four categories as indicated in Table 1.7.

{Insert Table 1.7 here)

Our analysis of other procedures mentioned indicated that the 21 item
list was, indeed, reasonably comprehensive. The list was also rated as
"potentially useful" as a procedural checklist for managers of Innovation by
9% _i all respondents. ’
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TABLE 1.7
KEY PROCEDURAL FACTORS IN SUCCESS OF YHE SHOWCASE iNNOVATION
Percent of Percent of Very
Representat!ve Large {5 80,000)
Procedure Codes Districts (N=31S) Districts {N=3i)
Participation. 25% 3%
Planning 16% 39%
Staff Training 13% 16%
Cooperation 1% 26%
L

d.} Perceived Barriers to !nnovation

s

Another iist of 18 items illustrating typical "barriers' to innovation
was Included in the questionnaire; respondenis were asked to rate the importance
of each for the showcase innovation (5=''extreme importance'; I1="none''). Most
of these items were selected to represent major empirical research findings
from past studies of the diffusion of innovations. in the main, however,
the ltems failed to yield dramatic results; perhaps because the showcase innova-
tion was almost always rated a success, respondents generally checked ''slight"
or "none' for each of the barriers llsted and the range of response was narrow.
The highest rated barrier item was ‘'confusion among staff about the purpose
of the innovation'' with a mean rating of 2,59 (i.e., about midway between
“slight' and ‘'‘moderate''). Almost as strong were the items '‘unwillingness of
teachers and other school personnel to change or listen to new ideas' (2.57),
'shortage of funds allocated for the innovation' (2,57), and "staff's lack of
precise information about the -innovation' (2,53).

As with the procedures, we attempted to understand the pattern of response
through factor analysis, but with the barrier jtems the results were less
satisfying and more difficult to interpret, perhaps because of the lower item
variances. One very strong general factor emerged which we labelled ''general
confusion'' because the above mentioned ''confusion' and ''lack of precise informa-
tion" jtems were most strongly associated with it. In addition, however, most
other "barrier" items also had substantlal assoclation with this factor.

One other easily interpretable "barrier'" factor which did emerge independent
of the ''general confusion factor' was labelled '"capacity.' The highest associated
items to this cluster were ''shortage of funds allocated for the innovatlon,"
"'starting out with adequate flnancial resources to do the job," and '‘shortage
of qualified personnel.'" Funding aspects were rarely mentioned spontaneously
as. key factors in jnnovation success (6% of cases).
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It was also of interest that the lowest rated barriers were "umwiilling-
ness of resource groups to help us revise or adapt” (1.73), and "lack of
contact with other school systems who had considered the same !nnovat|on"
(1.94), both related to external resource linkage. Thus, it appears that
while external resources find little use and very low saliency among schoo!
district Innovators, there s also no evidence of strong barriers to re-
ceiving such halp.

Although respondents ratings of all barriers were lower than expected,
we discovered that this set of items, llke the procedure [tem set, reasonably
well covered the barrier toplics suggested in responses to open-ended questions,
The list was llkewise very strongly endorsed as a useful checkllst,

e. The Correlates of Innovatlveness

From the responses to the open-ended Innovation '"'inventory'' question
(Question #5 on the form), we were able to construct an ‘'innovativeness'
index to compare highly innovative and less highly Innovative districts on a
number of dimensions. Usling Pearson product moment correlations, relationshlps
were computed between innovativeness score and 82 other variables Including
resource utilization, use of media, school district pollcles of varlous sorts,
unrest, financing, and al) the procedure and barrier items mentioned above.
While findings are to be interpreted wlth extrems caution, several are
quite interesting, at least "as hypothesis generators.

Highest correlation was with distrlct enrollment size {r = .27), but, as
we noted at the beginning of thils summary, such a statistlc Is difficult to
credit with much meaning since, In fact,smaller districts may provide more

- innovative effort on a per-pupil basis than larger ones.

in addition to size we found that 37 other variabies had fow but
statistically significant (p {.05) relationships to the innovativeness score.
Suspecting that many of these were primariiy a function of district slze,
we also controlled on the size varlable. The resulting set of partial cor-
relations did markedly reduce the number of slgnificant relationships but
many remained,

Second in importance to district size and quite independent of it is
estimated per pupil expenditure of the district. Other correlations which
retain significance after size is controlled are use of media spectaliste
and centers, use of in-gservice training, use of lay advisory groups, and the
frequency of teachers’ strikes,

Student and comminity protests are also related to high innovativeness
but only when size is not controlled. Other correlations apparentiy dependent
on size are use of television and newspapers to explain Innovations. '

No relationship was found, in spite of expectations, between innovativeness
and percent of graduates going on to four year colleges, pupil-teacher ratio
and rated difficulty in obtaining finaneing for new or existing programs.

£

f‘n“;\.\
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Several items from our ''procedures'" 1lst were also significantly correlated
with innovativeness. Strongest among these were 'resolution of interpersonal
conflicts" {r = .21, p ¢.001), "creating awareness of the need for change' (r = .21,
p €.001) and “maximi2ing chances of partlicipation by many groups' (r = .17,

p €.005). HNone of these items was dreatly affected by controlling on size.
Generally the items whlch were positively correlated with innovativeness be-

longed to the two factor clusters “participative problem solving'' and '"open
advocacy~human revolution.'

There was essentially a zero relationship between the RPED iterms and
innovativeness. In fact, emphasis on evaluation seemed to have a slight negative
relationship, suggesting, perhaps, that too much emphasis on evaluation dampens
the innovative spirlt., It may, of course, also portend a qreater concern for
innovation quality than quantity.

We are very concerned not to exaggerate the Importance of these correla-
tions. The measure of '""innovativeness' in particular is flawed as a criterion
measure because 1t rewards shcer numbers and verbosity without regard to either
quality or genuine numerical equivalence of measurement unfts. Nevertheless,
it does seem desirable to continue searching for and trylng out various sorts
of gutcome or criterion measures to help us evaluate the relative importance
of procedures, barriers, resources, and all other purportedly "important'
variables in the innovation process.

L
0. IMPLICATIQNS

It is not easy and perhans not even appropriate for a researcher by
himself to derive impiications from his work for either policy makers or
practitioners. Probably the easiest and most obvious comment might be
"more research is needed" and indeed it ]s. However, such a statement s
likely to be viewed in today's educatlonal environment as both evasive and
sel f-serving. The researcher and the sponsor have an obligation to seek
out implications for policy and practice as well as for further research.

Such implications are preferably to be derived as a joint endeavor and not
as a solo exercise by the researcher, but perhaps what follows .may provide some
dialogue sbhout what these many survey results ''really" mean. '

I. INNOVATIVENESS, PER SE, IS NOT THE PROBLEM

Our flndings suggest a continuous ferment of change in almost all
U.S. school districts. On the face of it, many of these changes are profound,
not trivial. They are complicated, involve many participants, require many
types of skills, and presumably all sorts of expert resources. The ubiqui-
tousness of innovation was a FInding we did pot expect but one which seems

compelling from our data. |t seems to run counter to the idea that many
have of the U.S. educational "establishment'' as frozen in its ways, indifferent
to change and unresponsive to the needs of students. If such Imagery is as

pervasive as | feel it is, then somebody should be doing something to con-
tradict it because {a) it isn't so, and (b} it does injury to professional
educators by demoralizing and lowering public¢c esteem and confidence.
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2. WE NEED TD FOCUS ON QUALITY WITHOUT REQUCING QUANTITY.

There appear to be enough forces at work on U,S. education to act as
a stimulus for rhange, but a wil) to act is not enough 1f one knows not how
to act wisely. The lack of attention to external expert resOurces and to
the experience of other school districts suggests that each district is out
to reinvent many wheels. The consequences of a go-it-alone strategy of
innovation are sometimes good in terms of enthusiasm andvintensity of local
involvement, but the costs are overwhelming. Mistakes are made over and over
again: large sums are spent in creating essentially parallel and duplicate
materials,and certain cost~saving and benefit-increasing optlons are not
considered because no gne is aware Lthat they exist.

Careful evaluation, by itself, will not do much to improve Quality and
may discourage innovativeness. It is more important that districts bring
in and adapt innovations which have been carefully evaluated In other settings
than that they expend }imited internal resources on exhaustive evaluations.

3. THERE IS A TREMENOQOUS FUND OF EXPERIENCE WITH {NNOVATION GOING TO WASTE. -

Every year there are at least 20,000 and probably more like 100,000
innovation efforts begun in U.S. school districts. Many will be successful;
many will also fall and be terminated; but the experience gained in one place
in 1972 should be made available to someone contemplating a similar activity
in another place in 1974. True, every district 1s unique in some respects
but in most respects most districts are not unique; they have direct
counterparts in other states and regions and even in their immediate
vicinity, and these counterparts wlll be trying out similar or identical
fnnovations. Up to now we have had no satisfactory way of codifying and
bankind such experiences so that they can be drawn upon by others, and
no retrieval system exists to make such banks highly utilized,

Yet the experience of local innovation effort in the U.5. s so vast
that it dwarfs even the largest federal programs {e.g., ESEA, Title i1},

4. THERE !S A CRYING NEED FOR {MPROVED EXTENSION SERVICES TO INFORM AND
ASSIST LOCAL INNOVATORS.

The existing information networks externa! to schools seem to have
very low saliency for innovation managers within school systems, yet there
is no apparent reluctance to bend an ear to outsiders or to receive their
help. The prime barriers percelved by innovators center around informational
issues, e.g9. ''confusion sbout the puypose of the innovation' and "lack of
precise information ahout the inno%ation.' The implication is that schools
are ready and waiting for effective extensionh services (perhaps analagous

to the Cooperative Extension Service in Agriculture but probably with a good
deal less resistance to cope with).

-
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5. LOCAL INNOVATORS CAN MAKE VERY GOOD USE OF SKILLS IN PROBLEM-SOLVING
ANO COMMUNICATING ’

"Participation'” is the mpst important key to success in innovatlon,
according to our respondents; thls means participation by teachers, community,
and students.Yet providing effectively for such participation In a genuine
collaborative sense requires great skill in human relations and group manage-
ment. We found human relations training programs of one sort or another
mentioned in a little less than half the districts, but the need for quallty
programs in this area is apparent. Respondents also indlcated that they
would find guidance on innovation process helpful In thelr own future planning
and action,

6. EXPERT ADVICE ON INDIVIDUALIZEO INSTRUCT ION ANO TEAM TEACHING WAS SORELY
NEEOGED N 1970-71 ANO PROBABLY STHLL 1S,

Indlvidualizing instruction is probably one of the most complex and
difficult innovation assignments educators have ever put to themselves,
Nevertheless, thlis was the most pnputar innovation area in 1970-71. Because
it is a difficult and complex innovation area and because various federally
supported R&D projects have heen undertaken In this area, It would appear
to be an especlally promising target toplc for mass dissemination efforts
{and an appropriate vehicle for introducing outside information resources
to locals).

7. NATIONAL INNOVATION MONITORING IS fEASIBLt ANO OES{RABLE.

The federal government must be able to louk at the forest as well as
the trees, and indeed there is a forest here where some have thought there
might be a desert. With a fair degree of persistence we were eventual ly
able to get 71% =f a very busy population of educators to respond st length
to a mailed questionnaire survey. The cost of a first year effort was well
under $100,000 and could be expected to decrease over time as sampling
procedures, forms, data processing, and reporting became routinized.

However, some major deficiencies of the first year study can and
should be remedied. Most important of the problems still facing us is the
lack of a solid dependent variable which makes sense to researchers, prace
titioners, and policy makers as a manifest "'benefit'. An improved measure
of "innovativeness! is one aspect of this.

Future monitoring efforts should also make more satisfactory probes
for negative cases. There was an apparent reluctance on the part of our
respondents to own up to negative consequences and innovations that ran
awry, We tried to get reports specifically on "unsuccessful’'or ""problematic"
innovations in our pllot work but drew a blank. A creative way should be
found to surmount this problem.



Future studies should also begin to probe the infrastructure of the educa-
tional change network between the local district and the national government,
including activities by unlversities, state agencies, and sundsy private

sector groups. Thelr near-Invisibllity in this study remains a mystery
to us.

Flnally, studles should begln to probe in more depth organizationally
and temporally wlthin the district. Principals, teachers and other key
figures withln the district should be sampled using equivalent or i{dentical
items for comparison. A start in this direction has been made via the
exploratory case studles which constitute the second volume of this report,



SECTION |:
INNOVATION CONTENT AND CONSEQUENCES

¥

-25-



26~

CHAPTER TH0: THE 1971 SHOWCASE INNOVATION \\

In a survey which attempts to compare the relative innovativeness of
school districts around the country and to analyze the types of changes
introduced, innovations of any form and content must be considered. However,
sInce innovations may vary greatly in their comprehensiveness, it was
necessary to limit our comparlson and analysis to those which <ould be
cons ldered significant In terms of some pre-defined standard. We thus asked
our sample of superintendents to Include In their responses only those
innovations which met at least one of the following three criteria:

a. a substantial reorientation on the part of staff,
b. a reallocation of resocurces,
¢c. adoption of new practices, programs or technology.

In order to further assure a valid comparison among school districts
it was necessary to limit our survey to a partlicular span of time. Since
the survey began in the fall of 1971, the 1970-71 school year seemed the
most appropriate time period to sample. We reascned that innovations’
int roduced within this time frame would still be fresh in the minds of
respondents and, in addition, that at least some preliminary assessments
of the impact of the change efforts would already have been made,

A. SHOWCASE iNNOVATION CATEGORIES

While we were interested in determining the total innovative effort
of each school district within the time fréme, we were also interested in
making a detailed analysis of one partigulap innovation which the superin-
tendent saw as most significant. —we:hgze rmed this the ‘'showcase innovation.
Respondents were asked to describe thedingbvation briefly in two or three
sentences, indicating what it was, what ¥t involved in staff and resources,
and who it was to benefit.* It was not necessary for the reported innovation
to have been successful provided that the specified "importance’ criteria
were met,

Since the question was open-ended, the coding schema for responses was
developed after the fact in such a manner as to be both inclusive and
descriptive. The innovations reported fell into five broad categories which
we have termed {1} "“individualized instruction and team teaching", (2)
adminis trative innovations', (3) "curriculum revision and instructional
facilities", (4) "programmatic approaches to instruction', and (S}
‘'organizational innovations'. The innovations in each of these categories
are described in detaii below.

& , .
See Question ! a of questionnaire, "innovation from the Superintendent's
Viewpoint', in Appendix A.



OFf our sampie of 322 school districts with less than 80,000 students,
315 superintendents described a showcase lnnovation, while seven specifled
that no Innovation meeting our ¢riteria had been introduced in the 1970-71
school year. All of the 31 superintendents of school districts with 80,000
or more students reported a showcase innovation,

Districts serving 80,000 students or less will subsequently be identifled
as ''representative' districts because they comprise a national sample carefully
constructed to represent all regions and size categories. Each data case in
the sample represents 80,000 pupils, regardless of the actual size of the
district, Hence, there is approximately one case for every eight districts
of 10,000 pupil enrollment, one case for every two districts of 40,000 enroll-
ment, and so forth. if we had achieved a 100% response rate, we could have
said with some assurance that these 322 districts are truly ''representative'
of all United States school districrs up to 80,000; we can say, however, that
they are truly representative of the 70% of school districts who respond to
surveys:! Districts serving 80,000 or more students witl be referred to as
the ''very large" districts., They are treated separately because all such
districts were sent questionnaires and each is therefore self-representing.

Table 2.1 summarizes the numbers of showcase Innovations which have been
classified into the five broad categories, with totals reported separately
for representative and for very large school districts. Percentages given
are based on the numbers of showcase innovations actually reported In each
of the two size categories.

{Insert Table 2.1 here)

The largest number of innovations (29%) reported by school districts
of less than 80,000 students involved Individualized instruction and/or
team teaching., These two types of innovations were frequently coupled and
were often part of a broader innovative effort involving, an open-space
classroom or school and the introduction of a multi-age, ungraded or continuous
progress concept as well. A relatively smaller number of innovations of this
type (162) were adopted by school districts of 80,000 or more students.

In very large school districts the major innovative effort was in the
administrative area {(35%). Included in this category were those innovations
which concerned administrative structure and policy, system-wide planning
and budgeting procedures, staff and plant-related issues, and student issues
which were not directly related to instruction. In representative school
districts, 21% of showcase innovations were of this general type.

Representative school districts reported juch more innovative activity
than very large districts in the area of curriculum revision and the intro-
duction of new technology and facilities related to instruction (20% for
representative districts as opposed to only 3% for very large districts).
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TABLE 2.1
SHOWCASE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES
Districts Districts
Innovation Category < 80,000 * 2 80,000 *
Freq. % Freq. %
1. Individualized Instruction and
Team Teaching (90) 29 (s)y 16
2. Adminlstrative Innovations (67) 21 () 35
3. Programmatic Approaches to
Instruction (59) 19 (6} 19
4, Curriculum Change and
tnstructional Facilltles (62} 20 {(n 3

5. 0Organizational !nnovations . (37) 12 { 8) 26

Total (315) 100 ** (31) 100 %

No Innovation or No information (7 -

Grand Total (322) (31)

* Throughout most of this report data are presented for two different system
size 9roups because of the separate sampling procedures used. Data for
districts of less than 80,000 pupils are derlved from a statistically
representative sample, whereas findings for the 80,000 and over category
represent unweighted averages of all large districts In the population.

*% Throughout this report the percentages in each column may not equal the
total for that column due to rounding.

Representative and very large school districts placed an equal emphasis
on new programmat}c approaches to instruction, with 19% for both groups.
Innovations in this category Included new programs for special groups of
students, work-study programs, the introduction of teacher aides, tutors
and paraprofessionals as asslstants to classroom teachers, and a few
specialized programs introduced by students or teachers.

finally, 12% of innovations in representative districts and 26% of
innovations in very large districts were what we have termed 'organizational."
Innovations in this category are concerned with such Issues as how the
school! is structured In terms of grade and attendance units, how the school
year and school day are organized, and the operation of alternative schools
or model schools or grades in the district.

We will look at each of the five categories of innovation types in
more detail below. ’



1. INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION AND TEAM TEACHING

The scope of {nnovatlons In the category of individualized instruction
and team teaching varied conslderably from one district to another. Sometimes
the innovation was described simply as individuallzed instruction in the
content of one course In one grade, but more often a morgz comprehensive
innovatlon was reported which applied to all course material in several or
all grades; this pattern tended to coincide with the introduction of a
multi-age, ungraded or contlinuous progress concept, and, in turn, often
Implied the introduction of the open~space school. This comprehensive approach
to !ndividualized Instruction was frequently coupled with the initiation of
team teaching or dlfferentlated staffing. Since this broad array of Innovatlons
were $o often interrelated, we were unable to separate them into discrete
cetegories, even though any one of them might be considered a significant change
in ftself,

Although there were proportionally fewer Innovations in thls category for
very large districts than for representative school systems, the innovations
were described In similar terms. However, when we consktder the implications
of introducing open education into the elementary or middle schools of a district
of over 80,000 students, we must recognize the massiveness of this effort.

Table 2.2 shows that, of the 90 innovations which representative school
systems adopted in this category, 69 were general in nature, while 21 were
limited to specific curriculum areas. Of the five cases of individualized
instruction and team teaching reported by superintendents of very large school
districts three were broad innovatlons which involved the total school curriculum
while the other two were curriculum-specific.

TABLE 2.2
SHOWCASE INNOVATION DESCRIPTIONS
INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION AND TEAM TEACHING

Districts Districts
Innovat ton < 80,000 2 80,000
Freq. &% Freq., {#%*
Applles to all Curriculum Areas (69) 22 { 3 10
Applies to Specific Curriculum Areas (21} 7 {2) 6
Tot al (90) 29 {5 16

+

*Percentages are based on the 315 showcase innovations reported by districts
in this sjze caltegory.

*kPercentages are based on the 31 showcase innovations reported by districts
in this size category.
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in the 21 cases reported by representative schools In which the
innpvation applied to specific curriculum areas, readlng and math were
most commonly mentioned; In elght cases reading was the Innovatlve area,
fn four cases It was math, and !'n an addltional three cases Indivlduallzed
instruction and team teaching were inltlated in both reading and math, The
remaining six cases applied to language arts, spelling, sclence, government,
homemak Ing and chemistry. The curriculum areas mentloned by superintendents
of the two very large school systems in which curriculum-specific fnnovations
were introduced were reading and math in the elementary schools of one district
and social studles and English In the senior high schools of the other district.

It was frequently mentioned that the demands on the classroom teacher
were increased both [n terms of the time requlred for lesson preparatlon and
in terms of the utilization of classroom time. In-service tralning programs
were sometimes provided to Introduce teachers to these new approaches, and
frequently teacher aides were hired to reduce the workioads of the classroom
teachers. .

In a number of cases [t was necessary to redesign existing plant facliitles
or to plan new school buildings to accomodate the cpen school program. Thus
for many districts a considerable flnanclal commlitment was regqulred for addi-
tional facilities as well as for staff and materlals,

The beneflts sought by the school distrlcts adopting Innovations In this
category were summed up in a descriptlon provided by one superfntendent:
“Children will benefit from a better learning envlronment which revolves around
the pooling of professtonal skllls, more instructional alternatives and greater
individual attention'.

2, ADMINISTRATIVE INNOVATIONS

Innovat ions which school systems adopted In the administratlve area have
been grouped for descriptive purposes Into seven subgroups: a) research,
development and budget, b) relations with community, parents and students,
c) staff-related issues, d) administrative structure, e) student-related
issues, f) plant Issues, and ¢) administrative philosophy change.

Table 2.3 lists the specific types of Innovatlons placed in each of these
subgroups, giving the percentages they represent of the total number of show-
case innovations reported by school systems in each of the two size categories.

(Insert Table 2.3 here)

a. Research, Development and Budget

The most frequentiy cited types of innovations in the administrative
area, both for representative school districts and for very large systems,
were those which have been grouped together under '‘research, development and
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TABLE 2.3
SHOWCASE INNOVATION DESCRIPTIONS
ADMINISTRATIVE | NNOVATIONS

Districts Districts
Innovation < 80,000 2 80,000
Freq, % Freq. %
a, Research, Development and Budget
Planning, Research and Evaluation {14) b (& 13
Curricuolum Development ) 2 (N 3
Finance Allocation { 3) ] - -
Performance Contracting h (1) * - -
b, Relatlons wlth Community, Parents and
Students
Guidance, Counseling and Diagnosis (1) 3 R -
Desegregat ion ( 3) ] (2} 6
Human Relations Programs ‘ ( 3) 1 - -
Public Relations Programs { 3) 1 - -
Parent-Teacher Conferences ( 2) 1 - -
c. Staff-Related Issues
In-Service Training and Workshops (i) 3 (1N 3
Teacher Corps ( 1} * - -
d. Administrative Structure
Staff Structure Changes ( 3) 1 (N 3
Decentralization : { 2) 1 ( 2) 6
e. Student-Related Issues (n * - -
f. Plant-Related issues (n * - -
g. Administrative Philosophy Change (N * - -
) Total (67) 21 (1 35

*Lless than 0.5%




budget' (8% of innovations In representative districts and 16% for very
large systems). The largest number of innovations in this subgroup were
those which had to do speclfically with planning, research and evaluation
(14 cases, or 4% for representative districts; four cases, or 132 for
very large districts). In these innovations a broad look was taken at
the operation of the school system to establish object!ves and to develop
new methods of achleving these objectives. in some cases the emphasis was
on improving the learning opportunities for children, while in other cases
the innovation represented an attempt to institute a more business-like
method of running the school. HNeeds and performance assessment studies
were undertaken, divisions were set up to plan and evaluate federal and
other Instructional programs, and research into improving the instructlonal
and learning environments were established. Three superintendents of
representative schools specified thelr primary innovation to be the adoptlon
of a planning, programming and budgeting system {PPBS}. This was described
by one superintendent as a system whlich would "benefit puplls by providing
the schools and public with better evaluation information, Improved declsion~
making, long range planning and a better sense of direction". In very large
schools two of the four innovations In this area were directed towards
Improvement of the educational program for Students, while the other two

- were concerned with Increasing the effectiveness of staff, eYther through
leadership training or through training in new Instructlional approaches.

Also included 'n the ''research, development and budget'' subgroup were
those innovations which were concerned with curriculum development as an
on-going process rather than as a reorganization of material within a speclfic
course or curriculum area 2% for representative districts and 3% for very
large districts). fIn the seven cases reported by superintendents of represen-
tative schools we found that sometimes one or more individuals acted as
curriculum coordinators to improve instruction through daily contacts with
teachers, while in other cases a system~-wide study of curriculum was undertaken
involving the total school staff. The one curriculum development program
reported by a very large district involved students as well as all members
of the staff,

Three innovations in representative districts were directed at new
approaches to funds dispersement. Two of these increased the flexibility
with which financial resources might be allocated, by allowing teachers or
principals increased discretion in the spending of specified funds. The third
was a case in which a new superintendent alloczited a larger percentage of
resources for new staff salaries in order to increase the teacher/student
ratTos in all classes. No innovations reported by very large school systems
were concerned specifically with finance allocation.

Finally, performance contracting, which some educators and laymen have
hailed as the ultimate solution to the problém of assuring a doltar value for
a dollar spent, has not yet materialized as a significant approach. Only one
superintendent of a representative district reported this to be his system's
showcase innovation, while no cases were reported by very large systems”
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b. Relations with Community, Parents and $tudents

Table 2.3 shows that 7% of all showcase innovations adopted by
representative districts affected relations with community, parents and
students, The students received more attention than did the parents ot
community in these districts: 3% of innovations were concerned with guidance,
counseiing and diagnosis of students' needs and probiems. The tradltional
functions of career counseling and guidance in selection ot courses represent
only one aspect of these new programs. Some school systems employed, In
addition, educational psychologlsts who were avallable to consult with students
on any problem, and some districts were concerned with early diagnosis of
learning disabilities in order to provide treatment before any educational
impairment might result. No very large distrlicts reported showcase innovations
in the area of guidance, counseling and diagnosis.

Three superintendents (13) of representative districts and two superin-
tendents of very large ldstricts (6%) reported that desegregation was the
most significant innovation in their systems. We recognize that desegre-
gation often involves administrative restructuring, a subgroup which will
be discussed beiow, but it was evident that, in terms of the issues to be
solved In iInstituting such a change, those concerned with student, parent and
community relations tended to be by far the most salient. Two of the three
representative districts which implemented 3 desegregation plan instituted
human relations programs, involving staff, community and students, to study
the implicatlons of desegregation and to assist in its implementation.. 8oth
cases reported by very large districts called for desegregation of several
schools at the same time, and cne of the superintendents stressed the impor-
tance of a bi-racial human relations team which was created to assist in
the process.

Other human relations programs which aimed at achieving better under=
standing and communication among all groups, both inside and outside the
school, accounted for another 1% of showcase innovations in representative
schools. 1In addition, the community was the direct target of three public
relations programs (12) which attempted to describe educational programs to
the taxpayer. An effort was made to involve parents in thelr children's
progress in another 1% of cases, by means of parent-teacher conferences,

Very large districts reported no showcase innovations directed at parents
or the community.

c. Staff-Related issues

Table 2.3 shows that new in-service training programs and workshops for
teachers and other staff acco'.ited for 3% of showcase innovations both in
representative and in very large school districts, The one case reported
by a very large system was an ambitious program which called for intensive
training of teachers from inner city schools. Groups of teachers were trained
at a "professional development center', located in an inner city school, for a
period of eight weeks during the school term. Previously trained substitute
eachers took over the classes during the training period.



Some of the staff training programs reported in representative districts
were Instituted as a flrst step In the initiation of a broader change program;
one superintendent specified that the staff In his district were being trained
in preparation for "a venture In continuous progress educatlon' which was to
begin In the fall of 1972, Some training programs were for the purpose of
acquainting teachers with new media and methods, while others had the objective

of helping teachers to deve lop new understanding and skills in their handling
of students.

One superintendent of a representative district described the formation
of a "teacher corps''which involved the training of 35 interns in three schools
under the supervision of elght team leaders.

d. Administrative Structure

Three innovations (1%) were reported by representative districts in the
subgroup of changes In administrative structure; these involved alterations
of staff positions in terms of function, salary and reporting relationships.
One innovation {3%) which was concerned with changes in staff structure was
reported by a very large system; this was a renovation of the function and
structure of supervisory services in order to increase teacher-supervisor
contact, and it involved the hiring of additional supervisory staff.

Two cases of decentralization were reported as showcase Innovations in
eacn of the slze categories of school systems (1% for representative districts
and 6% for very large systems). The purpose of thls innovatlion, which involved
a shift from a central administration to locally based administrative districts,
was to increase local autonomy and to enable the schools to be more responsive
to local needs. In both of the representative districts and in one very large
district community advisory committees representing the affected communities
were involved in the planning and implementation of the innovation.

W,

e, Student-Rejated Issues

Only one innovation was ciassified as being related to student issues
outside the area of instructional concerns. This innovation in a represen-
tative district was described as a ''get-tough policy' in enforcing student
rutes and in appiying disciplinary action.

f. Plant lssues

Again, only one innovation fell in the subgroup of plant-related issues.
This innovation, also in a representative district, was described as an attempt
to provide immedlate school service to all buildings.



g. Administrative Philosophy Change

The final innovation In the administrative category was a toltal system
effort in a3 representative district to develop a more humanistic approach
to education. This innovation called for a '""massive turnabout' both in
philosophy and in practices.

3. PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES TO INSTRUCTION "

As illustrated in Table 2.4, new programmatic approaches to instruction
constituted 19% of reported showcase innovations both in representative
districts and In very large districts. A few of these programs were intended
to benefit all children, but a large majority were directed at special groups
of students.

TABLE 2.4

SHOWCASE INNOVATION DESCRIPTIONS
PROGRAMMAT I C APPROACHES TO INSTRUCTION

) Districts Districts
Innovation * < 80,000 2 80,000
Freq. 4 Freq.
B 9 q 4
a. Special instructional Programs
Remedial {14) 4 { 2) 6
Learning Disabilities (7 2 - -
Pre-School { 6) 2 ( 2) 6
Compensatory { 6) 2 - -
Gifted ( 2) 1 - -
b. Teacher Aides, Tutors & Paraprofessionals
Cross-Age Helping { 6) 2 - -
Paraprofessionals { 2) ]
(1 3
Trained Aides (2) -1
c. Mork-Study & Occupational Preparation ( 8) 3 { 1) 3
d. Other f(e.g. Student and Teacher
initiated Approaches) ( 6) 2 - -
Total (59) 19 (6) 19
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a. Special instructional Programs

Students in 35 special instructional programs (112} In representative
districts ranged from the g¢ifted to the emotionally disturbed, but the
largest number of programs {14 cases) were concerned with remedial education,
principally in reading, in the primary grades. The second largest group of
programs { 7 cases) were provided for chlldren with a variety of learning
disabilities which could not be solved through regular classroom instruction.
Six more programs were compensatory in nature and were intended to provlde
additional learning experiences for underachievers, potential dropouts and
"educationally disadvantaged" chlldren. There were also siX new programs
inftiated for pre-school children. These programs, sometimes directed at
the disadvantaged child, were generally intended to prepare the child for
primary educaticn and to help him or her to overcome any existing soclal or
mental handicap. Parents were sometimes urged to participate in these carly
childhood educationai experiences. A number of the programs in this group,
particularly those aimed at benefittlng the disadvantagaed child, were federally
funded. Finally, two representative school districts initlated programs for
gifted students, both providing an opportunity for independent study in a
field of the student's choosing.

Two of the four special instructional programs adopted by very large
school systems were remedial reading programs, while the other two were
directed at pre-school children. One pre-school program was established to
benefit emotionally disturbed children and children with potential learning
disabilities, while the other program was designed to ''provide systematic
cognitive development for the pre-school child.,"

b. Teacher Aides, Tuters and Paraprofessionals

Table 2.4 also shows some utilization of teacher aides, tutors and
paraprofessionals (3% for both representative and very large districts) to
allevliate the workload of the classroom teacher and to provide some individual
attention to those Students who required additional instruction. Out of the
ten innovations in this area reported by representative districts, six were
cases of cross-age helping in which older children acted as aides in lower
grades or tutored children with special neceds under the supervision of the
classroom teacher. Two school systems added non-proféssional personnel to
their staff to enrich the learning environment, and in the final two repre-
sentative schoo! districts in this Qroup aides with specialized training

were employed to assist the teacher by handling students with special learning
problems.

None of the very large school districts in our sample reported the use of
cross-age helpers, but one school system developed a ''Carecrs Opportunities
Program' in which paraprofessionals worked as teacher aide:c while at the same
time earning col lege credit. '
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€. Work=Study and Occupational Preparation

Programs providing occupational preparation for students in grades
B-12 represented 3% of showcase Innovations for both representative and
very large school systems. Innovations in this group included more than
a simple orientation to possible career choices, Some of these involved
in=-school instruction by practitioners of trades and professions in the
community; others took the students out into the community during school
hour§ for on«the~job training in business or trades. Still other programs
combined these two approaches, The students who participated in these
programs included potential dropouts, students who were unable to benefit
from a more formal high school program, and educable mental ly retarded
students. The importance of a high degree of cooperation from employers
In the community was frequently stressed. In the work-study program adopted
by the very large school in this area the resources of a large corporation
were used to assist the district in developing a comprehensive career education
program for students in grades 10-12.

d. Other Programmatic Approaches

six additional diverse programmatic approaches compiised 2% of showcase
innovations for representative school districts. 1in one program the total
community was used as a "'learning resource' for high school students, while
in another, high school students volunteered their time, during or after
school, to the school or to non-profit Institutions in the community. Qne
superintendent reported a new program in which courses selected, planned and
run by students were offered as electives in the high schooi curriculum. One
high school initiated a program in which candidates for public office appeared
at school assemblies for presentations and student questions, and in another
high school a teacher-initiated change was reported in which students were
dismissed from class when the teacher was absent, rather than having a
substitute teacher brought in. Finaily, one school system reported a change
in its kindergarten classrooms, moving from unstructured classroom procedures
to semi=structured methods,

4, CURRICULUM CHANGES AWD INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES

in the fourth category of innovations, changes in curriculum and an
increase in instructional facilities and technology, representative school
systems adopted 62 innovations {20%), while only one innovation (3%) was
reported by very large districts. There is thus a sharp contrast between
very large and representative school systems in the emphasis which they
placed on innovations in this category. Table 2.5 presents the specific
tvpes of innovations adopted in this area.
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TABLE 2.5
SHROWCASE [NNOVATION OESCRIPTIONS
CURRICULUM CHAMGE AND INSTRUCT (ONAL FACILITIES

Districts gstricts
fnnovation < 80,000 Z 80,000
Freq. % Freq. %
a. Curriculum Changes
Specific Curriculum Areas {25) 8 - (V) 3
Unit Courses, Mini-Courses and
Electives (16) 5 .- -
Packaged Courses and Materials ( 8) 3 - -
b. Instructional Technology and Facilitles
Learning Centers ( 6) 2 - -
Media Centers { 2} 1 - -
Computer { 2) 1 - -
Other (Oriver £d. Eqpt., Info. System)| ( 3) 1 - -
Total (62) 20 (n 3

a, Curriculum Changes

There weie 49 cases (16%) of changes reported in the curricula of
representative school systems. Twenty-five superintendents (8%) reported
as their showcase innovation a change in specific curriculum areas, and in
different districts these changes covered a broad range of subjects and all
grades. S$ix school districts either introduced occupational orientation
meterials within the regular course structure (in one case as early as grade
two), or expanded or added to their industrial arts programs in high schools.
Five systems introduced bi-lingual or multi-ethnic programs, and there were
three cases each of curriculum revision or expansion in &nglish, social
studies and humanities courses. Reading, health education and human relations
were mentioned as areas of curriculum revision in other districts,

The one innovation in the area of curriculum revision reported by a very
large school system was described as the introduction of an occupational
orientation program in grades 7-9, It was designed ''to help pupils make
realistic program choices in senior high school.”



A second type of change reported by representative districts in the
curriculum area was elective "mini-courses! in high schools. OFf the 16
cases {5%) In which this innovation was reported, ten applied strictly to
English courses, while three more covered both &nglish and social studies.
One district adopted mini-courses In language arts, and one introduced
electives in a variety of non-basi¢ curriculum areas. Only two school
districts instituted a unit course or mini-course program for all subjects.
In this type of program, rather than offering a full year course required
of all students, a large number of diverse units were developed which generally
covered a quarter term of about nine weeks in length. The students were
allowed to choose any four of these each year, and thus a number of these
mini-courses became ungraded since students from all high school grades could
eiect to register for the same course,

Only eight superintendents (3%) of representative school systems cited
packaged materials as the most significant [nnovation in their districts. Of
these, three were completely packaged science programs for elementary students,
two were supplementary reading materials for the primary grades, and two mote
were packaged materials for instruction in computer programming. One schoocl
system introduced packaged materials in a variety of courses. We did find
that packaged materials were further utilized in some broader innovations,
particularly In individualized instruction (see earlier discussion)}.

b. Instructional Technology and Facilitles

It Is somewhat surprising in this day of advanced technology that no
very large districts reported showcase innovations in the area of instructional
innovat ions dependent upon new technology and facilities; in addition, this
area represents only 4% of the total of showcase innovations in representative
schoo systems. The most frequently cited innovation in this subgroup was the
installation of new learning centers, reported by six schuol districts (22) .
The emphasis of these was on individualized diagnosis, guidance and instruction
for students in elementary grades through adult education ciasses. Instruc-
tional materials in a variety of media were often acquired to aid in these
programs. '

Related to the learning centers, but more limited in puroose, were media
centers which were reported in two representative school systems. These
districts expanded their library facilities to include materiais in a variety
of new media, including slides, cassettes and audio-visual equipment.

Only two superintendents (1% of repressntative districts) reported as
their showcase innovations the addition of computers for use by teachers and
students, including agult education c¢lasses. The computer was, however, a
factor in some additional innovations, even though the addition of a computer
was not in itself considared to be the showcase innovation. In particular,
some individualized instruction was implemented through the use »f computers
(computer assisted instruction, or CAlL).
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Three representative school systems expanded thelr technology and
facilities in other areas. One system added 3 driving range for multipie ..&
car use in its driver educatlon program, and another district adopted an
information disseminatlon program which utilized a wide varliety of resources
and was available to both students and staff. The final innovation in this
category was the development of a '‘Math Instructional Objectives Catalog"
for use in grades K-12,

S. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATIONS

Proportionally, very large schcol systems adopted more than twice as
many innovations In the organlzational category as did representatlve
districts {26% as opposed to 12%). Table 2.6 }ists the types of innovations
reported In this category.

TABLE 2.6
SHOWCASE INNOVATION DESCRIPTIONS
ORGANTZATIONAL INNOVATIONS

Districts Districts
Innova tion < 80,000 2 80,000
Freq. % Freq. %
a. Operational Aspects

Grade and Attendance Unit (18) 6 (1N 3

Semester Structure; Extended
Day or Year (b) 1 { 2) 6
Open Campus { 3} [ - -
b. Flexible Modular Scheduting {7 2 (n 3
¢. Model Schools Or Grades { 3) 1 ( 2) 6
d. Alternative Schools ( 2) 1 ( 2) 6
Total (37) 12 (8 26




a. Operational Aspects

From Table 2.6 we can see that the largest number of organizational
Innovations reported by representative school systems were changes in the
grade and attendance units in the districts' schools. Elghteen such changes
were reported, representing 6% of all showcase innovatlons for representative
school districts. The most common change (11 cases) was descrlbed as a
regrouping of the grades to form a middle school; generally the schools moved
from a K=6, 7-9, 10-12 system to a K-5, 6-8, 9-12 arrangement, The rationale
for this shift was based on a supposition that students in the middle age
range have speclal needs which in the past have not been recognlzed. S§ix
representative schools with innovations In the ''grade and attendance unlt'"
area added a transitional grade between Kindergarten and grade one, Generally
between 12 and 15 children, judged ''not qulte ready" for first grade work
after the completion of Kindergarten, were placed in this transitlonal grade
which provlded a high teacher/student ratio and speciallzed instructional
materlals. The hope was that the majority of these children would be ready
for second grade at the end of the school year.

One very large school district reported having made a commitment to
large comprehensive high schools which would enroll all students in grades
9-12. The opening of the first of these schools was the showcase innovation.

There were four innovations (1%} in representative districts which
involved a change in the structure of the school calendar or alterations In
the tength of the school day or year. One school district changed Its
semester structure for grades 10-12 by setting aside three weeks at each
end of the school year for student-designed mini-courses in which no 9grades
were given. Another school system extended its <lementary school year by
4o days by offering an individualized curriculum to a selected group of
students during July and August. Two changes were reported by representative
school systems in the length of the school day; these were both due to
bui 1ding space constraints. One district put its hlgh schools on dual sessions
because of overcrowding, and the other added an extra hour to each end of the
school day ''to allow students to take courses in proper areas by increasing
effective building space by 25%."

The school calendar was altered in two very large school districts (6%).
In one of these systems the regular 180 day school year was divided into three
terms, or trimesters; in the other the entire year was divided Into five
periods of 45 days each, with students required to attend any four 'quinmesters."

Three representative school systems {1%) instituted an '"open campus'
policy which allowed students in senior high school to be released from school
when tkey were not in class.
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b. Flexlble-Modular SchedulIng

Innovations whlch were reported in flex!ble-modular scheduling (2% for
representative districts and 3% for very large systems) were instructionally
linked, but their primary Intent was described as a scheduling of classes in
such a way as to make the most advantageous use of time on a day-to-day basis.
Generally the school day was broken into 20-minute modules, using independent
study or small group and large group instruction where appropriate. One aim
of this new system was to allow for individual differences of both students
and teachers and to allow students to pursue their individual needs and
interests. The one very large district which reported the introduction of
flexible-modular scheduling in its high schools designed its program to include
both on=-campus and off-campus options. Maximum use was made of community
resources in both phases of the program, Included in the off-campus program
were opportunitlies for senlor students to audit university courses or gain
experience In business, government, social services or cultural areas,

¢. Model Schools or Grades

The operation of model schools was reported in two districts In the
representative sample. These were designed as demonstration centers for
instructional, curricular and staff development innovations. A third repre-
sentative district operated six model first grades which were a modlifled
version of the 8ritish Infant Schools,

Among very large districts there was one reported case of a model grade
and one of a model school. The model grade was a pilot Kindergarten program,
destgned to '"provide information and recommendations for implementation of a
county-wide program.'' The model school was intended to be a magnet school
which was described as '*a unique approach to achieving improved racial inte-
gration through development of superior and, therefore, attractive {‘magnet')
programs for students.'

d. Aiternative Schools

Alternative schools were reported to be the most significant innovation
in two representative school districts {1%) and In two very large districts
{6%). These Schools were set up to accomodate those $Student$ who were alienated
from, or who did not function welt in, the traditional high schocl environment.
They might attract both the potential dropout and the $tudent hiyhly motivated
to learn in a more challenging and individualized setting.
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8. ANALYS1S CATEGORIES

in much of the remainder of this report we will analyze the showcase
Innovatlons described In Question }ta of our questionnaire as they relate to
other variables. Three levels of analysis wlll be provided. First we will
discuss how showcase Innovations as a whole, for representative and for very
large schoo) districts, relate to other variables. Secondly we will make an
analysis of each of the five categories Into which we have placed the showcase
innovations, again describing separately those innovations reported by the
representative sample and by very large districts. Finally, we will select
for analysis those innovations of which there were ten or more cases reported
by all school districts combined.

1. THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS

Out of the 35 specific types of innovations* which wore listed in response
to Question la, on the showcase innovation, ten were mentioned ten or more
times; we have chosen these ten Innovations for a detailed analysis., Table
2.7 lists these ten innovations, with an indication of the major category from
which each was drawn.

-

{Insert Table 2.7 here)

This table indicates the numbers of times each innovation was cited both
by representative distrlcts and by very large districts, and totals are also
given for all school districts combined.

These ten innovations represent 71% of all showcase innovations reported
in the survey, accounting for 73% of innovations in the representative sample
and 55% of showcase innovatiuns of the very large school districts reporting.

Two of these most frequently mentioned innovations (''guidance, counseling
and diagnosis'; "unit courses, mini-courses and electlves'") were not cited
at al) by superintendents of very large districts. However, we should point
out that we are dealing with a very small set of large districts and thus it
is hard to say with precision which innovations were truly "representative'
among them. The highest frequency for any innovation in very large schools
was four; this occurred two times {once for "planning, research and evalyation"
and once for 'special instructional programs“g and both of these innovation
types were included in the top ten. Only one innovation ("individualized
instruction and team teaching in general areas'') was mentioned three times by
superintendents of very ltarge districts, and this innovation is also included
in the top ten.

*The 35 specific types of innovations are distributed in the five categories

as follows: 2 in individualized instruction and team teaching; 16 in adminis-
trative; 7 in curriculum change and instructional facilities; 4 in programmatic
approaches to instruction; and 6 in organizational (see Tables 2.2 through 2.6).
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TABLE 2,7

THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE INNOVATIONS

===

Dlstricts istricts
Innovat lon Innovat lon 80,000 | 2 80,000 Comb|ned
Category Freq. % | Freq. % Freq. %
1. Indlvidual Instruction and | Ind, lnstr. & (69) 221 ( 3) 10 (7227 2
Team Teachlng -- All Team Teachlng
Curriculum Areas |
2, Special {nstructlonal - Programmatic (36) 14 13 (39) 11
Programs Approaches F
3. Curriculum Revision in Curr. Change (25) g1(n 3 (26) 8
Speclflic Areas § Inst. Tech,
4, Indlvlidual Instruction and { Ind. Instr. & (21} 71(2) 6 (23) 7
Team Teachlng -» Speclific Team Teaching
Currlculum Areas
5. Grade and Attendance Unit Organizational {(18) 611 3 {(i9) 5
6. Planning, Research and Admintstrative (14) h | (&) 13 (18) s
Evaluation
7. Unit Courses, MIni-Courses | Curr. Change (16} 5 -- -~ (16) S
and Electi ves & Instr. Tech,
8. In-Service Training and Administrative (n 31() 3 (12) 3
Workshops
9, Guldance, Counseling and Administrative (n) 3| -- -- (ny 3
Dlagnosis
10, Teacher Aldes, Tutors and | Programmatic {10) 31 (1) 3 (1) 3
Paraprofessionals Approaches “
Total (230) 73 | (/7)) 55 |[(e47) 7

The top ten innovations include at least one Innovation in each of the
five major categories which was mentioned both by very large and by represen-

tative districts.
tative for all districts,

Thus, on the whole, this analysis will be quite represen-




C. RELATIONSHIP OF INNOVATION TYPE TO DISTRICT S1ZE, REGION AND PER PUPIL
EXPENDITURE

1. DISTRICT SIZE AND REGION

Earlier in this chapter we discussed the fact that our sample was
carefully drawn to represent school Systems of all pupil sizes and all
regions of the country. One area we were interested in investigating was
whether systems of different sizes or from different regions of the country
tended to adopt different types of innovations., Our data showed that there
was no significant relatlonship In either case. Within each &ize category
and within each region of the country school sye tems adopted roughly equivalent
nunbers of innovations in each of our tnnovation deseription categories, and,
similarly, no differences emerged In distrlct slze or region and adoption of
innovations among the top ten.

2, PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE

We found consliderable variation among our sample districts in the amount
of money expended per pupil. This information was provided by superintendents
of 278 representative districts and 24 very large dlstracts, Tahle 2.8 presents

this data.
TASLE 2.8
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE
Districts Districts
Per Pupil Expenditure < 80,000 * 2 80,000 #x
_ fFreq. % Freq. & ]

Less than $500 (22) 8 -- -
$500 - 599 (34) 12 ( 3} 13
$600 - 699 (48) 17 ( 2) 8
$700 - 799 (60) 22 (7)) 29
$800 - 899 {s3) 19 (6) 23
$900 - 999 (30) 11 (5 21
$1,000 and over (31) 1 () 4
Total (278) 100 (24) 100
Mean $785.39 $789.50
Median $750.39 $796.50

* 278 districts reporting out of 315 with showcase innovations

[:R\!: *% 24 districts reporting out of 31.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




-L6-

In representative districts the mean per pupil expaenditure was $785.39,
with a median of $750.39. For very large districts the mean was very similar,
with §789.50, and the median, at $796.50 was slightly higher,

We were interested in finding out whether the amount of money available
in a district influenced the type of innovation adopted. Our data showed that
there was no significant relationship in either size sample between per pupil
expenditure and innovation category. However, we did find some small differ-
ences in adoption of innovations among the top ten. Table 2.9 glives the
precent distribution of top ten shcwcase innovation across seven categories
of per pupll expenditure.

TABLE 2.9
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE AND THE TOP TEN {NNOVATIONS
PERCENYT DISTRIBUTION
: N

a4 T ® 2 5 . - |82

- .- . m

=5 2 15 |56y 8] .9§Slzcww 8 - P

w = & |w o o [ I = I gl TN T Wl = n| U = - %] A

T~ =~ E |0 |C ] waale Dl X > >l u~—unln Ly

" LA NI Aol b = ‘g “E Lel L esi bl co0fow «

rE 0 |V B - r E oD %u cC o-— u‘cuﬁg-E %251'50 o

'ggc 3‘22 l:-':v ??}E{f“ mmg--:ulg-ssm Y] [
Expenditure N~60 | Nm33 [N=23IN=22 [N=17 [N=15 [ N=l4 [N=12 | N=1O Nnelunz
Less than 3500 7 12 -4 6 - - 17 30 -
$500 - 599 5 15 39 9 - 7 14 8 20 33
$600 - 699 18 21 - | 27 6 20 29 17 - 17
$700 - 799 25 24 22 { 18 24 13 7 25 40 17
$800 - 899 20 12 171 th b1 Lo 14 8 - 17
$900 - 999 5 6 13 9 12 20 29 17 10 -
$1,000 and over 20 9 9 9 12 - 7 8 - 17
Total 100 100 100 |100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
No Information N=12 N<6 N=3 JN=1 N=2 N=3 N=2 N=0 N=1 N=5§ N=35
L —
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This table shows a sllght tendency for systems with lower expenditures
to adopt special instructional programs. More outstanding is the trend In
districts with moderately high expenditures to adopt changes in the grade
and attendance unit structure; 41% of innovations of this type were adopted
by districts spending between $800 and $899 per pupil. Districts In this
category also adopted 40% of the innovations in the area of planning, research
and evaluation, but the data do not show any clear trend for thls type of
innovation. Finally, the adoption of 39% of innovations concerning curriculum
revision In specific areas by districts expending betw2en $500 and $599 per
pupil stands out as significant, but again this does not reflect any general
tendency of districts with lower egpenditures to adopt innovations In this
area.

D. GRADE LEVEL OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATIDN

tn 212 out of the 315 showcase innovations reported in representative
districts it was possible to determine the grade level to which the innovation
applied., While the grade leve! could be established for oniy 37% of admigis~
trative (nnovations, this information was available for over 70% of i{nnovatlons
in each of the other four innovation description categories.

In very large school systems grade level Information was provided for
17 out of the 31 showcase innovations., Again administrative innovations most
frequent ly lacked this data; it was reported in only 18% of cases. This does
not imply that grade level information was not relevant in these cases, however,
and we regret that we do not have this data,

,

Table 2,10 shows, for districts of both size samples, the grade level of

the showcase innovations. Immediately apparent is the fact that in represen-

TABLE 2,10
GRADE LEVEL OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Districts Districts

Grade Level < 80,000 2 80,000

Freq. % ] Freqg. 4

Elementary (102) 48 ( 3) 18
Junior/Middle ( 8 & (1 6
Senior High ( 52) 25 (W) 2k
Elementary-Senior ( 40) 19 (6) 35
Other (1w 5 (3 18
Total {212) 100 (17) 100




tative districts the largest number of showcase innovations (48%) were
designed for elementary students. Another 25% were intended for students

in senlor high school, while only 4% were Introduced for the student &t the
Junlor high or mlddle school level, MNineteen percent of showcase innovations
in representative school systems had relevance te all students from Kinder-
garten through senfor high school, whlle the remaining 5% appllied to other
groups of students, including pre-schoolers and adults. For very large
districts a larger proportlon of showcase Innovatlons applled to all grade
levels {35%), whlle again the fewest number of innovations (63) were designed
for the junior or middle school student.

For very large systems, with grade levels reported for only 17 Innovations,
It is not meaningful to compare grade levels across the five innovation cate-
gories; for representative school systems, however, this comparison is quite
interesting. The data for representative systems, presented in Table 2.11,
s highly significant statistically (P<.00) and it can be seen that within
innovation categories the distributlon across grades differs sharply from the
distribution for ali innovations combined.

TABLE 2.1} v
GRAOE LEVEL OF THE SHOMCASE INNQVATION CATEGORIES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

DISTRICTS < 80,000

Ind, instr. | Adminis-| Program-{ Curr. Ch, Organi za-
Grade Level Team Teach. tration | matic tnstr. Fac. | tlonal Combined

N=69 N=25 N=42 N=hl N=32 N=212
£lementary 80 32 36 32 3 L8
Junicr/Middle 3 4 7 5 - 4
Senior High 9 12 29 48 31 25
Etem.-Senior 9 52 10 14 B . 19
Other - - 19 2 3 5
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
No information N=21 H=al42 N=17 N=18 N=5 N=103
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The largest percentage of innovations at the elementary leve)l were
concerned with individualized instruction and team teaching {80%), while
about o third of innovations in the other four categories were designed
for this grade level. The largest percentage of innovations at the senior
high level were in the category of curriculum change and instructional
facilities and technology (48%). Administrative innovations stand out as
being most relevant to students withir all academic qrades, whlle the largest
percentage of innovations adopted for students outside the regular grade
structure were in the area of programmatic approaches; 19% of programmatic
approaches were designed for students in this group, Finally, no one inno-
vation type was prevalent at the junior or middle level.

As we examine the grade distribution for the top ten showcase innovations
we can sec some specific innovations which are contributors to the figures
in Table 2,11. Table 2.2 shows that individualized instruction and team

TABLE 2.12
GRADE LEVEL OF THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE INNOVATIONS
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
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Grade Level N=Gd4 { N=26 | N=19| N=1% | N=19] N=2 N=)2 | N=6 | N=6 N=6 |iIN=169
Elemeniary 80 46 37 79 37 - - 67 33 50 55
Junior/Middle - 4 10 10 - - - - 17 17 h
Senior High 9 b 21 10 p) 56 100 - 33 33 18
Elem.-Senior 11 12 26 - 53 50 - 33 17 - 17
Other - 35 . 5 - g - - - - - 6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 160 160 100
No Information | N=18 [N=13| N=7 | N=4 {N=0 | N=16 | N=l |N=6 | N=S N=§ N=78




teaching, both as it applies to specific curriculum areas and the general
curricuia, is the outstandlng innovation type at the elementary level. Special
instructional programs are the most common fnnovation {(35%) for students
outside the regular grade structure, while at the senior high level the
percentage of innovations In unit courses, mini-courses and ¢lectives fs
outstanding. In fact, all innovations of this type were designed for the
senior high student.

E. CURRICULUK AREAS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVAT{ON

The questionnaire did not inquire direct!y as to which curriculum areas,
if any, the showcase innovation applied, but this information was supplied
spontaneously by 109 superintendents of representative districts and 6
superintendents of very large districts, Table 2.13 lists the frequencies
of mention of specific curriculum areas for the two sizes of dlstricts separ-
ately and for all districts combined. The fourth column shows the percentages
which these combined frequencies represent of all curriculum areas mentioned.
The final column on the right Yists the percentages they represent of all
showcase innovations for all districts combined.

{Insert Table 2.13 here)

Curriculum areas are reported for ona third of all showcase innovations;
there are undoubtedly a few additional curriculum-specific innovaticns for
which this information was not supplied. However, when we later examine the
curriculum areas of the top ten innovations we wil} see that curriculum areas
are generally supplied for those innovations which are directly related to
curriculum. Thus the figure of 33% is probably not far off the true mark.

The areas of reading and English were by far the most frequently mentioned
curriculum Areas. |f we combine all areas in which reading and English are
menticned, either alone or with other curriculum areas, we find that they
comprise a total of 49% of all curriculum areas mentioned for the two size
samples combined. Math ranks as a distant second; when the areas of ''math"
and '‘reading and math'' are combined, they represent 17% of curriculum areas
mentioned. Career-oriented curriculum areas are also well represented; combining
the areas of "occupations and career preparation" with ''vocationa, industrial
arts and business education', we find 16% of curriculum-specific showcase innova-
tions fall in this general area.
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TABLE 2.13

CURRE CULUM AREAS CF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Districts Districts Combined tombined 1

< £0,000 2 80,000 { Combined g % of g *% of

Freq. Freq. Freq. Curr. Innov. All lnnov.

Reading 23 2 25 22 7
Reading & Math 12 i 13 i b
English 12 - 12 io 3
QJccupational,

Career Prep. 10 2 12 {0 3
Hath 7 - 7 6 2
Yoc., {nd. Arts, )

Business Ed. 7 - 7 6 2
English & Other 6 ] 7 6 2
Science 5 - 5 ﬁ i
Social Studies

& History 4 - Y 3 !
Language Arts Y - Y 3 y
Humanities & Art% b - 4 3 1

« Computer

Programmi iy 3 -~ 3 3 !
Qther whx 12 - 12 10 3
Total 109 6 115 100% 313%
Nao tnformation 206 25 231
Grand Total 315 31 346

%

Parcentages in this column are based on the 115 reported curriculum-specific
shawcase ianovations,

Percentages in this column are based on the total number of showcase innova=-
tions in all districts combined (346).

ik Curriculum Areas with a frequency of 1 are combined; included are such areas

as spelling, bi-lingual, meiti-ethnic and human relations curricular
content.

AL




1. CURRICULUM AREAS OF THE FIVE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

As would be expected, curriculum-specific innovations were not distribyted
evenly through the flve categories of showcase innovations. Only 9% of admin-
istrative innovations and 2% of organizational {nnovations were identified as
being specific to curriculum areas. Of the }15 innovations which were
curriculum-specific, 107 or 93% feil into the three innovation categories
which are concerned with instruction. Three fourths of all innovations in
the category of curriculum changes and instructional facilities were curriculum=
specific, while nearly half of the innovations in the category of programmatic
approaches and nearly one third of innovations in the area of individualized
instruction and team teaching were specific to curriculum areas.

Table 2.14 jists the frequency and perEent distribution of curriculum
areas in the three instructional categories of innovations. In the category
of individualized instruction and team teaching the emphasis Is on reading

{Insert Table 2.14 here)

and math, with 65% of all curriculum-specific innovations being in these two
areas. No innovations in this category were specified as being concerned with
occupational or vocational curricula. . '

Innovations in the category of programmatic approaches ware devoted
primarily to reading (59% when the area of ''reading and math' is combined with
"reading''} and vocational and occupationa) preparation (33% for these two
areas combined}, .

' The emphasis in the category of curriculum changes was on Engllsh, with
34% of curriculum-specific innovations being in this area {when "English and
other' is combined with English). The remainder of curriculum-specific
innovations in this category are spread through other curriculum areas to a
greater.Fxtent than Is the tase with the other two instructional categories.

2. {CURRICULUM AREAS OF THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE INNOUATIdN&

Again, curriculum-specific innovations were not distributed evenly
throughout the top ten innovations but were concentrated in those innovation
areas which were related to curriculum and instruction. Five innovation types
stand out as having a considerable portion of curriculum-specific innovations;
the distribution of curriculum areas for these five types are given in
Table 2.15.

{Insert Table 2.15 here)
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TABLE 2.4
CURRECULUM ARTAS OF THE
INSTRUCTFONAL INNOVAT ION CATEGORIES
ALL DISTRICTS COMBINED '

- . -
cwo Z o< vh =

oSl o 2 e
Curriculum Area Freg. % Freq. % Freq, *%
Reading (& 9 (12) 39 (9 3
English {1) 23 - - (n 3
Reading & Math - - (6) 20 (5) 17
Occupational Preparation, Careers (&) 9 (7 23 - -
Math (n 2 (1) 3 (5) 17
English & Other (5 1 i - (2) 7
Vocational, Ind. Arts, Business Ed, (3 6 (3) 10 - -
Science (3 6 (ny 3 (1 3
Social Studies, History (3 | 6 - - (n 3
Language Arts (n 2 - - (2 7
Computer Programming (3 &6 - - - -
Humanities & Arts (3 6 - - - -
Other (6) 13 (n 3 {3) 10
Total (47) 100 (31) 100 (29) 100
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TABLE 2.15
CURRICULUM AREAS OF THE
TOP TEN INMOVATIONS
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=~ 8218825 91585
sE5elts ezl |sss
H - W T < O w O
Cur;:::hm _E’gt% 38 S5c 1-91-?::1 §_£$:
Freq. (Freq. freq. freq. Freq.
Reading 8 2 - 2 19
Reading & Math b - - 2 A
English 1 2 9 - -
English & Other | 2 3 - -
Math L - - - 1
Voc., Ind. Arts. Business - 3 - - 1
Occupational, Careers - Y - - -
Social Studies 1 3 - - -
Humanities< & Arts - 3 - - -
Language Arts i - 1 - -
Science 1 - - l -
Other 2 b 1 - 1
Total 23 23 14 s 17

In three cases (individualized instruction, teachker aides and special
programs) reading and math are the most heavi ly represented curriculum areas.
In contrast, there are no fnnovations in these areas in '*unii courses, mini-
courses and electives;" here the emphasis is heavily on English, Innovations
in “curriculum revision' were more evenly spread through the curriculum areas,
with the highest concentration being in the occupational and vocational area<.
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F.  TARGET GROUPS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Specific groups of students were mentioned as the primary target of
‘the showcase Innovation in 73 representstive districts and 9 very large
districts. The frequency of mention of each target group is iisted In
Table 2:16. The fourth column shows the percentages which the combined
frequencies for all districts represent of [nnovations directed at special
groups, and the final column lists the percentages they represent of all
showcase innovations.

' (Insert Table 2.16 here}

Since the innovations which were directed at special groups of students
comprise 24% of the tota), presumably the remaining 76% of innovations were
intended to benefit students in general, either directly or indirectly.
Understandably, those innovations which were directed at selected sub-groups
of students were intended, for the most part, to tackle particular problem
areas. Regrouping the target groups in Table 2.16 we can see the pattern
more clearly. Underachievers, dropouts and potential dropouts together are
the target of 33% of these inmnovations. Those students who are disadvantaged,
from a low soclo-economic group or who belong to an ethnic minority are
singled out in 27% of cases. Students with disabilities or handicaps, either
physical, mental or emotional, are the target groups in 15% of cases. These
"‘problem groups' together represent 74% of the total 'of targetted innovatlons
and 18% of all innovations.

Taken together, the programs for pre-first grade, first grade and other
clementary students comprise another 19% of the total of targetted innovations
and 4% of all showcase innovations. Many of these programs are intended to
prevent problems from developing in later years.

The preadolescent and the glfted student are each the target of 23 of
innovations in this special group and 1% of showcase innovations in general.

LY

1. TARGET GROUPS OF THE FIVE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

Table 2.17 lists the number of innovations in each innovation category
which were directed at specific target groups: the fourth column shows the
total number of innovations in each category for aii districts combined, and
the final column gives the percentage of innovations in each category which
are targetted to specific groups of students.

{insert Table 2.17 here)
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TABLE 2,16
TARGET GROUPS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Pistricts Districts Combined Combined
Target Group < 80,000 2 80,000 { Comblned|i % ** of g kkd of
Freq. Freq. fFreq, Target At innov.
innovations
Underachievers, $low 17 2 19 23 6
Progress

Low $Soclo-Economic,

Disadvantaged 13 - 13 16 b
Pre-First Grade,

First Grade 10 ] M 13 3
Ethnic Mipority 6 3 9 11 3
Dropout, Potential

Dropout 6 2 8 10 2
Learning DlsablVlity 6 - 6 7 2
Emotionally Disturbed 2 1 3 b 1

First Grade Cross-Age
Tutoring 2 - 2 2 1

Elcmentary Cross-Age

Tutoring 2 . 2 2 1
Preadolescent 2 - 2 2 1
Gl fted 2 - 2 2 !
Retarded 1 - 1 1 *
Aurally Handlicapped | - 1 1 %
Speech Handicapped 1 - 1 1 *
Other 2 - 2 2 |
Total 73 9 82 100 24
No Information 242 22 264
Grand Total 315 3l 3h6

*  Less than 0,5%
*% Percentages in this column are based on the 82 cases for which a target
group was reported.

*k% Percentages in this column are based on the total of 346 showcase innovatlons.
Q :
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TABLE 2.17
FREQUENCY OF TARGET GROUPS IN THE
INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

, [nnov. With Target Groups All Innov. Percent of
Istricts| Districts[ o o W Total all 346 innov.
Innovation Category < 80,000} 2 80,000 Frz ( Combined " Combined
Freq. Freq. q Freq.
Programmatic

Approaches Ly 5 49 65 75
Organizationa!l 11 2 13 45 29
Curriculum Change &

Inst., Facilitles 9 - 9 63 . 14
Adminis trative & 2 8 78 10
Ind. Inst, & Team

Teaching 3 - 3 95 3
Total 73 9 82 346 24

As would be anticlpated from earller discussions, the category with
the largest number of targetted Innovations is that of programmatic approaches;
75% of innovations in this category are of this type. Other categories show
considerably smaller percentages, with the category of individualized Instruc-

tion and team teaching contalning the least number of targerted innovations,
with only 3%.

in Table 2.18 the detailed frequency and percent distribution of target
groups for the five innovation categories are given. Of particular interest
is the category of programmatic approaches since by far the largest number

(Insert Table 2.18 here)

of targetted innovations fall in this category. It should be noted that

none of the innovations in this category are directed at students of ethnic
minority background; rather, inpovations for this subgroup are concentrated

in the categories of curriculum thange and administration where innovations
for this group comprise nearly half of the totals. When We examine the

target groups of the top ten showcase innovations, we will be able to identify
in many cases the particular inpovation types which account for the distri-
bution in Table 2.18,
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TABLE 2.18
TARGET GROUPS OF THE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES
ALL DISTRICTS COMBINED

i
Y
) wx 4 W o
v § &= ” . E
FURT Y ‘- c U o W C
29 7 e | 5 5%
E{:J M 5 w c O
23 ' e T -F
ga & t 8 'E v &
s 2 S 3 2 cp
Target Group o
Freq. & | Freq, % |Freq. % | Freq. % [Freq. % b §
Underachievers, Slow
Progress (\7) 35 - -l iy 3 - -
Dlsadvantaged, Low Socio~Ec. | ( 70 14 }j(2) 5 |C 1y 1y 1) 131(2) 67 16
Pre-First Grade, First Grade| (5) 10 l(5) 38| - -} - ~-{C1) 33
Ethnic Minorlty - - b0 81w (4 s0 - - n
Dropout, Potential Dropout (s)y 10 |(3 23 - - - - - - 10
Learning Disability { 4 8 - -1y g 3 - -
Emot fonally Disturbed L1 (2 b - -3 n n - - - -
First Grade Cross-Age (2) & - - - - - - - - 2
Elementary Cross-Age (2 & - - - - - - - -
Gifted {2) & N T T
Preadolescent - - (2) 15 - - - - - -
Other 103 &6 - -t nyly 3l - -
Total (43) 100 | (13) 100 [ 9} 100 | ( 8Y100 [{ 3) 100 |1(82) 10

2. TARGET GROUPS OF THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS

Table 2.19 shows what percentage of each of the ten top innovations was
mentioned as being directed at specific target groups. There were 64 such
innovations in all in the top ten, with over half of these being 'special
instructional programs”. All of the innovations of this type were targetted
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TABLE 2.19
PERCENTAGES OF THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS WHICH ARE
DIRECTED AT SPECIFIC TARGET GROUPS

Total Number Number
of Innovations Reporting Percent
Innovation Type In Each Type Target Group Of Total
Special Instructional Programs 39 39 100
Teacher Aides, Tutors &

Para-professionals IR b 5S
Grade and Attendance Unit 19 8 42
Curriculum Revision 26 b 23
Guidance, Counseling &

Diagnosis 11 2 18
Individualized Instr. & Team

Teaching - Specific Arfeas 23 2 9
Individualized Instr. & Team

Teaching - All Areas 72 1 1
Planning, Research & Evaluation 18 - -
Unit Courses, HinI-COurse§ &

Electives ' 16 - -
In=Service Training 12 - -
Total 2h7 64 26

to special groups of students. Teacher aides, tutors and paraprofessionals
were employed to benefit special groups of students in 55% of cases, and in
42% of cases grade and attendance unit alterations were intended to benefit
specific target groups. Four other innovation types were directed at smaller
proportions of special groups, whilfe the final three innovation types were
never designed for specific target Groups.

Table 2.20 presents the frequency distribution of target groups for the
top ten innovation types. The two categories of individualized instruction
and team teaching (for specific curriculum areas and for general curriculum)
are combined in this table and the three innovation types which included no
targetted innovations are not included in the Table.
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TABLE 2.20
TARGET GROUPS OF THE
TOP TEN INNOVATIONS*

L
=
. het b
© §$£’ 5 w e a
c __CLm € o ‘:--m
o P E 3 3 “ & n oHe
+ - c - = | 00
ﬁog W A Ww i 35 3~w c ¢ —
T 2 [T o Q- c @ 0 — = T
e b oW QU _81:‘. ;] T\ C |
saf|3ss 88| %55 |2s%|vse
321- S*Sx. T :.l& 3 Q= :68
Target Group w=o |kRLa|]oda O COal=rRd.
Freq Freq. | Freq. | Freq, Freq, Freq.
Underachievers, Slow Progress -1k 2 - 1 - -
Low Socio~Economic,

Disadvant aged 7 - 1 - 1 2
Pre-flrst Grade, Flrst Grade 5 - 5 - - 1
Learning Disability b I T - 1 -
Ethnic Minority ‘ - - - 4 - -
Emotional ly Disturbed 2 - - 1 - -
Dropout , Potential Oropouts 3 - - - - -
Gifted 2 - - - - -
Preadolescent - - 2 - - -
Cross-Age Tutoring, First

Grade - 2 - - - -
Cross-Age Tutoring, Elementary - 2 - - - -
Aural ly Handlcapped ] - - - - -
Speech Handicapped 1 - - - - -

’
Total 39 6 8 6 2 3

* The two categories of "individualized instruction and team teaching"
(general, and specific curriculum areas) are combined; three innovation
types with no targetted innovations (see table 2.19 ) are not included
in this table.




Over one third of special instructional programs were directed at the
""underachievers' in the student population; this reflects the large number
of remedial programs which we found in this innovation type. Disadvantaged
students were the objest of 7 special instructional programs, and these would
be related to the compensatory programs discussed above. Five programs were
provided for children in the pre-flrst grade and first grade group, and four
programs were designed for students with learning disabilities.

Five cases of grade and attendance unit shifts to benefit pre-first
grade and first grade students are related to the transitional grade between
kindergarten and first grade which was discussed earlier,

The only innovations in the top ten which were reported to benefit
ethnic minorities were in the area of curriculum revision.

G. DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVAT!ION

As we coded the answers to the question which asked superintendents to
describe their most significant innovation, we felt that in some cases the
innovations mentioned were not adequatelv characterized by the type and category
‘nto which we placed them. We therefo’e drew up a list of 25 elements which
could be used to further describe the showcase innovations; the presence or
absence of each of these elements was coded for each innovation. An innovation
which was administrative in nature, for instance the initiation of an In-service
training program, may also have been related to instruction; It may have been
in preparation for the introduction of individualized instruction. In such a
case the innovation would have been coded as having "instructional eiements"
as well as ""administrative elements." Conversely, when an iinovation was
described as "individualized instruction," the respondent might have added
that in-service training was provided. In this case both "instructional'' and
‘ladministrative'" elements would again have been coded as present. |In both
the above examples the elements "individualized instruction' and "in-service
training' would also have been coded as present. Similarly, any innovation
which included the addition of teacher aides would be coded as having this
element present, whether or not the introduction of teacher aides constituted
the showtase innovation. Table 2.21 lists these descriptive elements and gives
the frequency of mention of each for innovations in each of the two size sample
categories. Percentages lisced are based on the total number of showcase

innovations reported in each of the two slze samples and then for all showcase
innovations combined,

(Insert Table 2.21 here)




TABLE 2.21
DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Olstricts OTstricts N

. < 80,000 2 80,000 || Comblned

Descriptive Element Freq. % “Freq. % Freq. %
Tnstructional Elements (264) 84 (21} 68 (285) 82
Adminlstrative Elements (147} 47 (20) 64 || (167) 48
Organlzatlonal Elements (104} 33 (1) 45 |} (n8) 34
Individualized Instruction ( 89) 28 {7 23 || (96} 28
Oistrict-wide Coverage ( 43)- 14 (13) 42 ( 56) 16
Teacher Aldes, Paraprofesslonals { 35) 1} (7Y 23 .( 42) 12
In-Service Teacher Tralning (35 n (35 10 | (38 n
Team/Cooperative Teaching {( 3%) n (3) 1o (372 1
Open Space, Open School { 28) ¢ (&) 13 (J(32) 9
Ungraded {25 8 (1 326 8
Minl-Courses, Electives (1 5 (3) 10 ([ (200 6
Building, Physical Plant. {18 6 (2) 6 {200 ¢
Continuous Progress (19) 6 - - (19 5
Computer, TV (17 5 (1 3 {18 5
Community Resources (14) & (&) 13 (18 5
Learning/Resource Cer.ters (17} 5 - - (1) s
Federal Funds” {16) 5 (1Y 3 jC1d s
Flexible~Modular Scheduling {(15) & {2) 6 (12 5
Learning Packages (W) & (1 3 (15) &
0i fferent | ated Staffing (13 & (n 3 (18 b
Small Groups (13 - - Jem 3
Cross-Age Tutoring ( 8 3 (3 ( 99 3
Hulti-Age _ | ¢ N2 (1 3 ( 8 2
Bi-Lingual (4 5 2 - - { s 1
Multi-tnit ( 4 - - JC &

* Based on spontaneous mentlons in open-ended questions, In some cases we

expect that these are underestimates of actwal utilization of these elements,
e.g., Federal funds were probably available and utilized In many more innovations
but this fact was not salient to the respondent.
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For all districts conbined, B2Y of innovations contained instructional
elements; for very large districts this figure was somewhat lower than for
_represensative disteicts-4{68F as coposed to BAE).. .0n the othar hand inp~-
vations in very large districts were characterized by a higher percentage
of administrative elements than was the case for representative districts,
fn the very large districts 64% of innovations had administrative elements,
nearly the same as the number of innovations with instrucational elements.

In contrast, in representative distriets only 47% of innovations had adminls-
trative elements. Innovations with organlzationai elements were less frequent
in all districes, but here again the very large districts implemented a higher
proportion of innovations which were to some degree organizational in nature.
Representative districlts, with less complex administrative and drganizational
structuress, have apparently been able to place more emphasis on instructional
matters than have the very large districts.

fn very large districts 42% of showcase innovations are implemented on
a district-wide basis, while for representative districts this is true in only
14% of cases. Teacher aides are also employed more fregquently in very large
districts {23% of innovations as opposed to 11% for representative districts),
It should also be noted that community resources are utilized more frequently
in the very large districts {13% for very large districts and 4% for represen-
tative districts). Finally, of partizular interest is the fact that the use
of federal funds was mentioned spontaneously in only 5% of representative
systems and 3% of very large districts, a very low figure In both cases and
probably a gross underestimate {see footnote to Table 2.21}.

1. DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

Because of the nature of the coding system it would be expected that
many of the descriptive c¢lements would be present predominantly in certain
innovation categories. For example, we would expect that the greatest number
of "'mini-courses and electives' would be present in the category of ''curriculum
revision,! and '"team teaching'’ should occur predominantly in the category of
"individvalized instruction and team teaching.'' In almost all cases this turned
out to be true, and we have not analyzed the presence of these descriprive
elements any further. There remain eight descriptive elements which are
interesting to compare across the five inmovation description categorizs.
Tables 2.22 and 2.23 make this comparison for representative districts and very
large districts respectively,

{Insert Tables 2.22 and 2.23 here)
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, TABLE 2.22
Staa i - : STocRIRTIVE LeMuiTs of  d -
THE IHHOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
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Administrative Elements 27 100 34 43 2h L7
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Individualized Instruction 57 3 34 11 24 28
District-wide Coverage b 43 5 6 8 14
Building/Physical Plant 8 b 2 2 16 6
Community Resources 2 3 18 2 - 4
Federal Funds 4 3 15 v 2 - g
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TASLE 2.23 -— 4
MESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTE=Qr -«
INNOVAT 1ON DESCRTPTION CATEGORIES
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
DISTRICTS 2 80,000
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The last four descriptive elements in these tables provide the most
interesting comparison. in representative districts innovations in the
adrinistrative area are the“nnly maps.whizh haye a3 h7§h nereantans nf - &
district-wide coverage (43%).™ tn very large districts the highest propor-
tion of innovations with this characteristic are in the category of '"progra-
mmatic approaches' (673} although here also a high proportion of adminis-
trative innovatlons have district-wide coverage {55%).

In representative districts innovations which affect the buildings or
physical plants of the school system occur most frequently In the organiz-
ational) area, whereas in very large districts such Innovations occur most
often in the category of individualized instruction and team teaching,

Innovations in the gategory of '"programmatic approaches' make yse of
comrunity resources in 15% of cases in representative school districts; this
figure is nearly the same for very large districts {17%}, but these large
districts also make use of community resources in 20% of innuvations In
"individualized instruction and team teaching and in 25% of "organizational®
innovations.,

tn all districts federa)l funds are used most frequently in ''programmatic
approaches' (15% in representative districts and 17% in very large districts).

2. DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS

The same elight descriptive elements selected above are relevant to a
comparison across the top ten innovations; the percent distribution of this
analysis is given in Table 2.24, Individualized instruction, though most
common in the lnnovation types 'individualized instruction and team teaching',
also occurs quite often in "special instructional programs''.’ The only

(insert Table 2.24 here) . .

innovation in the top ten which is district-wid? in a significant number of
cases is 'planning, research and evaluation™ (67%). Innovations which affect
the butlding and physical plant occur most frequently in alterations of the
grade and attendance unit. Federal [funds were utilized most frequently in
""special instructional programs'', with 23% of innovations of this type making
use of this resource. Community resources were also taken advantage of most
frequently in special instructional programs although to a lesser extent (10%).
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TABLE 2.24
DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS OF
THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS

PERCENT DISTRIBUTIGN
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}dministrative 1 4] 62 17 32 160 25 100 100 18 g
rganizatlional Ly 10 15 52 100 6 81 8 9 - 35
nd. lastr. 58 hé - 56 16 - - - ~ 36 32
istrict-wide 6 13 8 - 16 67 6 8 18 9 13
uilding 11 3 - - 26 6 - 8 - - 6
ommunity b 10 - - - - 6 - - - 3
Res our ces
cderal Funds 3 23 b 9 - 6 - - 9 9 7
i b 1 i

3. PROFILE OF INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION AND TEAM TEACHING

We stated earlier that innovations which often contained many significant
elements were grouped together in the category of "indlvidualized instruction
and team teaching” since these elements very frequently oc<urred together in
the same innovation. Using the descriptive elements it is possible to construct
a profile of the innovations in this category; Table 2.25 presents a separate
profile for innovations which apply to all curriculum areas and for innovations
applying to specific areas. The combined profile is also provided, and in the
final column on the right the percentage of each element which ls contained
in all showcase innovations together are given for comparative purposes.

{insert Table 2,25 here)




INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION AND TEAM TEACHING

-68-

TABLE 2.25

PROFILE OF DESCRIPTIVE ELEMENTS

. e ___E?kﬁyi'lnstﬁ: 5 Yo Teairing ' - v
All Specific Ail 24
Curriculum Curriculum Top Te
Descriptive Elements Areas Areas {ombinad Innov.
Freq. % Freq. S Freq, % ¥
Indlvidualized Instruction (42) 58 (13) 56 (55) 58 28
Team Teaching {28) 39 (3 13 (31) 33 11
Open Space {25) 35 (n Y (26) 27
Ungraded (15) 21 (7 30 (22) 23
Cont inuous Progress (11} 15 (& 17 (15} 16
Teacher Aldes, Tutors, { 8) 1 ( 5) 22 (13) 1y
Paraprofessionals
Differentiated Staffing (10) 14 (n h (11) 12
Bui Iding Changes ( 8 11 - - ( 8) 8
Multi-Age (7 10 L. - {7 7
Learning Packages ( 3 ] { 4) 17 (7 7
District-wide Coverage ( 4) 6 - - L)) 4

Inctuded in this table are all those descriptive elements for which
there is an appreciable difference between either of the Tnnovation types
under consideration and all innovations combined; this is the c¢ase for half
of the descriptive elements presented above. Both innovation types contain
similarly large proportions of innovations which include indlvidualized
instruction (58% and 56%); also in both types innovations involving continuous
progress oceur more frequently than 15 the case for innovations in general.

Most of the remaining elements in Table 2.25, hovever, are more character-
istic of one innovation type than of the other. Innovations as they apply
to all curriculum areas tend to involve team teaching {39%), open space (35%),
differentiated staffing (14%), building changes(11% ~ presumably required by
the open space design}, multi-age groupings (10%), and, finally, the courses
tend to be ungraded (21%), although to a lesser extent than is the case for
the innovation as it applies to specifi¢ currlculum areas.
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When the innovation is applied Lo specific curriculum areas it is more
likely to involve an ungaraded seproach {30%), employment of teacher aides
and tutors {22%) and the use of learning packages (17%). a

- ’ o -

- . L4 - -

Finally, it appears that innovations in this tategory are less likely
to be district-wide in their coverage than are innovations in general. In
particular, none of the innovations in our sample which applied to specific
curritulum areas had been instituted on a district-wide basis.

H.  SUMMARY

Responses to the questionnaire indicated that school systems all across
the tountry are heavily involved in experimenting with new {nnovations. Out
of the 322 schoo) districts with iess than 80,000 students which responded
to the questionnaire, 315 were able to report that they had instituted an
innovation of significant proportions during the 1970-7) school year. All
of the 31 districts with 80,000 or more students which returned questionnaires
had slgnificant innovations to report. These ''showcase' innovatlons were
divided into five categorivs; '‘individualized Instruction and team teaching,"
"administrative innovations,' 'programmatic approaches to instruction,"
"eurriculum changes and instructional facilifies and technology,' and "'organ-
tzational innovations."

In representative districts of enrollment under 80,000 the most common
ares of innovation was "individualized instruction and team teaching;"
29% of innovations in these districts were of this type. The most common
innovations in very large districts (enrotlment of 80,000 or more) were
admimistrative in nature:; 35% of innovations in these districts fell into
this category. On the whole, however, there were no significant differences
in the types of innovations which were introduced by districts of different
sizes. Nor were there any differences in the types of innovations Introduced
in school districts in different regions of the country.

Nearly half of the showcase innovations were designed for elementary
grade students and a quarter were for senior high students. A large par: of
the remaining innovations affected all students in elementary through senior
grades, while only a handful were designed specifically for students In the
junior high or middle schoo! grades.

When the showtase innovation was specifit to particular curriculum areas,
these areas were most frequently reading, math, Engiish or occupational and
vocational preparation. Jnnovations in the category of individualized instruc~
tion and team teacthing were most likely to toncentrate on reading and math;
innovations in the area of programmatic approaches tended to te connected
with either reading or vocational preparation, and curriculum thanges were
most frequently in English. 3
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When showcase innovations were targetted to specific groups of students
taere was very strong emphasis on Students with iow performance records: '
3. f1od students ware very rerely singled ~ut{Toble 2,18},

Many of the showcase innovations were complex and contained many elements
whith defied simple classification (Table 2.21). The most complex as well as
the most popular innovaticn was "individualized instruction and team teaching.'
Innovations of this type frequently included such features as an open space
concept, ungraded or continuous progress approaches, multi-age classes and
differentiated staffing. A 'profile' giving further Insight into the nature
of Individualization was drawn up on the basis of the descriptive elements
{Table 2.25). Sometimes the innovation was designed for specific currlculum
areas, but more commonly [t was general in nature and applied to al) curriculum
areas. 1In 80% of cases it was designed for elementary grade students.

The scarcity of certain innovations is also worthy of note. Only one
district reported that performance contracting was the major innovation, and
only three dlstricts initiated human relations programs. There were very
few cases of packaged materials or courses among the showcase innovations
(8 cases, or 3%), and In addition only 13 districts (4%} reported new Instruce
tional technology or facilities, including computers in two districts. Alter-
native schools were operated by four districts and mode) schools by Ffive
districts: one of these model schools was designed as a "magnet'" school.

The broad picture which emerges shows that while the school systems are
being innovative they are not being radicai or daring. Although very large
districts find it more necessary to improve thelr complex administrative
operations, all districts place emphasis in the instructional areas on
improving the basic skills of the students. When the regular curriculum
fails to give an adequate level of basic skills to the young ¢thild or to
hold the interest of the high school student, special Instructional programs
are initiated to fil) the gap. In the elementary years the thrust is towards
improving reading and math skills through individualized or remedial instruc~
tion. At the senior high level the English curricuium is made more appealing
through the introduction of unit courses, mini-courses and electives, and
there is also proviston made for cccupational preparation and vocationai
training for those students not headed for college. With this emphasis on
basic skills of the youngest and oldest students, progrars for the gifted
students and students in the middle school years are raiely given much
attention. : *»
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CHAPTER THREE: _THE TOTAL 1870-71 [NNOVATIVE EFFORT

LI

T . . o - .

In addition to exploring the most significant (''showcase") innovation
of each school district in our sample, the questlonnalre also sought to
determine the extent and nature of the total innovatlve effort of each system
during the time period under study. Superintendents were asked to make a
brief listing of addltional innovations introduced or attempted during the
1970-71 school year, using the same criterla which were outlined for the show-
case innovation. *

Five superintendents of representat/ve districts indicated that no
further innovations had been attempted. Other superintendents isted between
one and 43 innovations each; a total of 2531 innovations were reported in
this '"{nventory' by representative districts and 348 by very large systems.
When these flgures are added to the number of showcase innovations reported,
the mean number of innovatlions in the 1970-71 school year is 8.84 for repre-
sentative distrlcts and 12.22 for very large districts,

This finding that the very large districts were more "'innovative' than
the representative districts was indicative of a further finding. Breaking
the representative districts Into six size categories, and adding the very
large districts as a seventh category, It was found that '"innovativeness'
had a .27 correlation with size of district. Regional differences were also
found to exist; the New England states were the most innovative, with a mean
number of 10.70 Znventory innovations per district. Districts in the Rocky
Mountain region were the least innovative, with a mean of 6.58 innovations.
Means for other regions of the country ranged from 7.25 to 9.55 Innovations
per district. These relationships as well as other correlates of innovatlve-
ness will be explored further in a later chapter.

A. CATEGORIES OF THE 1970-71 INNOVATIVE EFFORT

The distribution of inventory responses in the five innovation categories
are given in Table 3.1. The figures already reported for the showcase innova-
tion are aiso given for comparative purposes, and the inventory and showcase
figures are then combined to represent the total 1970-71 innovative effort.

{(1nsert Table 3.1 here)

Table 3.). indicates that the greatest innovative effort for all districts
was in the category of '‘curriculum change and instructional facilities and
technology,' with 39% of inventory innovations for representative schools and

* Question § of the questionnaire,
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TABLE 3.1
TOTAL 1970-71 INNQVATIVE EFFORT

INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

— i —— - e e WAL A R e n e ——— -

-~ vistricts < 97,000 . " . Dletrizsts 2 20,009

Inven- Show= Total Inven= Show= Total
Innovation Category tory case 70-71 tory case 70-71
Freq. ¥ jFreq. X Freq. ¢ Freq., % |Freq. % |Freq. 2

Rank Grder
of Shuwcase

b l. d
W f:gflﬁzl?gngﬁaggii??- (990} 39| (62) 20 [(1052) 37 \(127) 371 C 0 3 10128 34

ties and Technology

(2) 2. Administrative
{nnovations

(1) 3. Individualized [nstruc-
tion and Team Teaching

{716) 281 (67} 21| (783) 27 (115) 33§ (11) 35 [(126) 33

(380) 5] (90) 29 { (4y0) 16 | C &1y 12} (5) 16 |( 46) 12

b, P
(3) rogrammat e Approachest (78 11| (59) 19 | (337) 12 BRI R

(5) 5. Organlzational
. Innovations

(167) 7] (37) 12 | (20%) 7 ( 33 9] (8 26 [{ 41) 1

Total (2531)100 [(315) 100 Mzahs)loo (348)100 | (31100 [(379)100

No lnnovation or
No tnformation ( 5) ¢ 7 -} { =)
Grand Total (2139) (322) {(281) (31)

37% for very large schoois faliing in this category. These percentages

are far greater than those reported for the showcase innovation, suggesting
that although the greatest number of innovations which were introduced were
in this area, they were often not considered to be among the most significant
innovations attempted.

The proportion of innovations in the administrative area listed in the
inventory were roughly the same as reported for the showcase i{nnovation, while
inventory innovations in the other three innovation categories represent only
about half the proportion reported for these same categories for showcase
innovations. !t would thus appear that altnough proportionally fewer innovations
were introduced in the areas of "individualized instruction and tedm teaching,"
''programmatic approaches to instruction,' and ''organizational innovations,"
these tended to be considered as the rore significant innovations.
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The percentages of inventory innovations In each of the flve categories
ard very similar for representative and very large districts., Each of the
fiv: categories will be examined in more detall below.

LD L [ a T

1. CURRICULUM CHANGE AND INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES

The largest number of inventory lnnovations were in the category of
Yeurrlculum chafges and instructional facilitles and technology,' with 39%
for representative school systems and 37% for very large systems., This Is
in sharp contrast with the showcase fnnovations reported [n this category,
which included 20% of showcase Innovations in representative schools and
only 3% in very large schools. Table 3.2 shows the frequency and percent
distributions. of inventory and showcase lnnovations and the total 1970-7|

innovative effort for the speciflc types of innovatlons wlthin this category.

TABLE 3.2
TOTAL 1970-71 INNOVATIVE EFFORT
CURRICULUM CHANGE AND INSTRUCT IONAL FACILITIES

Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
inven- Show-= Total 'nven=- Show= Total
Innovation tory case 70-71 tory case 70-71
Freq. % |Freq. % |Freq. % Freq. % |Freq. % |Ffreq. %
a. Curriculum Change
Curriculum Revision (479) 19 | {25} 8] ({504} 18 {59) 17 1) 3¢ (60) 16
Unit € , Mini-
naourgzgs:sﬁleégives ( 79} 3 (1) 5 |{ 95) 3 (12) 3 o (12) 3
Packaged Courses ( 99 [ (8 3|1 = (1) = ot IR O D B
Ins tructional Technology
§ Facilitles
Technology & Devices (2u6y 10 | {2) 1 {(248 9 (34) 10 -)o- | Gy 9
Media Centers Cogy b (2 VjCopres (10) 3 - -1 oy 3
Laboratories & Other
Facilities (es5y 31 (3 11(e8) 2 (9) 3 <) -1 (9 2
Learning Centers Capy V(6 21(23) 1 (2) 1 - -1 (2
Total (990} 39 | (62) 20 J(1052) 37 ]“(12?) 37 1) 3 {0128) 34

Less than 0.5%
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a. Curriculum Changes

Revision.in specifige gurriculum.areas accounted For 19%-of ail
inventory innovations in Hepresentatlve districts and 17% 'in Very large
systems; in the area of curriculum changes this accounts for the major
difference between inventory and showcase innovations. There were oniy 9
additional innovations in the area of packaged courses and materials reported
in the inventory for representative distric¢ts, and one in very large districts,

b. Instructional Technology & Facilities

There were significantly more innovations reported in the area of
instructional technology and facilities in the inventory than was the case
for the showcase innovaticn; both representative and very large districts
reported 17% of inventery [nnovations in this area. Media centers were
reported more frequentiy than for the showcase innovation, and new labora-
tories and other facilitles represented 3% of inventory innovations for ail
districts, These included scientific laboratories, reading laboratories,
study garrels, and other special facilities.

0f particular interest is the fact that school districts of both size
categories acquired new technological devices which accounted for 10% of
inventory innovations, though these seldom rated as showcase Innovations.
It is of interest to examine this type of innovation In more detalil; Table
3.3 presents the frequency of mention of various new technological equipment
and devices.

TABLE 3.3
TECHNOLOGI CAL EQUIPMENT AND DEVICES
MENTIONED IN THE 1NVENTORY

Districts Districts
Equipment and Devices < 80,000 = 80,000
) Freq. Freq.

Midectape, TV yy 92 10
Computer 54 13
fudie Tape, Tape Recorders 24 3
Teaching Machines 18 4
Audiovisual, film i3 -
Electronic Data Processing Equipment 8 ]
Electric Typewriter, Calculator 8 }
Other 23 2
_;6t31 246 34




Wnereas representative school districts acquired a greater proportion
of videotape equipment, very large systems acquired a larger proportion of
computers. Included in the "other' category were a wide variety of devices
fangling from mi¢rofilm readers and xerox machines to picturephones and an
aero-space module,

2. ADMINISTRATIVE INNOVATIONS

The second most frequently menfioned category of innovations in the
inventory were those in the administrative area. Table 3.4 gives the
frequency and percent distributions for Innovation types In this area for

both representative and very large districts., The pattern of frequenci¥>for
both sizes of school systems Is very similar,

(Insert Table 3.4 here)

Human relations programs were mentioned frequently In the inventory by
superintendents of both representative districts (5%) and very large districts
{72). 1n districts of all sizes 'planning, research and evalution' innova-
tions represent 4% of the total of inventory innovations. This Is in contrast
with the 133 of showcase innovations of this type In very large schools, which
sugges ts that when these innovations were adopted they were often considered
to be the most significant innovation in the dlstrict.

included in '"other student-related issues' are such innovations as the
revision of 3 suspension policy, a new discipline pollcy and the institution
of a polity of student rights and responsibilities. '"Other staff-related
issues' include innovations in the area of staff promotion practices, teacher
negotiations, and inter-school visitation programs. New health services, food

services and the renovation or acquisition of buildings are included in 'plant
issues'’,

3. INDIViDUALIZEQ INSTRUCTION AND TEAM TEACHING

Table 3.5 shows the proportion of innovations in individualized instruc-
tion and team teaching which applied to all curriculum areas and those which
applied only to specific areas. For both types of innovation and for both
sizes of school districts the percentages of inventory innovations were less
than for showcase innovations, Whereas this innovation category ranked first

{tnsert Table 3,5 here)

for showcase innovations, it ranks third for inventory innovations.
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TABLE 3.4
TOTAL 1970-71 INNOV/TEVE EFFORT

ADMINISTRATIVE NNOVAT10ONS
". pistricts'< 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Inven- Show~ Total Inven- Show- Total
Innovation tory case 70-71 tory case 70-7
Freq. % [Freq, % |[Freq. 2%f§freq. & {Freq. Z¥lFreq. %
Relations With Communt ty,
Parents & Students
Human Reiations Programs |[€325) 5 ) (3 1f(128) 5 71 &= -](25) 6
Guidance & Counseling (s1) 2] () 3}(62) 6) 21 (=) -J(6) 2
Public Relations Prog. {38) 2]1(3 1v)(ay o2 (= -7 2
Desegregat | on (22) 1]1(3 1](29 o2 2 6l(9 2
Parent-Teacher Conf. (1 =1 (2 11¢13) <) ~qp (=) -it-=) -
Staff-Related fssues
In-Service Tralning (120) s | (x)y 3Pz 3y 4 (Y 310w b
Internship (7 *01 (= =-3( N 1) x{ (=) =} 1) *
Release Time ( 8 >} (- =-1( 8) *; -1 (=) =}~ -
Teacher Corps (8 *=j(n =*=}( 5 - {0y -le~ -
Other (12 r[ (=) -JC12) 1y x| )7 Oy *
Research, Development §
Budget
Planning, Res., & Eval. (h8)y 4 (W) b)(122) 15) &1 (&) 131019) 5
Curriculum Development (19 11 (7 24§( 26) 8) 21 (1N 31( 9) 2
Finance Allocation (1 v (3 V(20 2y 11 (= -2
Performance Contracting ( 5) =1 {1 ==]( 6 2) v (- =l(2) 1}
Administrative Structure
Decentrailzation {36) v { {2y 11138 (8 2{(2) 6301w 3
Staff Structure Changes (36) 1 4{3 1]C38 (7 21(1 34(8 2
Student-Related Issues
Progress Reports {( 4b) 2| (+) ( Lb) 5 11 (- ~-l{5) 1
Other {25) v (1) =} 26) 5 11(- -l(9
Plant |ssues ( 30) 1§ (v ~1(3) (3 1 0-y ~{(3 1
Administrative Philosophy |{ 1) x| (1) = |( 2) (=y -j¢=y -10-} -
4
Total {716) 28 | (67) 21 [ (783) =27](115) 33 | (1) 35](126)33

 kLess than 0.5%
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TABLE 3

5

TOTAL 1970-71 INNOVATIVE EFFORT
INDIVIDUALIZED INSYRUCTION AND TEAM TEALHING

Districts € 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Invean- Show- | Total (nven- Show - i Total
Innovation tory case 70-7) tory case J0-71
fFreq, Z |Freq. Z | Freq. 2 Freq. % | Frzaq, $| Freq. %
2. Applies to al! P N
| Curriculum Areas (338) 13 | (69) 22 | (407> 14 [j(3B) V0l (33 104 11
b. Applies to Specific
Curriculum Areas (42) 2 { (210 7 (C63) 2 |[(3) 1| {2) 61035
Total (380) 15 | (90) 29 J{470) 16 |[{B1) 12 ) (5) 16 |{48) 12

4y~ PROGRAMMAT I C APP ROACHES TO INSTRUCTION

Table 3.6 presents in detall the distribution of inventory innovations in

the catcgory of ''programmatic approaches to inttruction’.

“Special

programs' amounted to only 3% of inventory innovations in both size Ssamples

(Insert Table 3.6 here)

whereas they totalled 113 and 12% of showcase innovations for rep.esentative
and very large districts respectively.

proportion of remedial programs and the absence of pre-school programs in the

Tnventory.

Particularly notable are the low

instructional

The employment of trained teacher aides represented 3% of inventory innova-
tions in representative schools, whereas this figure was 1% for showcase innova~

rions.,

Inctuded in the category of '‘other programmatic aprroaches' were several

Only three cases of cross-age tutoring were reportnd on the inventory,

cultural programs, an agriculture program, a program for teen age mothers, and
a variety of other approaches designed to improve the effectiveness and
relevance of the school experience.

G, ORGANTZATIONAL INNOVATIONS

Very few '‘organiz.tional'' innovations were mentioned in the inventory,
only 72 of innovations for representative school systems and 92 for vesy
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’ TABLE 3.6
TOTAL ¢970-71 INNOVATIVE EFFORTY
PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES TO INSTRUCTION

Districts < 80,000 Districts < B0,000
) Inven- Show= Total Inven- Show- Total
Innovation tory case 70-71 tory case 70-1
| Freg. % | Freq. T |Freq. % fiIfreq. % | Freq. % }Freq.
a. Special Instructional Program
. Learning Disabilities (200 v ) (7)) 2 |(27) 12y ] (- -2
Compensatory ( 17y (6) 2 (23 183 (3» 1 (=) -1(3y
Special Education (14 1 (=) = [y g (2 1] (- -[(2) 1
8/-Lingual, Non-English { 10) = (< - tCw x4y -] (=) -4§(-)
Remedial (7 = | Q& & (200 1 Q1) +f (2) 6 ({3
Pre-School ( - - (6) 2 ( 6) ~Q§ (-) - (2) 6 [(2)¢1
Gifted { 2) « () 1 & »g () -] (=) «{(-)
Other ( b = (- - JC & «~Qc2y 1] (-) - (!2)
b, Teacher Aides, Tutors & .
Paraprofessionals
Trained Aides ( 759 3| (2 1Y 7)) 3 ( 4 1 (1Y 3] (5)
Paraprofessionals (21) vt (2y 1fC23) 12y vy (- -} {2)
Cross-Age Tutoring ( 3 «1 (6 211 9 (- -1 (=) - ()
Tutors {Unspecified) ( 59 *} (- -1 8y «fC1 «] () -] (D
¢. Work-Study, Occupational
Preparation { 4L8) 2 ( 8 11 56) 2 { 5) 1 {1 3 { 6)
d. Other Programmatic Approaches ( 52) 2| (6) 2 |( 558 201006 3y (- -1 O10)
- D
Total (278) 11 €59) 19 [(337) 1201 (32) 9] (6) 19| {38
I[a]

* |less than 0.5%

large districts are in this category; these figures are considerably smaller
than the 12% and 26% respectively for showcase innovations, although this was
also the least fregquently mentioned category for showcase innovations. Table
3.7 presents the distribution of innovations within this category.




..?9..

. TABLF 3.7
i TOTAL 1970-71 INROVATIVE EFFORT .
URGANTZATIONAL INNOVATIONS
T - - L Districts < 80,000 T isericts 280,000 70T
| Inven- Show= Total Inven- | Show= Total
| innovation tory case 70-71 tary case 10-h
‘ Freq. % Freg. %l Freq. A Frea. % | Freg Z|Freq. %
r. gggretiondl Aspects
Grade & Attendance Unit t ( say 27 (18} 6l { 79 3 (zy 31 cn 3 {(13) 3
Summer Prog., Camp, - - * -
Outdoor Education (1) (-) (1 : (2) 1 () (2 1
Semester Structure, Extended
Doy or Yoor Cray v p e afce® ol ¢ a2 64 (5
Open Campus { by = { 3 1y » & (1 = (-) - (1) =
L, Instructional-Linked Aspects
Flexible-Modular Schedule ( 4o} 2 (7 21 ( 47 (n 2 ¢ 3 (B 2
Departmentalization {1y = { =) =) (i * {n =1ty -1 1 =
. Model Schools or Grades { 21) 1 (3 1 24 1 (s)y 1¢v 02y 6F (7) 2
i,  Allernative Schools ( &) = (2) 11 8) * (2) 1 (2) & (n)y 1
', Schoal =Within-A-School sy » (- -8 =) - -f ) -
Tota) (167) 7 (37) 12 (20b4) 7 (33) o (8 26 () 17

2Less than 0.5%

Onty 2% of inventory innovations in representative districts were concerned

with alterations

tions for these districts were of this type.
innovat ions were of this type.

inventory

organizational innovation was flexible-modular scheduling which was listed
No other innovation type in the
organizational category was mentioned in more than 1% of cases in either size

by 2% of the districts

sample.

8. THE TOP TEN 1970-71

in both size groups.

INNOVATIONS

in the grade and attendance unit, whereas 67 of showcase innova-
For very large schools 37 of
The next most frequently mentioned

Combining the figures for the showcase innovation and the inventory, a list

may be drawn up which represents the top ten 1970-7]

innovations

in both sizes



of =zchoo) districts combined.

be used for detailed analysis In the remainder of this report.

by all districts combined (3% of total 1970-71 Innovations).

This tist |s prepared for purposes of comparison
with the top ten showcase innovations, although the latter will continue to
Table 3.8 lists
the top ten 1970-71 innovations in decreasing order of frequency of mention.
Included in this 1ist are all innovations which were mentioned 97 times or more

TABLE 3.8
THE TOP TEN 1970-71 INNOVATIONS
. Districts Districts Total
Rank in Innovation < 80,000 2 80,000 70-71
Top Ten I vation Cat F 3 F 3 F %
Showcase nno egory req. req. req.
3 {. Curriculum Revision in Curr. Change {504) - 18 (60) 18 {564) 18
Specific Areas & Instr, Tech.
i 2. Ind, Instr, & Team Ind. Instr. &
Teaching - All Areas Team Teach. (407) 14 (h1) M (44g) 14
- 3. Technological Devices & Curr. Change &
Equipmant instr. Tech. (248) 9 (38) 9 | (282 9
- b. Human Relations Program Adminlstratlve (128) 5 (25) 7 (153) &
8 5. In-Service Training & Administrative (131} 5 {14) 4 {145) A
Workshops
6 6. Planning, Research & Administrative (122) & (19) 5 {141) 4
Evaluation
2 7. Speclal Instructional Programmat i ¢ (109) & (14 4 {123) 4
Programs Approaches )
10 8. Teacher Aides, Tutors Programmatic {(114) i { 8) 2 {122) 4
& Paraprofessionals Approaches
- 9. Media Centers Curr. Change & ( 97y 3 (10) 3 || o) 3
Instr. Tech.
7 10. Unit Courses, Mini- Curr. Change & ‘
Courses & Electives instr. Tech. ( 95) 3 (12) 3 (197) 3
Total (1955) 69 | (2370 63 ||{2192) 68




which was
appirar

In the

left hand column
listed in the lop Len showcase

in both Yists, Included in the 190-71

Ll

15 given
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the rank order of each
innovat ians,

Tist, but

Seven
naot

inoovat | on
innoval ions
rankindg in e

showcase Lop ten are ''technological equipment and devices," "human relations
programs " gnd media centers'.
ronk in the 1320-71 top ten list are "“individualized instruction and team

teaching in specific curriculum arcas,'"

Top ten showcase

""quidance, counseling and diagnosis.'

The top ten 1970-71

tfoned frequently enough to be included in this list.

C. GRAOE LEVEL OF THE INVENTORY JNNOVATIONS

»
. DISTRICTS WTH LESS THAN 80,000 STUDENTS

grade level categeries.

innovat ions which do not

"'grade and attendance unit,' and

innovations are drawn from only four of the five

innovation description categories: no organizational innovalions were men-

Qut of ghe 2531 innovations reported by representative districts in
the inventory, 1185, or 477 could be identified as applying to specific

Table 3.9 presents the percent distribution of

innovations in each of the five innovalion categories across five grade

teve ls .,
TABLE 3.9
GRADE LEVEL OF THE INVENTORY INNOVATION CATEGORES
PERCENT OISTRIBUTION
0iSTRICTS < 80,000
- oy _— _
Innovat ion Curr. Change & | Adminis- | tnd. instr, Preg.  [Organiza-
Grade Level Instr. Facll. tralive & Team. Approaches | tional } Combines
N=595 N=172 Teaching N=113 N=122 N=1185
N=183
Elementary 35 kg 56 40 28 4o
Junior/tiddle 16 16 2] 9 34 18
Senior High bl 28 20 3h 32 36
1 F,oa
. - (]
! ‘f)(iem-Sr. High 3 9 2 5 4 /'n
Other 2 2 - 12 4 t 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
No Information N=395 N=5hy N=197 N=165 N=45 N=1346

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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As was the case for showcase innovatlions, more inventory Innovatlons were
Introduced at the elementary level (40%) or senior high school level {35%)
than were |ntroduced for Junior or middle school grades {18%), However, the
figure for the middle grade level is higher than that found for the middle
level showcase Innovation (4%). Very few innovations (4%) applied to all
grade levels, elementary through senior high, whereas this figure was 19% for
the showcase innovation. The remaining 3% of Innovations were intended for
other groups of students, including pre-schoolers and adults,

Some variations may be noted among the innovation categories. The greatest
percentage of organizational innovations {(34%) were intended for the junior or
middle school student, whereas no organizational showcase innovations applied
to this grade level. About tie same number of innovations in the category of
"Individualized instruction and team teaching" were deslgned for middle school
students (21%) as for senior high students (20%), but by far the greatest
percentage of innovations In this category were developed for the elementary

student (56%).

2. DISTRICTS WITH 80,000 OR MORE STUDENTS

Of the 348 inventory Innovations reported by superintendents of very large
schools, 155, or 44% were specifled as applying to a particular grade level.
Table 3.10 glyassthe percent distribution of innovations in the five categories
for these sc Adistricts.

{insert Table 3.10 here)

As in the representative sample, very few Inventory {nnovations in the
very large districts could be identified as applying to all grade levels from
elementary through senior high (5%}, and agaln 3% of (nnovations were intended
for other groups of students. Almost the same percentage of innovations in
very large schools were designed for the junior or middle school level (19%)
as In representative districts, but in very large schools somewhat more innova-
tions were intended for the senior high student (41%)} than for the elementary
student (32%).

he Innovation category of "individualized instruction and team teaching"
is tﬁp onjyl$ne*which deviates signifficently from the overall pattern; for
f this finngvat oJ type 75% of innovations were intended f the elementary student,
' with only 10% ﬁéing designed for the senior high level/: There were slightly more
innovations in the administrative category which applie'd to all gradé levels from
elementary through senior high (12%} than was the case for the other/ innovation
' categories. Finally, the largest percentage of innovations for students cutside
o the regutar X=12 system was the category of 'programmatic approache§“, with 16%.
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TABLE 3.10
GRADE LEVEL OF THE INVENTORY INNOVATION CATEGORY
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION
DISTRICTS 2 80,000

[nnovation Category .

Curr. Rev.} Adminis- Ind. Instr.& Prag. Crganiza~-
innovation E Instr, trative Team Teaching Appreaches tional Combined
Grade Level Facil. N

N=76 N=16 %= N=20 N=19 N=2b N=155
Elementary 24 38 75 32 21 32
Junior/Middie 21 12 10 21 21 19
Senior High 50 18 1D 32 50 b1
€lem,=Sr. High 5 12 5 - b 5
QOther - - - 16 i 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Mo Information N=51 N=99 N=2 | N=13 N=9 N=193

D. SUMMARY

tn this chapter ar "inventory" of all innovations reported in the 15870-71
school year was examined and compared with the findings on the showcase innova-
tion, described in Chapter Two. Superintendents listed between zero and 43
innovations on the inventory; a total of 2531 innovations were reported by
representative districts and 348 by very large districts. Combining these
figures with the number of showcase innovations reported, it was found that the
mean number of innovations in the 1970-71 school year was 8.84 for representative
dlstrncts and 12,22 for very large districts. When all districts were divided

into seven size categories a very definite correlation (,27) was found between

"innovativeness'' and size of djstrnct. Regiona! diffefrences were also found,
with the New England states befing the modt i nﬂ%atuve !a .mean of 10.70 inventory
innovations per district)'and‘the Rocky Hountain statef beilng the least innova-
tive (a mean of 6.58 innovaticns per dlStrICl)! Districts in other regions of
the country reported means of between 7.25 and 9.55 inventory innovasions.




The pattern of the total [nnovative effort differed somewhat from that
of the showcase innovation. The iargest percentage of inventory innovations
was In the category '"'currlcuium change and Instructional faciilties':; since
thts ranked fourth out of the five showcase innovation categories, |t may be
concluded that when innovations were introduced in this area they were less
likely 1o be considered as '"most significant'". On the other hand, smaller
percentages of inventory innovations appeared in the categories of "individu-
alized instruction and team teaching,'" "programmatic approaches,' and 'organ=
{zational innovations,'" Indlcating that when such Innovations were adopted
they were more likely to be considered as '"most significant."

Table 3.8, which 1lsts the ten most common Innovations reported in the
inventory, shows that a significant number of districts adopted new technological
equipment and devices, even though these rarely appeared as showcase innovatlons.
Similarly, human relations programs were adopted in many districts although
here again few were reported as showcase innovatlons. Popular showcase innova=
tions which sppeared less frequently on the Inventory included individuallzed
instruction and team teaching in specific curriculum areas, and changes in the
grade and attendance uni¢ structure.

As was the case for the showcase lnnovations, the largest numbers of
inventory innovations were designed for students at the elementary and senlor
high levels, although a larger percentage of lnventory innovations than show=
case innovatlons were Intended for students at the junlor or middle level.
Fewer inventory lnnovations applied to al) students from elementary grades
through senior high school.
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CHAPTER FOUR: . INOVATIONS. PLANED FOR 1972 D AFTER

After superintendents had responded to a series of questions concerning
the showcase innovation, they were asked if there was another major area or
problem on which they were planning to make changes in the next school year
{Question ha). OQut of the 322 representatiye districls 249, or 77%, already
haa ptans in mind; for the very large districts Z8, or 90%, had snecific
innovations planned for the 1971-72 school year. Some superintendents listed
two Or three major innovations which wefe planned; for representative districts
a total of 366 fnnovations were reported, while in very large systems 47 innova-
tions were mentioned.

A, CATEGORIES QF FUTURE !NNOVATIONS

Table 4.1 gives the distribution of projected innovations across the five
innovation description categories, and it also shows the total 1970-71 innova-~
tive effort for comparative purposes,

TABLE 4.1 «
COMPARISON OF FUTURE INNOVATIONS WITH TOTAL 1970-71 EFFORT
INNOVATION QESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

Rank Order
of Total Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
1970-71 Innovation Category Future 1970-71 Future 1970-71
tEffort Freq. % | Freq. % Freq. %t |Freq. %
2. 1, Administrative (110} 30 {( 783) 27 (23) 49 |{126) 33
l. 2. Curr, Change &
Instr. Facilities | ¢ 98 27 tCro52) 37 (8 17 tQ128) 34
3. 3. Individualized
Inste. & Team ( 7% 20 }( 470) 16 ( 3) 6 |( 4 12
Teaching
5. 4, Organizational ( &7) 13 | 204 7 (10) 21 J( &) mn
b, 5. Programmatic
Approaches (37) 1o [r 3379) 2 (3 6 {( 38 10
¥ 7
. Total ;‘ (366) 100 |(2846) 100 § (47) 100" (3?%& 100
’ W2 M-
No Information ( 73) ' f (3 4

IRl R

L
-
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-

-
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In representative districts of less than 80,000 students only minor
differences appear between the thrust of 1970-71 innovatlons and those
planned for the future, with the biggest difference belng a somewhat smaller
emphasis planned for fnpovatlons In the area of currlculum change and {nstruc-
tlonal technology and facillties (27% in the future as opposed to 373 In
1970-71), In very large school districts the trend Is the same but wlth
somewhat larger dlfferences; whereas 34% of Innovaticns In 1970~71 were In
the area of curricutum change and instructional fac1l}tles, only 17% are
expected to be in this area in the future, On the other hand, more emphasis
is planned for administrative innovations, with 49% of all planned innovations
being in this category 2s opposed to 33% {n the {970-71 year. Somewhat more
emphasis js also likely to be placed on organlzatlonal innovations In very
large school systems {21% as opposed to 11% in the prevlous year),

Some superintendents indicated that the major innovation planned for
the 1971-72 school year would be a continuation, revision or expansion of the
1970~-71 showcase Innovation. Tables 4.2 and 4,3 show the percentage of show-
case [nnovations which will be continued in this way in the future In repre-
sentative systems and very large systems respectively.

TABLE 4.2
FUTURE INNOVATIONS WHICH ARE A CONTINUATION
OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION
D1STRICTS < 80,000

Future “ Percent of
Continuation Showcase Showcase Continuing
Innovation Category Innovatlons innovations in Future
Freq, Freq. F 4
Administrative 12 67 18
Curr., Change &

Instr. Facllities 10 62 16
Ind, Instr, & Team :

Teaching 24 0 25
Organlzational 7 37 19
Programmatic

it 59 19
Approaches 3 ) l
J' L] . N
’ ‘l]" ] d ﬂ‘ : ;P‘ » f’ ,
Total 64 ' 315 20% ¢
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TABLE 4.3

FUTURE ¢NNCVAT IONS WHICH ARE A CONT INUATION

OF THE SHOWCASE JNNOVATION
DISTRICTS 2 80,000

- | ST T
Future Percent of
Continuaticn Showcase Showcase Continuing
. innovations Innovations In Future
A ategor .
innovation Category Freq. Freq. %
— H = - s S
Adninistrative 6 1] 55
Curr. Change & |
tnstr. Facilities l 160
ind, Instr., & Yeom )
|
Teaching E 20
Orqanicsational b 8 50
Programnatic - 6 B
Approaches
| ! — e
Total 12 i 397,
] L 1
For all innovalion categories combined 20% of showcase innovations ip

represcntative districts will contianue to constitute the major ianovative

effort in the future; -among the innovation categories there is little variation,
with slightly less continuing innovations in "curriculum change and instructional
facilities" (16%) and slightly more continuing innavatioas in individualized
instruction and team tcaching (25%).

4 The frequencies in Table 4,3 are too small to provide a valid comparison
of very large districts with representative districts across the innovation
categories, but it is perhaps notable that 55% of showcase innovations in the
administrative category will continue to be major innovations in the future.
Half of the organizational showcase innovations will be continuved in a major
way in the future, and, overall, 39% of showcase innovations in the very large
schools will continue to be the innovation for the future, a figure nearly
double that for representative districts,
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1, ADMINISTRATIVE {NNOVATIONS

Table 4.4 presents the distribution of administrative innovations planned
for the future across the Innovation types withln this category, again showing
the total 1970-71 effort for comparative purposes. In all districts it is

{Insert Table 4.4 here)

3

expacted 'Y T tte fyture an increased emphasis wlll be piaced on Innovations
in the area of research, development and budget [ssues, and an Increase in
innovations is also planned in the area of huilding and physical plant Issues.

Whereas in representative school systems there [s a planned decrease in
the amount of innovatlve effort in the areas of "reiations with community,
parents and students' and ''staff-related issues', future plans in these areas
as well as others in the very large school systems will remain roughly the
same as in the 1970-71 school year. Thus we see that overall there will be
3 sizable increase in the number of administrative innovations attempted by
very large schools (49% In 1971-72 as opposed to 33% in 1970-71), whlle innova~
tions in thls category In representative districts wiil remain fairly tonstant
(30% in 1971-72; 27% 1n 1970-71).

2, CURRICULUM CHANGES AND INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES

Future innovations which the school districts had planned For the year
1971-72 in the area of curriculum revislon and instructional technology and
facilities are listed in Table 4.5. |In representative schools the proportlon

{!nsert Table 4.5 here)

of changes planned in curriculum areas was expected to remain the same as In
the previous year, but a drop was expected in the number of innovations planned
in instructional technology and facilitles, from 5% to 6%, The biggest single
drop anticipated was in the amount of new technologlical devices and equipment
which would be acquired.

'n very large schools a decrease fn the proportion of innovations both
In cdrrfculum and technology was expected, again with the largest decrease

_beinb expected in the area of technology and. devices, a drop from 9% of alj

innovatlons to 2%, /
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TABLE 4.4
COMPARISON OF FUTURE INNOVATIONS WITH TOTAL 1970-7) EFFORT
ADMINISTRAT I VE INNOVATIONS

SSRURRR N

Districts < 80,000 Districts ?.80,000
, Future 1970-71 Future 1970-71
tnnovat ion Freq. % | Freq. % |f Freq. % | Freq. %
. - _
a. Research, Development & Budget
Planning, Research & Evaluation (W) 0 F(122) 4 (el 13 | (9 5
Curriculum Development { 18) & | ( 26) 1 | (6) 13 {9 2
Finance Al location (2 v | (20 1 (-} - 102 1
Performance fontracting ( -y -} 6y = {(-y - 1023 l
b. Plant-Related Issues (1a) & ¢ 31) (2 4 |{3) I
¢. Student-Related Issues
Progress. Reports { &) Py { s4) 2 {-y - [(5 1
Other (9 2 3268 1 (1 2 105
. -Relations With Community, Parents
"% Students
Human Relations Programs ( n {128 &5 (2 4 | (25) b
Public Relations Programs ( 2} 1 ( 41) 1 ( -) - (7) 2
Counseling, Guidance & Diagnosis (1 *1( 62) 2 ( -) - | 6) 2
Desegregat ion ( =) - | 25) 1 ( 3) ( 9) 2
Parent -Teacher Conferences {( -) - { 13y = { -) - ( -} -
L. §£9ff—RclaLcd | ssues
in-Service Training { 8) 2 {131y s { 2) h (14 b
Other { -) - { 30 () - 102 1
F. Administrative StrucCture
Decentralization { sy 1 |( 38 1 (1) 2 [(10) 3
Staff Structure Changes ( 2) 1 { 38 1 (-) - [( 8 2
g. Administrative Philosophy { -y - | 2y = { =) - 4 (-) -
) ! -
Total , (110) 30 (783) 27 (23) 49 {(126) 33
e

* Less than 0.5%
O




TABLE 4.5
COMPARISON QF FUTURE [NNOVATIONS WiTH TOTAL 1970-71 EFFORT
e CURRICULUM CHANGE AND INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES
DIstricts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Innovation Future 1970-71 Future 1970-71
Freq. % | Freq. Freq. % [Freq. %
a. Curriculum Changes
Curriculum Revision (62) 17 | (504) 1801 ( 7y 15 |( 60} 16
Unit Courses, Mini-Courses & Electives (14) 4 | { 95) (=y - [(12) 13
Packaged Courses & Materials (1 =117 (-y -1tV
b. Instructional Technology & Facilities
Media Centers (7 2 jCen 3|y - [C10) 3
Learning Centers { 6) 2 | (23) 1 I {<) - | 2} 1
Yechnology & Devices {s5) v ](au8) 29 (0 2 J(3) 9
Latoratories & Other Facilities (3) 1168 2=n (=) - 9 2
Total (98) 27 {(1052) 37| ( 8 17 (128 34

3. INDIVIDUAL IZED INSTRUCTION AND TeAM TEACHING

The third ranking innovation category both in the total 1970-71 school
year and in plans for the 1971-72 period was "Individualizedsinstruction and
team teaching." Table 4.6 lists the frequency of mention of this innovatlion

{insert Table 4.6 here)

v
both as it appiieg to all curriculum areas and as it applies to specific
curriculum areas. Innovations In this area will increase very slightly in
the future in representative school systems and will decrease very sllghtly
in very large districts, but these differences are not large enough to be
significant. .
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TABLE 4.6
COMPARISON OF FUTURE INNOVATIONS WITH TOTAL 1970-71 EFFORT ¢
INDIVEDUALIZED INSTRUCTION & TEAM TEACHENG

“Districts < 80,000 [[Oistricts 2 80,000 |

E)

)

Innovation " Future 1970¢ 71 Future I9?0 n
B Freq. -g.--freii % |IFreq. & | Freq. ¥
a. Applies to All Curriculum Areas {70) 19 | (wo7) 1u |l (3) 6 (u1)
b, Applies to Specific Currlcu1Um ”
o b | (0 e 2l - e
i Total (74) 20 | (u70) 16| (3% 6 | (u6)
e

4. ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATIONS

The emphasis placed on innovations in the organizational catecary is
expected to increase slightly in school districts in both size samples. Table
4.7 shows that in representative schools the overall increase from 7% to 13% is
spread evenly through all inncvation types within this category, wlth noe signif-
icant increase in any one innovation type. -

TABLE 4.7 :
- COMPARISON OF FUTURE INNOVATIONS WITH TOTAL 1970-71 £FFORT
ORGANFZATIONAL INNOVAT I ONS
Districts < HO,000 || Districts 2 80,000
. Future 1970-71 Future 1970-71
" Innovation fFreq. % | Freq. %]|lFreq. % 1{Freq. %
a. OQOperational Aspects
Grade & Attendance Unit (12) 3| C7n 3 (5) N (13) 3
Semester Structure (10) 3 {( 16} 1 ( 2) ( sy 1
Open Campus ( 3) ] ( 7 =l -y - (1) =
Summer Program, Camp & Out door X X - -
Education 1 =1 (=) (2) 1
b. Instruction-Linked Aspects
Flexible-Modular Schedu!ing { 8} 2 { 4 2 (N { 8 2
Departmentalization { 3) I C )y =|| ) (1) =
c. Model Schools { 7) 2 { 20) 1 (n 2 (7 2
d. Alternative Schools ( 2} ] ( 6y =} (=) - (u 1
e. School-Within-A-5chool (1) =155y s (1) 2 (-) -
Total | (b7) 13 | (20t} 7|f (10) 21 | (an) 1

*# Less than 0.5%




In very large schools there will be an expected increase overall from
11% to 21%; for single innovation types, the largest increase is expected

In the area of changes in the grade and attendance unit structure (an Increase
from 3% to 11%).

5. PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES

Table 4.8 shows that in both representative school systems and very
large districts a slight decrease is expected in the proportion of innovations
in the category of programmatic approaches. Most notable is the fact that in

TABLE 4.8
COMPARISON OF FUTURE INNGVATIONS WITH TOTAL 1970-71 EFFORT
PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES

Districts < 80,0600 Districts = 80,000

-Future 1970-71 Future 1970-71

Innovation Freq. % | Freq. X Nl Freq. % |Freq. %

a. Special Instructional Programs

Special Education (s)y 1| (1) (=) =1 (2 1
Learning Disability (& 1] (2n 1 (<) -1 (2 1
Compensatory (& 1 (23 1 (=) - (3
Gifted (2} v ¢ & =} (= - (=) -
Remedi al ¢ (n =121 1 (=) =1 (3 I
Bi-Lingual (1} ®= (0} = (-) - (- -
Pre-School (1 =1 ( 6) « (-} - (2)
O'ther (2 1 [C & »8 (- - 023 1

b. Teacher Aldes, Tutors §

Paraprofessionals

Trained Aides (1) « |71 3 (=) = (5) 1
Paraprofesslonals (-) - {(23) ! { =) =~ (2) 1
Cross~Age Tutoring (<) - 1( 9 = (- - (-) -
Tutors (Unspecified) (-} -~ |( 58 = (=) - (1) =
c. ""°;"§;§;‘r’g‘t’i’oﬁ°°“pa“°“a' (& 1 |(s6) 20 ¢n 2 |6 2
d. Other Programmatic Approaches (12) 3 | (58 2 {2) & (o) 3
Total 7 10 (33D 12 | (D 6 | G8 10

% Less than 0.5%
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very large districts no new special instructional prugrams were planned, anl
ne hew innovalions were anticipated which would involve teacher aides, (utors
or paraprofessionals, Only one representative district {(less than 0.5% ot
future innovations) anticlipated introducing the use of teacher aides in the
next year.

B. THE TOP TEN FUTURE INNOVATIONS

The top ten future innovations include a1l those which received a total
of 12 mentions from 311 school districts combined, or which represent 3% of
all future innovations. Table 4.9 lists these top ten innovations in decreasing
order of frequency of mention. In the left hand columns the rankings of these
innovations in the top ten showcase list and the top ten innovations of the
total 1970-71 effort are given. '

TABLE 4.9
THE TOP TEN FUTURE INNOVATIONS
u —
CEnli SR Category |Districts | Districts
3 - g Ml é of < 80,000 | 2 80,000 {f Combined
§82188x Innovation Innovation |Freq. % Freq. % |} Freq. 1%
& pen | - —
I 2 1. Ind. !nstr. & Team Teaching- } tnd. Instr.|{ 70) 19 {3 6 73) 18
All Curriculum Areas Team Teach.
3 1 |2, Curriculum Revision turr. Ch, 5)(62) 17 [ (7 15 || (89 17 *
Inst”, Facill
1 6 6 3. Planning, Rev. & Eval. Admin, ( 41y (6 13 (4 n
- - k., Curriculum Development Admin. { 18y & {6 13 {21 &
2 7 5. Specia) Inst. Program |Prog. App. i{ 20} 5 {( -) - (.20) 5
5 - 6. Lrade & Att. Unit Organiza. { 12} 3 ( sy N (17) &
- - 7. Plant-Related lssues Admin. {18 4 (2 & (18} ¢
7 10 8.. Unit Courses, Electives Curr. Ch. &3 14) & (-} - |10 3
Inst, facil. r
- - 9. Various Prog. App. Prog. App. (12} 3 {2y & ((( 1) 3
- - 0. Semester/Day Structure Organiza. |[( '0) 3 {2y & [J{12) 3
Total (270) 74 (33) 70 H(303) 73




The innovatlions ranking first and second in the list of future innova-
tions (individualized instruction and team teaching; curriculum revision)
were also the top two in the 1970-71 list, although in reverse order. Some-
what surprising is the fact that only a total of five Innovations are on
both lists, with the third, fourth and fifth ranking innovations from the
total 1970-71 effort not placing in the top ten of the future. These three
JInnovations were ''technological devices and equipment;' '"human relations
programs'' and ""in-service training and workshops." '

The future top ten list resembles the top ten showcase innovation 11st
more closely than it does the list for the total 1970-71 effort. While-only
sIx showcase Innovations are also on the future list, these include all of
the top seven showcase innovations with the exceptlion of the fourth- ranklng

innovation, "individualtized instruction and team teaching in specific curr|C'
ulum areas."

The fact that the top ten future innovations list Is more simllar to the
top ten showcase [ist than to the list for the total 1970-71 effort may be
explained by the fact that the innovations planned a year in advance would

tend to be the most significant of the innovations to be introduced In the
future,

C. GRADE LEVEL OF THE FUTURE iNNOVATIONS

Of the 366 future innovations predicted by representative districts,
176 or 48% were identified as applying to specific grade level categorles.
Tabte 4.10 gives the percent distribution of these Innovations across flve

(insert Table #4.10 here)

grade levels. As was the case for the 1970-71 Innovations, a higher propor-
tion of future innovations were planned for the elementary grades and senior
high students than for Junior or middle school grades. Again, still fewer
were planned for all grades elementary through senior hlgh school (12%),
atthough this figure |5 slightly higher than for the 1970-7) effort. The

biggest contrlbutor to ‘innovations for all grade levels was the administrative
innovation (23%).

As was true for the 1970-7t effort, the innovation most commonly planned
for the elementary grades in the future was in the area of individualtized
instruction and team teaching, with 67%. The greatest percentage of innova-
tions planned for students outside the regular grade levels (''other') were
again In the area of programmatic approaches (25%); this represents an
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TABLE 4,10
GRADE LEVEL OF FUTURE INNOVATION
DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

< 80,000
Innovat ion Category
Innovation Adminis~ ¢t Curr. & Ind. lastr.& |Organiza-| Program-
Grade Leve) trative Tecknology | Team Teaching t ional natic Comb{ned
N=39 N=46 N=h3 N=28 Approaches

N=20

Elementary 26 37 67 17 30

Junior/Middle 18 13 16 2h 25

Senior High 3 15 12 . L2 20

Efem-Sr. High 23 11 5 17 -

Other 3 h - - 25
- -

Total 100 100 100 100 100

No Information N=71 N=52 N=31 N=19 N=17 N=190

increase from 12% for 1970-71. We can alsc note an increase for the future
in the percentage of programmatic¢ approaches planned for students in the junior
and middle grades. Whereas in 1970-71 9% of programmatic approaches were
designed for students at this grade level, 25% are planned for the future,

Table 4.11 shows that for all innovation categories combined the very
large districts will be very similar to rvepresentative districts in the future
in the percentages of innovations planned for each grade tevel. Within the
innovation categories the frequencies are too small to allow a valid comparison.

{thsert Tabie 4.11 here)
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TABLE 4.11
GRADE LEVEL OF THE FUTURE INNOVATION CATEGORIES
. 2 80,000
Innovation Category
. Adminis- | Curr. & Ind. Instr.§ [Organiza- |Program=-
é?:g:atégzl trative Technology|Team Teaching| tional matic Combined
N=b N=l N=3 N=7 Apnroaches N=21
Nwl
Elementary 17 25 33 57 - 33
Junior/Middle 33 - 33 14 - 19
Senior High 50 . 33 29 - 29
Elem=-Sr. High - 75 - - 100 19
Other - - - - - -
| ll|

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
No Information N=17 N=b N=Q N=3 Na2 N=26

D. SUMMARY

In this chapter innovations planned for future implementation have been
discussed and compared with the 1970-7) total Innovative effort and the show-
case inpovation. For the future fewer Innovations in the area of ‘curriculum
change and instructional facilities' are planned, and in very large districts
more emphasls is expected to be placed on administrative and organizational
innovations. In many cases the future Innovations were expected to be revisions
or expansions of the showcase innovations. In representative districts 20% of
showcase Innovations were expected to be continuzd In this way, while In very
large districts the figure was 39%.

The listing of the top ten innovations projected for the future resembles
the top ten showcase innovation listing more closely than it does the listing
of the top ten inventory innovations (Table 4.9). This may be explained by the
fact that innovations planned well in advance are likely to be the more signif-
icant innovatlons.

In the future the largest percentage of innovations will agaln be designed
for elementary students, and more will be designed for senior high students than
for students in the junior or middle grades.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE TNNOVAT ION

Respondents to our questionnaire were asked to describe the consequences,
both positive and negative, of the showcase innovation {OQuestion 1d). A few
superintendents simply indicated that the results were "positive,'" "mixed,"
or "negative' without specifying the exact nature of the results. Other
superintendents cautioned that the innovation was still being assessed or
refined and that the results were thus stil] somewhat tentative. Therefore,

we will first look at a summary of the current status of the innovation as
reported,

-

A.  CURRENT STATUS OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

In Table 5.1 a listing is given of the status of the showcase innovation
at the time the questionnaire was filled out., A majority of superintendents
did not specify the status and we have assumed that in those cases the inno-
vation was being retained in the form desgribed previously,

TABLE 5,1
CURRENT STATUS NF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION
r—-'-"
- . igstriCts D)istricts
80,000 2 80,000
Innovation Status Freq. % of 315 Freq. % of 31

Still assessing ' { 41) 13 { 5) 16
Expanding to other grades or { 23) 7 { &) 13

buildings '
Development is continuing { 21) 7 { 2) 6
Minor changes will be made { o | - -
Innovation has been dropped ( 7 2 - -
Retaining as is, or (219) 70 (20} 64

No Information
Total {315) 100 (31 100




Failures were reported by only 7 superintendents (2%) of representative
districts, while no fallures were reported in very large districts. In both
size samples some innovations were still being assessed (13% in representative
districts and 16% in very large districts), but the overwhelming majority of
innovations were either being retalned, expanded to include other grades or
buildings, or were being retained with minor changes or further development.

Among the five innovation categories there were no significant differences
in the status of reported innovations, and similarly there were no differences
among the top ten Innovations on this dimension,

B. GEMERAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWC ASE INNOVAT ION

In 300 out of the 315 guestiornaires from representative districts which
reported a showcase innovation it was possible to ascertain the general overall
consequence {positlve, mixed or negative) of the showcase lnnovation. This
information was available on all 31 questionnaires returned by very large
districts. 1In Tables 5.2 and 5.3 this data s presented for the two size
samples for each of the innovation description categorles.

TABLE 5.2
GENERAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE |NNOVATION
BY INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORY
PERCENT DISTRIBUTIONX
DISTRICTS < 80,000

Ind. Instr. & |Adminis~ | Curr. Ch. Prog. | Organiza-~ 1
Consequence Teaﬂﬂggaching t;ig;ve In::gb Fac. :igé ;i;;al Co::;ggd
Positive 81 77 87 98 86 85
Mixed 18 23 8 - 6 12
Negative 1 - 5 2 9 3
Total 100 100 100 . 100 100 100
No Information N=3 Ne=§ N=§ N=2 N=9 N=15

*Percents are based on the number of respondents In each category who answered this
question (N given at top of each column).




TABLE 5.3
GENERAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION
8Y INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORY
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION#
DISTRICTS 2 80,000

Ind. Instr. & | Adminis- | Curr. Ch. Prog. | Organiza-

Team Teaching | trative Instr. Fac. App. tional Combined
Consequence Nas Nell Na) Neb N=8 N=31
Positive _ 80 73 - 83 50 68
Mixed 20 27 100 17 50 32
Negative ) - T - - - -
Total 100 100 100 00 100 100

*Percents are based on the number of innovations in each category. ("W'* at top of
each colum).

In representative districts 85% of innovations were reported to have
positive overall results; 12% had mixed results, and only 3% were considered
to be negative on the whole. Among the innovation description categories
there is little variation. Administrative innovations had the fewest positive
consequences (772) and the most mixed results (23%), while organizational
innovat lons had the most negative consequences (9%). These differences,
however, are not large enough to be signiflcant. a

Very large districts, while reporting no innovations which were. Judged
to be general ly negative, rated fewer of their innovations positive {(68%)
than did representative districts. While the frequencies in Table 5.3 are
too small to provide adequate comparison among innovation categories, it may
be noted that only four of the eight organlzational innovations had generally
positive results, and the only innovation in the area of curriculum change
met with mixed results.

Among the top ten innovations no significant differences in overall
success were found. For al) of these innovations positive results were

reported in between 75% and 100% of cases, with 2 combined positive rating
of 85%.
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C. SPECIFIC CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE I[NNOVATION

The speclfic nature of tihe consequences of the showcase |nnovation was
reported by superintendents of 262 representative districts and 30 very
large districts. An enormous array of different consequences were reported,
and these have been summarized in Table 5.4.

TABLE 5.4
SPECIFIC CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION
- Districts € 80,000%% Districts 2 80,000k%%
’ ositive Mixed Negative Positive Mixed Negative
Area of Consequence Freq. % | Freq. % |Freq. % Freq. ¥ Freq. % | Freq. %
Consequences for People
Students (232) 36 | (8 1[(s)y 1 H(e) 20 | (2 3 - -
Teachers 3w 2 (8 vz 3 w8 L2y 3 1
Administrators (3) 5|2y =*x|(9 1 " {9 1 C1y 1 ]¢3) 4
Community (39) 6 (86 1|(2) * I -7 9 - -1
Parents (39) 6 (1) = - - ‘ (4 5 - - - -
People (Unspectfied) |(16) 2 J(3) *|(1) = - - (2) 3 - -
Consequences for the (350 5 |(2) *{(5 1 (6) 8 (2) 3 - -
Schooil System as a
Whole
Other Consequences (42) 7 |1(2) *(1) = {8 10 (n 1 - -
Total (567) 88 | (32} 5 [(4t) 7 |} (64) & (o) 13{(s5) 6
“ ~ JH A —~ . Jr
Freq.= 643; 100% Freq.= 79; 100%

* Less than 0.5%
k% Percents are based on the 262 districts reporting.
kikx Parcents are based on the 30 districts reporting.
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In this table the percent distributions have been computed in such a
waY that the sum of all consequences for each size samgle totals 100%. The
total frequency for each sample, which is given at the foot of the table,
is larger than the number of districts reporting since in many cases two or
more consegquences were reported for the same innovation. While the total
percentages of positive, mixed and negative results for representative
districts closely resemble the totals for general consequences shown In
Table 5.2, this is not the case for very large districts. [t would appear
that in many cases the innovations in very large districts which hag¢ overal)
mixXed resuits had a larger portion of positive components than negative.

As might be expected, the largest number of consequences of showcase
innovations in all districts affected the students, while teachers were
the next group most often affected. Although parents and community members
were affected roughly the same number of times as were administrators, it
should be pointed out that these outsidé groups were most often only indirectly
associated with the showcase lnnovation while administrators were more closely
associated with it., All types of consequences listed in Table 5.4 will be
eXamined in detail below. . .

't can be seen from Table 5.4 that 38% of all consequences in represen-
tative distficts and 23% in very large systems affected students. The
frequency distribution of specific consequences for students is presented
in Table 5.5, An improvement in the student's attitude toward self and

(Insert Table 5.5 here)

school was reported to be the most common positive result of the showcase
innovation for students; in only one case was a negative attitude reported.

In representative districts an improvement in scholastic performance was

almost as common, but this was also the area in which the most mixed and
negative results were noted. In very large systems there were two cases each

of positive and mixed results in this area. Other consequences listed in

Table 5.5 cover a wide range of student-related issues and reflect a sensitivity
on the part of the reporting superintendents to the concerns of students.

Table 5.4 showed that 25% of conseﬁuences in representative districts

and 22% in very large districts affected the teacher. In Table 5.6 these
specific consequences are iisted in detail. The most common conseguence for

(Insert Table 5.6 here)
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TABLE 5.5
CONSEQUENCES FOR STUDENTS
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

Districts < 80,000 DIstricts 2 80,000
Consequence Positive | Mixed |Negative Posltive] Mixed |[Negative

Attitude to self § school 54 - 1 4 - -
Scholastic Performance 51 5 2 2 2 -
Reaction to Innovation 36 - 1 4 - -
Behavior/Attendance 29 2 - - - -
Individual Needs Met 23 1 - 1 - -
Involvement in Learning 13 - - | - -
Genera! Benefit N - | - - -
Preparation for Next Grade ) - - 2 7{ -
New Experiences 5 - - 1 - -
Courses More Relevant 3 - - - - -
Other | 2 - - 1 - -
Total 232 8 S 16 2 -
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TABLE 5.6
CONSEQUENCES FOR TEACHERS
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

Districts < 80,000

Districts 2 80,000

Consequence Positive | Mixed | Negative [[Positive | Mixed |[Negative
Reaction to Innovatlon 54 3 5 7 - 1
Attitude towards teaching 27 2 2 3 - -
Performaace 18 1 - T - -
Cooperation 7 - 2 - - -
Relations with students 5 - - - - -
Satisfaction 5 - - - - -
Work Load L 1 9 - 1 -
Assistance/Support b - - 1 1 -
nvolvement 4 - - - % -
Awareness 2 - - - - -
General Benefit 2 1 - ! - -
Teacher Association reaction - - 3 - - -
Other 2 - - | - -
Tot al 134 8 21 14 2 1
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teachers was expressed in terms of thelr reaction to the innovation, and
for the most part this was positive. IJmprovements in attitude towards
teaching was also commonly noted, and in a slzable number of cases the
teacher's performance improved. The biggest problem for teachers was an
",., Increased work load} the negative and mixed consequencés in this area Ffar

« 7 .outweighed the positive consequences. Flnally, it shoutd be noted that in
the only cases in which teachers' associations were mentioned (3 cases in
representative distrlcts) they were noted as having a negative reaction to
the showcase innovation.

Proportionately, administrators as a group were reported as belng
affected most negatively by the showcase Innovation. GCver one quarter of
the consequences for administrators were mixed or negative. Table 5.7
lists the frequencies of all speciflc consequences for this group,

TABLE 5.7

CONSEQUENCES FOR ADMINISTRATORS
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

| Districts < 80,000 Districts = 80,000
Consequence Positive | Mixed [ Negative Posltive | Mixed [Negatlve

Reaction to lnnovation 20 1 2 ) - 1
Cooperation 3 - i - - -
Attitude to 2 - 2 - - -

Responsibilities
Scheduling Issues 2 - 2 - - 1
Performance 1 | - - - -
Work Load ) - . 2 - - 1
General Benefit - - - 1 1, -
Assistance/Support - - - 2 - -
Relationship with - - - 1 - -

Teachers
Other . | - - - - -
Total 30 2 9 9 1 3
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The problems for administrators were in the areas of increased work
load, scheduling issues and attitude towards responsibilities. 1t is
possible thatjsuperintendents, in filling aut the questionnaire, woauld be
most sensitivd to problems encountered by the administrators in the system,
However, the predominant consequence even for this qroup was a positive
attttude towards the innovation.

The predominant consequence among community members was also generally
expressed in terms of their general positive reaction to the showcase inno-
vation (see Table 5.8). In @ large number of cases it was also reported

s

TABLE 5.8
CONSEQUENCES FOR THE COMMUNITY
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

B Districts < 8,000 Districts 2 80,000
Consequence Positive Mixed | Negative Pasitive | Mixed |Negative
Reaction to Innovation 18 6 2 b - 1
tooperation with School 16 - - 1 - -
Involvement with School 2 - - l - -
Problem Awareness 2 - - 1 - -
General Benefit 1 - - - - -
Total 39 6 2 7 - 1

that there was an increase in the cooneration of community members with the
school system. A few more innovations resulted in increased awareness of
school problems in the community or a general positive benefit to the community.

The reaction of parents was also overwhélgmingly positive, and it is for
this group that the smallest proportion of mixed or negative consequences was
reported. In fact, there was only one mention of & mixed reaction on the
part of parents, and no negative consequences were reported at all (see
Table 5.9).
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TABLE 5.9

CONSEQUENCES FOR PARENTS
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

s

Districts < 50,000

Districts = 80,000
Positive Negative

Consequence positive | Mixed | Negative Mlxed
Reaction to lnnovation 25 1 - 2 - ~
Involvement with School 8 - - - - ‘-
Coéperation with School 3 - - | - -
Attitude Towards School 2 - - - - -
Assistance/Support 1 - - ! - -
Total 39 ) - b - -

-

in eight cases In representative school systems parents became more Involved
with school activities and programs and In @ few Other cases parents increased
their cooperation with or their attitude towards the schools.

The most common consequence for the school system as a whole was the

improvement of the social climate.

TABLE 5.10

CONSEQUENCES FOR THE SCHOOL SYSTEM AS A WHOLE
FREQUENCY DISTRYBUTION

Almost as common was a positive effect on

“Districts « B0, 000 Districts 2 80,000
Consequence Positive | Mixed | Negative Positive | Mixed| Negative
Social Climate 13 - - 3 - -
Planning & Evaluation 12 - - 1~ 1 -
Cost/Expense 5 i 5 1 - -
Objectives Met 3 1 - - - -
Raclal Integration 2 - - - 1 -
Services - - - 1 - -
Total 35 2 5 6 2 -




-107-

planning and evaluation activities in representative districts; one pasitive
and one mixed result were reported in very large systems in this area. In
representative districts the most problematic¢c area of the showcase innavation
was in terms of jts cost. white five of these districts rePorted positive
cost benefits from the innovation, five others noted increased costs as a
negative factor and one¢ district viewed the cost issue with mixed feelings.
Two representat(ve districts reported positive consequences in the area of
racial inteqration, but the one very large district mentioning this area
reported mixed conseguences,

Finally, Table 5.11 lists a variety of other ¢consequences not directly
affecting large groups of people or the school system as a whole. Among

TABLE S.11
OTHER CONSEQUENCES
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Consequence Positive | Mixed |Negative Positive | Mixed | Negative
Instructional 17 1 - 3 1 -
Techniques ’
Programs/Materia’s 7 - - 3 - -
Developed
Use of Facilities 6 - ] - - -
Facilities Improved h - - - - -
Requests Received for 2 - - - - -
Demonstrations
Budget/Accounting - ! - - ~ -
Other 6 - - 2 - -
Total 42 2 I 8 ] -

these consequences ®he improvement of instructiona) techniques was the most
commonly mentioned result of the showcase innovation. Table 5.1) shows very
few mixed or negative consequences among this group.
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On the whole the showcase innovatlons reported appear to have been
highly successfu! with positive consequences in all spheres. To find out
if this held true for all innovation types, the specific consequences were
compared across the innovation description categories. This analysis showed
that there were no significant differences in representative school systems.
Positive consequences varied only between 84% and 95%, with 88% positive
specific consequences for all categories combined. Mixed consequences ranged
between 1% and 7% and negative consequences between 4% and 9%. No one speclfic
consequence stood out as being more common for one innovation category than
for another. Thus when all consequences are taken into account the picture

is more even than when only the overall general consequences are considered
(see again Table 5.2).

There was slightly more variation among innovation description categories

for very large districts. In Table 5.12 all specific consequences have been
summed into “'positive,"” "mixed" and ''negative’ categories.
TABLE 5.12

SPECIFIC CONSEQUENCES OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVAT 10N
BY INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORY
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION *
DISTRICTS 2 80,000 &

Ind. Instr. § JAdminis=| Curr. Ch. Program Organiza-
Consequence Team Teaching }trative Instr. Fac. | Approaches | tional Combined
N=18 N=29 Nw3 N=9 N=20 Ne79
Poslitive 94 69 100 89 80 81
Mixed 0 . 17 J 1A 20 13
Negative 6 14 Y] 0 0 6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

*  Percents are based on the number of consequences given in each cateqory

("N given at top of each column).
¥ 30 districts reporting.

In this table positlve ¢onsequences comprise 812 of all specific
consequen<es, In contrast with the 68% of general consequences as reported
in Table §.3. In Table 5,12 all Innovation categories except that of admin-
Istrative innovations report a higher percentage of specific consequences
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than general consequences. The administrative cateqory, however, rveports

a sliqhtly lower percentage of positive consequences {(69% as opposed to 73%),
and here 143 of the consequences in this category are neqative (no general
nejative consequences were reported in very targe districts).

When the specific consequences were compared across the top ten showcase
innovations two interesting findings emerged. It may be recalled that it was
in the area of scholastic performance of stydents that the most negative and
mixed specific consequences were reported. For the top ten innovations
combined, 79% of the consequences for this {tem were positive, 113 were mixed
and 4% were negative® For the tnnovation "individualized inglruction and
tewn teaching in all curriéulum areas” only §7% of consequences were posttive,

whille 20% were nixed avd 7% vere negative {14 consequences were reported for

" this innovation type). For the innovation type "nit courses, mini-courses
it cleottvea’ only 60% of consequencee were positive, 20% were mired and
203 negative (5 consequences reported for this innovation). Using a chi
square test, these findings were shown to be significant at the .05 level.

The innovation whith caused the greatest work ot rload for teachers was
"individualized instruction and team teaching in specific curriculum areas.”
$ix of the nine reports of negative teacher workload occurred for this innova-
tion, and one of the two reports of mixed reactions to workload also were
reported for this innovation. To balance the plcture, however, it should
be added that two of the four cases of positive teacher reaction to workload
also were for this ipnovation.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS TO OTHER DISTRICTS ON ADOPTION OF SHOWCASE I1NNOVATION

We were interested in finding oyt whether superintendents would recommend
that other districts similar to their own should adopt the same Innovation
{Question Vf). Superintendents of 285 representative districts and 26 very

large districts responded to this question, and these responses are given In
Table 5.13.

(Insert Table 5.13 here)

Re commendations in representative districts follow very cliosely that
group's assessment of the general positive or negative consequences of the
innovation in their own experience (see again Table 5.2). Ipa contrast, very
large districts recommend adoption by othe, districts in 81% of cases, while
only 68% of innovations were reported as having a general positive resutt.
However, Table 5.13 may be misleading in this regard, since percentages are
computed on the basis of the number of superintendents responding to the question.
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TABLE 5.13
RECOMMENDATIONS TO OTHER DISTRICTS
Districts Districts

Re commendat ion < 80,000 2 80,000
On Adoption by Others Freq. % of 285 Freq. % of 26
Yes (239) 84 (21) 81
Maybe ( 30) 10 { 2) 8
No ( s5) 2 ( 2) 8
Too Early to Tell Yet (1 b (n- 4
Total (285) 100 (26) 100
No Information { 30) ( 5)

In fact, the 21 who recommend adoptlon to others represent 68% of all 31
cases in very large districts - a figure identical with the percentage
reporting general positive results. 1t may be that there was a reporting
bias in this question} that is, many of those superintendents who exper-
ienced mixed results in their own system simply did not answer the question.

When the recommendations to other districts were compared across the
flve Innovation descriptlon categories no significant differences emarged.
When the comparison was made across the top ten innovations it was found
that superintendents whose districts had innovated In the area of individu-
altized instruction and team teachlng were the most reserved. A ''maybe'
response was given In 24% of cases in which this innovation applied to
specific curriculum areas and in [6% of cases In which It applied to the
currlculum in general; for all top ten innovations combined the "'maybe"
response was given in 11% of cases. In 20% of the districts which had
experimented wlth ''guidance, counseling®and diagnosis' the superintendents
indicated that It was too early to tell yet whether or not they would
recommend this innovation to other districts (for all top ten innovations
this response was given in 4% of cases). MNegative responses on recommen-
dation were given in connection with only two innovations; 11% of those
involving teacher aides, tutors or paraprofessionals, and 7% of innovations
in the area of unlt courses, mini-courses and electives. HNone of these
differences are statistically significant, however.

Many supeérintendents, as well as simply stating whether or not they
would recommend thelr innovations to other districts, also offered specific
forms of advice for other districts considering adoption. This advice
touched on many different issues and will be discussed in later chapters as
we examine the procedures employed and the problems encountered in the inno-
vation process as described by our sample districts,
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E. SUMMARY

Out of all the showcase innovations described on the questionnaire,
only seven were reported as having been dropped. These seven cases all
occurred in representative districts, representing just 2% of all showcase
~Jinnovations in these districts., While a few innovations were still being

assessed, the bulk of showcase innovations were efther being retained in
their initial form or were being expanded or changed in minor ways.

In representative districts B5% of showcase innovations were reported
to have generally positive results; in very large districts this figure was
68%. Students as a group were most commonly affected; an improvement in
their attitudes toward themselves and school was most frequently noted, with
an improvement in scholasti¢ performance noted almost as often. Teachers
were the next group most often affected; their overall reaction to the show-
case innovation was generally noted as positive. An increase in teacher
workload was noted as a problem in several cases, but in general this negative
factor was outweighed by positive consequences in other areas, As a group,
administrators suffered the most negative consequences; over a third of
consequences reported for administrators were reported to be negative. Nega-
tive factors included increased workioad, scheduling problems and resistance
to increased responsibitities.

For the top ten jnnovations combined, 79% of consequences reported were
positive In nature. However, for the innovation "individualized instruction
and team teaching in all curriculum areas' only 57% of consequences were
positive, and only B0O% were positive for the innovation "“ynit courses, mini-
courses and electives,"

Superintendents recommended that other districts adopt showcase innova-
tions similar to their own in zbout the same proportions as they experienced
success or failure themselves., Innovations in the area of individualized
instruction and team teaching, which resulted in the most teacher work over-
load, were given the most reserved recommendat]ons,
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CHAPTER SIX: PARTICIPANTS AND RESOURCES USET) IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Several items on the questionnalre were intended to draw out information
as to which individuals and groups inside and outside the school system had
been involved in some way in the planning and implementatlon of the showcase
innovation. In some cases these persons were considered to have played key
roles in the success {or failure) of the innovation, while in other cases
they were described as cooperating in the process or were merely informed of
ft. In most cases particlipants were cited spontaneously, but in one additional
quest ion {Questlon 7) 1t was asked whether or not certain groups representing
internal and external resources to the system had been used in choosing or '
implementing the showcase innovation.

In this chapter we will first present data on participation as spontan=
eous ly mentioned in response to the first set of questions; this will be
followed by a discussion of the internal and external resources which were
cited in response to Question 7. HNext an examination will be made of descrlp-
tions which superintendents offered of a variety of attitudes and character-
istics of participants which seemed to be of particular importance. Procedures
employed in planning and implementatjon which were designed to galn the
participation and cooperation of various groups will then be discussed, and
finally a Yook will be taken at advice on these issues which superintendents

thought would be useful to other school districts considering the adoption
of a similar innovation.

A. EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION BY 21 GROUPS

In the course of describing haw the showcase innovation was adopted
and implemented, respondents named various persons and groups as being involved
at one level or another. Table 6.} summarizes these responses in terms of 2}
position codes. The columns on the left hand slde of the table represent the
number of citations of each group as playing a key role.* The columns on the
right hand ha)f of the table show the total extent of involvement of persons
in each group, including those who played key roles, those who participated
in other ways and those who were oniy informed about the innovation process,*%*
Percentages for representative districts are based on the 315 reported
showcase Innovations, and percentages for very large schools are based on
the 31 districts in this sample, all of which reported a showcase Innovation.

~

j

* |Included in thls category are persons cited in response to Question te, _
which asked: "What seemed to be the key factor(s) in making the adoption
and acceptance of this Innovation successful or unsuccessful?"

%% Ajl participants named in response to Question le are again included here
along with participants nomed in response to Question lc (*What persons
were primarily responsible for the innovation's introduction?'") and Questfon
Ib (*8y what process was the innovatlon introduced and implemented?")

/] '4) Y
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TABLE 6.1 )
PARTICIPANTS IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Participation Cited as Kgx_Facto:[}btal Participating or Informed
Districts Districts Districts Districts
Participant | <80,000 4| 2 80,000 ., < 80,000 ,, 2 80,000

Freq. ¥ of 345 |Freq. % of 3f Freq. % of 31§ Freq. % of 3
Teachers (1200 38 (n) 36 (211) 67 07 - 55
Staff (Unspecified) (8) 27 (13) b2 (143) 46 (15) 48
Commun ity (51 16 (12) 39 ( 76) 24 (15) b8
Students ( 4) b ( 2) 6 {73 23 { &) 13
Administrators (Unspec.)|( 34) 1 (7 23 ( 82) 26 (10) 31
Principals ( 32) 10 ( 3) 10 (154) 49 ( 8 26
Parents (32) 0 (3 10 ( 62) 19 ( 5) 16
School Board ( 20 6 ( 5) 16 ( 70) 22 (10) 31
Asst, Superintendent ( 13) b ( 8) 26 (167) 53 (28) 91
Supervisors/Specialists |( 9) 3 ( 2) 6 ( 89) 28 (13) 42
Superintendents ( 6) 2 - - (121) 38 (1 4) b5
Counselors,

Psychologists ( 6) 2 (1 3 - ( 4) 12 (1 3
Teacher Aldes ( 6 2 ( 3) 10 { 30) 9 (7 23
Outsiders (Unspec.) ( 6) 2 (n ( 30) 9 (3 10
Universities ( %) 2 (1) ( 28) 9 (1) 3
State Educ. Agencies ( 5) 2 - - ( 23) 7 (1) 3
Parent-Teacher Assoc. ( 2) ' - - ( 10) 3 (n 3
Teachers Assoclation ( 2) ] - - ( 8) 2 (D 3
Total $chool (Unspec.) [( 2) 1 - - ( & 1 (1) 3
Regional Educ., Labs ( N kkk - - ( 2) 1 (n 3
Private Companies - - - - ( ) 2 ( 2) 6

| |

* In all but 14 cases participation was clited as key factor in success. Cases

of particlpation or lack of participation clted as a key factor in failure
are discussed In the text.

L

k% Respondents could name more than one participant; therefore, total percents
are greater than 100,

kkkless than 0.5%,
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Looking first at the right bhand side of the table, we see that in
representative districts teachers were most frequently involved in some
way in the innovation process {67%), assistant superintendents (53%),
principals (49%) and staff (exact positions unspecified on the questionnaire -
h6%) were all involved In about half the showcase innovations. Superinten-
dents, at 38%, are the group which ranks next, and further down the list
are the supervisors and specialists {28%) and administrators In general
{exact positions not specified - 26%). For these districts then it is clear
that the sc<hool staff as a whole was deeply involved in the innovation process.
Participating less often, though still to a healthy extent, were the community
(24%), students (23%), the school board {22%) and parents (19%). Counselors
(12%) and teachers'aides (9%) had a low degree of participation; and finally,
parent-teacher associations and professional associations were tisted, along

with all outside groups, as participating in less than 10% of the showcase
innovations.

In very large districts the pattern of total participation differs
somewhat. Most outstanding is the fact that assistant superintendents lead
the list, with participation in 91% of cases. Teachers (55%) and principals
(26%) participate somewhat less than in the representative districts, while
superintendents (45%) and supervisors (42%) participate to a somewhat greater
degree. Community members also play a more extensive role in the very large
districts, participating in 48 of all showcase innovations. Students, on
the other hand, are involved slightly less often (132). Again we find that
outside groups play a role in {0} or less of cases.

Data on the left hand side of the table summarizes responses, refevant
to participants, to the question: '"What seemed to be the key factor in
making the adoption and acceptance of this innovation successful or unsuccessful 7"
In almost all cases participation was cited as a key factor in suceccsg, |In
th cases, however, lack of involvement or negative involvement of specific
groups was noted as being a key factor interfering with effective adoption.
In six of these cases (one in a very large district) the community was named
as a key negative factor; students and teachers were named in two cases each,
and administrators, parents, the school board and the Teachers' Association
were each named in one case. :

Looking now at the first column of Table 6.1, we see that in represen-
tative districts teachers and staff head the list of key participants, but
community members, students and parents seem to have special importance,
especially in proportion to their total citations. The role of administrators,
on the other hand, is considerably tess salient. All outside sources are
again abysmally tow.

Participation as a key factor forms a similar pattern in the very large
districts, but with assistant superintendents more important and community
involvement of very great importance. Students, however, are rarely cited
as a key factor in innovation,
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What is especially noteworthy in Table 6.1 is the almost total absence
of mentions of outside resource groups. Universities are spontaneously
mentioned in only 29 out of the 346 cases in which showcase Innovations were
reported, and they are seen as a key factor in only six cases. State agencies

fare even worse, while Regional Educational lLaboratories and private companies
are out of sight,

{Ilnsert Table 6.2 here)

Table 6.2 shows the degree of involvement of participants who did not
play a key role in the showcase innovation process. In this table frequencles
of participants playing key roles are repéated from Table 6.1%, and participa-
tion of those playing less slgniflcant roles** s broken down into three
categories: decision maker, active participant, and informed only. 1t can
be seen that even when principals, superintendents and assistant superinten-
dents are not vlewed as being key factors, they are most likely to be in
decision-making roles. Teachers, when not playing key roles, are nearly as
Tikely to be decision makers as to be simply participants. Parents, students
and communi ty members, however, are unlikely to be in the decision-making
roles and, in fact, are the groups which most frequently are simply informed
of the Tnnovation. The school board, though cast in the decision-making
role more often than are the latter groups, is nevertheless more likely to
be cited as a simple participant than as a declsion maker.

&
). EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION BY 21 GROUPS FOR EACH OF THE INNOVATION

DESCRIPTION CATEGORFIES

In Table 6.3 the percent dlistribution for representative districts is
given for total participation and key participation of each of the 2) groups
with respect to each of the five innovation description categories. Percents
are based on the number of innovations in each of the categories. 1!n most
cases these percentages do not differ markediy from those for all categories
combined (given in Table 6.1 and repeated at the right on Table 6.3).

{(Insert Table 6.3 here)

Total participation of teachers, however, is considerably less in adminis-
trative innovations than in other innovation categories (482 as opposed to
65% - 74% in other categories). |In administrative innovations the assistant
superintendent is the most frequent particlpant (63%), and students, parents

* Participants named in Question le.

%% Participants named in Questions 1b or l¢, but not in le.
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TABLE 6.2
PART I CIPANTS PLAYING KEY ROLES AND LESS
SIGNMIFICANT ROLES IN SHOWCASE INNOVATION -

FREQUENLY DISTRIBUTION

[

Teachers

Commun ity

Students

Principals
Parents

School 8oard

Supervisors/

Counse lors,

Teacher Aides

Quisiders

Universities

Total School

districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80.000
Key Less Significant Roles Key Less Significant Roles
Role |Decision { Partici- | Informed |JRole | Decision |Partici- | Informed
Make r pant Onty Make r pant Only
Freq.| Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. freq. Freqg. Freq.
120 42 49 - 11 3 3 -
Staff {Unspecified) 85 48 ? 13 - 2 )
51 6 10 9 12 - 3 -
L6 2 . 15 10 2 ] ) -
Rcroe= P N CH I T IR R B I
32 109 13 - 3 b ] -
32 3 17 10 3 | ] -
20 14 31 5 ] b -
Asst. Superintendent 13 150 4 - 8 20 7 - -
Specialists 9 69 N T 2 9 2 B
Superintendent 6 109 5 ] - 14 - J
Psychologists 6 25 ? B . ! B ) )
6 - 22 - 3 - 4 -
(Unspeci fied) 6 7 17 -] ‘ ! -
5 5 17 - 1 - - -
State Educ. Agencies 5 11 7 - - - 2 -
Parent-Teacher Assoc. 2 5 1 2 - - i -
Teachers Associations 2 4 | - - - 1 -
{Unspeci fied) 2 ) 2 ) B ) I )
Regionat Educ. Labs 1 - | - - - i -
Private Companies - 3 3 - - 1 1 -

L

T
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TABLE 6.3
* PARTICIPANTS |N EACH tNNOVATION CATEGORY
DISTRICTS < 80 ,000
- PERCENT DISTRIBUTION+
. 1 eTT Admin. | Curr.& Tech| Prog. App. Organ. Comblned
Participant N=90 N=67 - N=62 N=59 N=37 N=315
Key Total | Key Total| Key Total |Key Total |Key Total]lkey Total

Teachers 4 51 72 22 48 43 74 35* 70 30 65 318 67
Staff (Unspecified) 24 48 30 51 26 39 27 41 30 49 27 b
Commun i ty 19 24 10 22 W 13 28w | 28 16 24
Students 13 19 3 13 1% 23 1af 36 22 32 14 23
Administrators

ool ied) 14 28 13 30 5 23 5 22 13 30 "o 26
Principals 11 83 15 34 B 4o B M 5 &8 10 49
Parents 16 29 L 10 3 8 1§* 30 13 16 10 19
School Board 6 19 10 3 38 LIERY n 4 6 22
Asst. Superintendent 1 49 12 63 2 53 5 58 - 38 r, 4 53
Supervisors/

Specialists 2 2 3 18 3 32; 3 3k 3 30 3 23
Superintendent - 3 6 47 | - 26 ]2 36 3 k9 2 38
Counselors, ; - “ ;

Peyehologists -y v 15 | 3 3 RERE 19 2 12
Teacher Aides ‘ b o13 - b 2 5 5 16 - 3 2 9
Qutsi ders -

. (Unspecified) 3 16 3 10 2 10 ) ) 8 2 I
Universities U [ 1 10 - 5 - 7 - 3 2 9
State Educ. Agencies | . 1- b ] 10 5 11 - 5 - 5 2 7
Parent-Teacher Assoc.| 2 - 4 - 3 - 2 - 3 1 3
Teachers Associations 5* - 6 - - - - 3 3 1 2
Total School - _ _ _ _

{Unspecified) 2 3 B B 2 I !
Regional Educ. Labs - - 1 | - 2 - - - - | 1
Private Companies - 2 - 1 - 5 - - - - - 2

* Includes one case in which lack of partlicipatlion was a negatlive key Ffactor.

% {ncludes one case In which participation was a negative key factor.

k%% tncludes one case in which lack of participation was a negative key factor
and one case +in which participation was a negative key factor.

+ Percentages are based cn the number of innovations in each category ('N'' given at
top of each column). Respondents could name more than one participant;
therefore total percents are greater than 100.

++ Less than 0.5%. .
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and supervisors participate less frequently in these innovations than in
others. Somewhat surprisingly, we find that the lTowest participation of
principals is also in administrative innovations. Principais are, however,
more likely to be key factors in administrative innovations than in others.

in organizational innovations the principal is the most frequent
participant {68%), though followed closely by teachers {65%). The school

board also is more highly involved in organizational innovations {(46%) than
in others.

A table has not been prepared showing parvicipant invoivement in the
five innovation categories for very large districts; the pattern {or the
fiv: categories closely resembles the combined totals for these districts
as shown in Table §.], We pointed out the high involvement of assistant
superintendents in these districts earlier, ahd we found that their involve-
ment was consistently high, ranging between 80% and 100% in the five categories.
Community involvement was particularly great in organizational innovations;
community members participated in 75% of innovations in this cateqory and were
key factors in 63% of these innovations.

i

2. EXTENT OF PARTICIPATION BY 21 GROUPS fFOR EACH OF THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE
INNOYAT I ONS

In Table ©.4 the percent distribution is given for the total part|c1pat|0n
of each of the 21 groups in each of the top ten showcase innovations.

{Insert Table 6.4 here)

Teachers rank first in total participation in six of the to» ten innova-
tions. The most outstanding deviation from this pattern is for the innovation
type ''planning, research and evaluation;" here teachers participate only 28%
of the time, while assistant superintendents participate 72% of the time and
staff, administration and the superintendent all participate in 50% of
the innovations. In innovations in the area of guidance and counseling the
most frequent participants are the counselors and the assistant superintendents
(each 73%). For innovations involving @ change in the grade and attendance
unit structure of the school system the superintendent, the principals and the
staff in general each participate 63% of the time, with the school board showing
its greatest strenath {58%). The assistant superintendent is the dominent
figure in innovations in the area of special instrugtional programs and partici-
pates equally with teachers in the revision of curriculum. The assistant
superintendent's total participation is, overall, second only to that of
teachers, but in innovations involving unif courses, mini-courses and electives
he participates in only 19% of cases. For these innovations, on the other hand,
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TABLE 6.4
TOTAL PART{CIPATION N THE
TOP TEN SHOWCASE INNOVATICNS

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION™®

"]
: . o 7
(%I« )} — k'féh 'E U'l‘ S
c il c = Qo -
= 5 £ LR T wole @
PR Y ._m;cug&; 8 —c.g :wmgm .E <tqu:l
2o0l-bBls6l28c| 525 S sw®52]| 821, 0
b IR I D] D= = O] »= v m® Q=1 = c U low .
L = b e N %E [+ R | = A W o C o wn |l W
« B 3 PR ) B W » EOU S € U Jut b U [tH .- Y o Om
coo a5 el SRS 321153105 5 Ncom;
Participant ERZT|SEq|co& SRS s&|z&3|580 —r OO {-Fa ne
N=72 IN=39 | N=26| N=23{ N=19| N=18 |N=16 |[N=12| N=11| N=}1 || N=247
4 4 3 % 4 4 4 4 % 4 %
Teachers 73 64 65 87 47 28 81 83 ks 82 67
Staff {Unspecifled) G} 4l 39 43 63 50 66 50 36 36 47
Communi ty 32 3 19 4 32 22 6 - 9 28 21
Students 21 18 12 9 10 17 50 ~ - hs 18
Administrators

(Unspecl fied) 29 15 23 17 32 50 12 25 18 28 26
Principals 60 31 46 78 63 28 37 b 36 36 49
Parents 32 36 12 17 10 6 - - 9 18 20
School Board 18 15 8 17 58 bl 6 - 9 9 19
Atst, Superintendent | 50 . | 72 65 52 47 72 19 58 73 36 56
Supervisors/

Speciallcts 23 38 39 39 b7 17 12 25 27 45 3
Superintendents 39 31 27 35 63 50 19 17 ko 36 36
Counselors, -

Psychologists 4 23 12 4 10 19 8 73 9 13
Teacher Aldes 13 23 4 22 5 - - 8 9 ks 13
Outsiders -

{Unspecifiea) |18 | - 15 13 5 - 6. |17 | 18 1
Universities 15 |18 s 9] -1 - s | 9] - 10
State Educ. Agencles 6 5 - 5 17 6 l? 9 - 7
Parent -Teacher Assoc, | 4 3 4 - - 6 - - - - 2
Teachers Assoclatlon b - - - 5 6 - 17 - - 3
Total School _ _ - . _ . . -

{Unspccl fleg) 4 5 2
Regional Educ. Labs - - - - - 6 - - - - *
{Private Companies ] - b 4 - 6 - - - - 1

* Less than 0.5%

*% Percents are based on the number of innovations of each type (“N'' glven at
top of each column). Raspondents could name more than one participant
and thus percentages total over 100% for each column,
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student participation is higher {50%) than for ather innovations, al though
students ar¢ also frequently involved in innovations in which teacher aides

are added to the staff (452). Teacher aides, as might be expected, participate
most freouently in the latter innovations (45%). Principals most frequently
participate in innovations involving individualized instruction and team
teaching in specific curriculun areas (78%); this is also the innovation in
which teachers are most heavily involved (87%). Finally, the most significant
participation of outsiders is for in-service traInlng programs; here univer-
sities participate in 25% of cases.

For all the top ten innovations the key participants are the teachers
or the staff, although assistant superintendents share this distinction with
the staff in guidance and counseling innovations. Although teachers were the
key factor most often in innovations in the area of unit courses, mini-courses
and electives (50%), students were key participants in 442 of those innovations
{in other innovations they were key factors in no more than 18% of cases). |In
two of these innovations the students were a key factor on the negative side:
in onec case their participation was c¢ited as a problem and in another case
their tack of participation was the problem. Lack of participation was also
a problem in three cases involving the addition of tcachers' aides; cited as
key factors were lack of participation by teachers, parents and the scheool
board in one case each,

B, USE OF RESOURCES IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Question # 6 of the back page of the questionnaire lTisted a number of
resources both internal and external to the school system which we felt would

be most relevant to innovation processes. In Question f 7, respondents were
asked which of these resources, if any, had bheen utilized in the showcase
innovation. In Table 6.5 the responses to Question # 7 are given for each of

the five innovation categories. Ffrequencies or response are given, followed

by the percentage each represents of the total number of showcase innovations
in that category. Percentages in each column total more than 100 since respon-
dents could name any number of these resources.

{Insert Table 6.5 here)

Internal resources were used more frequently than external resources,
although this difference is not as outstanding as it was when participants
were mentioned spontaneously. 1t may be, then, that although state education
agencies and universities were utilized in over one fourth of showcase
innovations in these schools, their contributions were not as memorable as
were those of other participants. Private foundations and Regicna! Educational

Laboratories are again at the bortom of the list of all participants and
resources, )
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DISTRICTS < 80,000
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TABLE 6,5
USE OF RESOURCES IN SHOWCASE INNOVATI1ON

I & 7T Adminis. Curr.& Tech| Prog. App. Organ. Comb 1 ned
N=90 N=67 . N=62 N=59 N=37 N=315
Freq. %* | Freq. %* | Freq. &* | Freg. %% | Freq. %*| Freq. %
INTERNAL RESOURCES “
Teacher Discussions: ( 47y 52 (29) 43| (27) 43 | ( 21) 36 ( 28) 67|l (149) 47
In-Service Training (45) 50 | (250 372 ] (28 45 | {18 30 | (19) 51|l (135) 4
Curriculum Supervisor (31) 35 | (Cws) 2v ] (219 -36 | C16) 27 ] (18 48l (100) 32
REE OFffice & Staff (29) 32 | (172 28| C16) 26 L (15) 25 1 (19) 51 ( 96) 3
Library (20) 22 | () w6 |12y 19 (10 a7 |13 35l ( 66) 21
Student Discussions (17 19 | C 8 12 sy 26 1) 19 {12 2] (63) 2
Media Centers & Staff (18) 20 1 ( 8 12 (1) 26 FCroy 172 | C 9) 26f(60) 19
Other : (2 2{1C3 &3 s{C2y 3|3 8§13
SUBTOTAL (209) 232 | (n15) 172 § (137) 221 | (103) 175 | (118) 320 (682) 21

—
———

EXTERMAL RESOQURCES

State Educ. Agency (30) 33 p(C15) 221(19) 31 (18 30 } (12) ( 94) 30
University (21 23 | (18 27 [ (19 31 | (112) 20 ] (12) { 82) 2
Title 1 Programs 119y 21 P (6) 9| C 9 15 [(8), 27 [ ( W) ( 54) 1
Title 111 Programs (W) 6 | 8 121 (8 1 j( B (41) v
Other Federal Programs { 99 1w (35 8|C 8 13 | 5y 81]C & ( 31) 1
Prof. Associations {1y 2106y 91 2 n ( 3 5 1{ &) ( 33) 1
ERIC ( 9 10 | 8 12 |(& 6 (1) 21 6) { 28)
Private Foundations ( 7N ( 3 b 1 { 2) 3 |{ 3 5 ( &) ( 19}
Regional Educ. Labs (s 6| 8l 3|t 3w ( 15)
Other (2 8f[Csy 81C 3 s (& 721010 3020
SUBTOTAL (132) 147 | ( 79) N8 | ( 80) 129 | ( 72) 122 | { 54) 146} (4217) 137
GRAND TOTAL (341) 379 | (194) 290 | (217) 350 | (175) 297 | (172) 466 {1099) 35

% Percents are based on the number of inncvations in each category {''N' given
at top of each column), Percents total over 100 since respondent could 1lst
more than ope resource.




-125-

Among internal resources teachers were most frequently mentioned,
although pot to the extent that they were when participants were mentioned
spontaneously. The phrasing of Questions number 6 and 7 may have limited the
response, since it referred to “teacher discussions and idea presentations;"
no douvi teachers also participated in other ways. On the other hand, the
use of ‘'student discussions and idea presentations'' as reported in Table 6.5
is almost identical with spontaneous mentions of student total participation
as reported in Table 6.3. The only deviation is in the category of programmatic
approaches; for this category students were reported as participating in 36% of
innovations {Table 6.3), whereas the resource ‘'student discussions' was utilized
in cnly 19% of cases. The use of curriculum supervisors as reported in Table
6.5 is also very close to the spontaneous mentions of the participation of
supervisors and specialists, again with deviation in only one category. Utiliza-
tion of curriculum supervisors was reported to be 48% (Table 6.5), whereas
supervisors were mentioned spontaneously as participants in only 30% of innova-
tions in this category (Table 6.3).

Table 6.5 shows some consistent differences amond the five categories in
the utilization of interna! resources. All internal resources are used consid-
‘erably more frequently in organizational innovations than in innovations in
other categories. They are used slightly less frequently In administrative
innovations and programmatic approaches than in all categories combined. There
are no consistent or significant differences among categories jp the utiliza-
tion of external resources.

in Table 6.6 responses of superintendents of very large districts on the
utilization of resources in the showcase innovation are given. Use of all

(insert Table 6.6 here)

resources, both internal and external, is greater overall in the very large
districts than in representative districts for all categories except individu-
alized instruction and team teaching. Ir general the use of resources in the
different innovation categories does not follow the same pattern as in represen-
tative schools, Resources are used more often in administrative innovations

in very large school systems than for innovations in general, and resources

are used slightly less often in organizational innovations.

Table 6.7 reports the use of internal and external resources in cach of
the top ten showcase innovations. Internal resources are used more extensively
in innovations in the areas of "“individualized instruction and team teaching"
and ''‘grade and attendance unit changes'' than they are for innovations in general.
Internal resources are used teast extensively in 'in-service training programs,*
with "teacher discussions' and "in-service training" being the only internal
resources utjlized to any great degree in this innovation type. ’

o




~126-

TABLE 6.6
USE OF RESOQURCES IN SHOWCASE INNOVAY ION
IN THE INNOVATION DESCRIPTION CATEGORIES

DISTRICTS 2 80,000

I sTT Adminis. Curr.& Tech| Prog. App. Organ. Combined
N=5 N=11 M=1 N=6 =8
Freq. %* | Freq. %* | freq. 2%* | Freq. %* |Freq. 2%

INTERNAL RESQURCES

Teacher Discussions (2) ]| (9) 8 (1) 100 (2) 33 ( 3) 37
In-Service Training {tn 2] (9 & {1 100 (4 67 (4 50
Curricutum Supervisor (2) 4] (9 8 { 1) 100 (3) s0 ( 4) so0
REE Office & Staff (1) 20] (8 73 ( 1) 100 (4 67 (5) 63
Library (1) 20| () us { 1) 100 (2) 33 § (3) 37
Student Discussions (1 20| (6) 55 - - (N 17 (2) 25
Media Canters & Staff (2) 4% | (% 36 (h 100 (2) 33 (4 50

Other - -] (3) 27 - - - - (hH 13

SUBTOTAL (10) 200 | (53) 482 ( 6) 600 (18) 300 (26) 325

I

EXTERNAL RESOURCES

State tduc. Agency - -1 (6) 54 {( 1) 100 { 2) 33 (2) 2%
University {2 wj) (7 ob (1) 1o (2) 33 {2) 29
Title | Programs - - -1 (u 3% - - { 3) 50 (1) 13U 8 2
Title |1 Programs - -1 (3) 27 - - (N 17 - - 8w 13
[“Other Federal Programs - =1y 27 (v | (2 33|y e on 2
Prof. Associations (V) 20} (% 3 - - (1) 17 {2) 25 H( 8) 26
ERIC - -t (3 27 ( 1) too (n n (2 25 f( 7) 2
Private Foundations - -1 (2) 18 - - 1y oy (n 13 W
Regional Educ. Labs - -1 (3 27 - - (1 7 { 2)- 254 ( 6) 1
Other (1 20| (3) 27 - - - - - - KO W 1
., * susToTAL (4) 8 | (38 345 (&) 4oo | (v4) 233 | (13) lsz}l( 73) 235
— —n
GRAND TOTAL (14) 280 | (91) 827 | (10)1000 | (32) 533 | (39) h87_ﬂ(|86) 600

k Percents are based on the number of lnnovations in each category ("d'" given
at top of each column). Percents total over 100 since respondents could )ist
mare than one resource.
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TABLE 6.7
USE OF RESOURCES IN THE TOP TEN
SHOWCASE INNOVATIONS

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

' ) 2
] 1] [ D
W oh — w oo - - - oy
4 c @ e 5 5 2
‘:-5: 5 E l:.E * L] w .I-w Y] W oo -E :::
o wn - 3 v 0oy O » ol c w| © c| < v
i U4 m vyl —cl]lw o uw C| O =f«= =~} = O] © = (¥ T
EpRle gl 3o |lepglwled iz w3l 2|0~ o
E‘-(-Gha--—m Joclen s ‘&Ju o c m&’gﬂa
oo~ lonoleslvs ol REISUTIESIY RIS eR
W
EpgigEsi3e|lec sl sglaealslcies]|38 22 d licombined
N=72 N=39 [N=26 |N=23 |N«19}{ N=18 Nelé [N=12 | N=11] N=1] N=247
4 3 % 4 4 ;4 4 % 4 4 4
INTERNAL RESOURCES
Teacher Discussions 45 31 58 74 69 by by 42 551 27 48
In-Service Training 4g 33 58 61 69 Ly 31 42 55 36 42
Curriculum Supervisor 33 26 50 39 ‘58 50 25 8 181 136 15
R&E Office & Staff 31 28 31 35 63 50 25 8 45 36 34
Library 7 26 |19 | 39 |42 | 28 31 - -1 18 23
Student Discussions 17 13 {27 | 26 21| 22 31 g8 | 18] 18 19
Media Center & Staff 19 28 27 26 21 22 25 - 9 9 21
Other 3 3 4 83 16 6 . - - 9 4
SUBTOTAL 208 {186 [273 |382 |58 263 212 108 200 |19 230
EXTERNAL RESQURCES ;
State Educ. Agency 26 33 38 48 32 28 31 25 27 27 32
University 28 26 42 13 42 28 25 42 27 9 28
Title | Programs 17 39 19 30 16. 6 - 17 181 27 20
Title 111 Programs by 13 15 17 w6 | 1 6 8 | 271 2 15
Other Federal Programsi 10 8 19 9 16 - 6 8 } 27 9 11
Prof. Assoclations 11 5 12 17 21 22 19 - 9 9 12
ERIC 11 5 8 4 32 22 6 - 18 - 1N
Private Foundatibns 8 8 4 b 16 1 6 8 91]. - 8
Regional Educ. Labs 6 5 8 b 5 22 - - 9 9 6
Other 8 8 b 9 - 6 - 8 - - 6
SUBTOTAL 139 147 168 156 200 156 100 117 175 {127 1513
GRAND TOTAL 307 1337 [y {suo lsss8 Ju2v {312 fa2u |373 |8 L'sss

* Percents are based on the number of innovations of each type ("N'' given
at top of each colum). Percents total over 100 since respondents could
% list more than one resource.




-128-

Teacher discussions are used to the greatest degree (74%) in the area
of individualized instruction and team teaching in specific curriculum areas.
Somewhat surprisingly they were used least frequently (27%) in the addition of
teacher aldes, tutors and paraprofessionals to the staff. The difference
among innovations in the use of teacher discussions is significant at the
.05 level. Use of the research and evaluation office and staff Is mentioned
most frequently in connection with changes in the grade and attendance unit

(63%) .

Finally, Title | programs and services are utilized most extensively in
the innovation type ‘special instructional programs' (39%) and were not used
at all in the introduction of unit courses, mini-courses and electives. The
pattern of yse of Title | among the ten top showcase innovations is signifi-

-

cantly different from the pattern of use of other external resources {p < .05}).

We felt it would be of particular interest to examine more closely the
extent of use of federal resources, including ERIC, Title I, Title 111, the
Regional Educational Laboratories and other unspecified federal programs.
Results of this examination are shown in Table 6.8. The total figures are

TABLE 6.8 *x
USE OF FEDERAL RESOURCES
IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION®

Number of Districts Districts
Resources Used < 80,000 2 80,000
Freq. % of 115 .Freq. % of 31

1 (70 23 (3 10

2 (28) 8 ( 5) 16

3 (9) 3 . (3 10

Y (N ® - -

5 { 3) ] { 2) b

TOTAL (1o 35 O 42

* Less than 0.5%

**Federal resources include ERIC, Title 1, Title 111, U.5.0.E.,
Reglonal Labs, and other unspecified federal resources.
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quite impressive, with 35% of representative districts and 42% of very large
districts using one or more federal resources in their showcase innovations.
It is evident that use of these resources Is greater in very large districts
than in representative districts, both in terms of the total percentage of
districts using at least one federal resource and in terms of the percentage
of districts using more than one resource.

An examination was also made of the nature of the showcase [nnovations
in which ERIC and the Regional Laboratories were utilized. Tables 6.5, 6.6
and 6.7 give some indication of the types of innovations which made use of
these resources; the }istings below shcw exactly what these innovations were.
tnnovations adopted by very large districts ave followed by the designation

“(L)”.

INNOVATIONS N WHICH "ERIC'' WAS USED

A. Individvalized Instruction and Team Teaching

1. individuallzed instruction and team teaching
Individualized Instruction and team teaching; non-graded, continuous
progress

4. Team teaching, open space, multi-age, non-graded
*4,  Team teaching, open space - elementary

5. Open space - elementary

6. Individualized instruction

*7, Differentiated staffing

8. Non-graded, continuous progress

9. Elementary reading; continuous progress, differentiated staffing

8. Administrative innovations

o
1. Planning committee

*2, Needs assessment, evaluation

*3, Learning improvement fund

%4, Needs assessment {L)
5. Curriculum development in communications
6. Curriculum development in science and careers.
7. Diagnosis of learning disabilities
8. Counseling accountability

*9, Desegregation (L)

10. Public relations

x]1, Dedentratization (L)

¢. Programmatic Approaches to Instruction

1. Pre-sched) program
*2, Reading problems program {L}

#Both ERIC and a Regional Laboratory were used
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. Curriculum Changes and Instructional Technology

Curriculum revision in humanities

Curriculum revision in occupationat orientatlon, grades 7-9 (L)
Electives in Englihh

Computer programming materials

Math instructional objectives catalog

W g N —

E. Organizational Innovations

1. - 3. Transitional grade
*4, - 6. Middle school
*7,  Quinmester plan {L)
*8, Model Kindergarten (L) )

INNGVATIONS IN WHICH REGIONAL LABORATORIES WERE USED

A, Individvalized Instruction and Team Teaching

I. Team learning

#2. Team teaching, open space - elemepntary
3. Open elementary school

kL, Differentiated staffing

*5, Elementary reading; continuous progress, differentiated staffing

B, Administrative Innovations

*], Needs assessment, evaluation
*2, Learning improvement fund
3. Systems approach to coordination and plannlng in Research and
Evaluation Division
%Y, Needs assessment (L)
5. Career orientation planning

#6. Desegregation (L) : .t . ~
7. Teacher corps .- .': L
*8. Decentralization (L) L

3

C. Programmatic Approaches to Instruction

1. Early childhood program
*2, Reading problems program (L)

D. Curriculum Changes and Instructional Technology

I, Cross-age tutoring
2, Curriculum revision in bilingual and bicultural
3. Curriculum revision in bilingua) Kindergarten

E. Organizatlional innovations

*], Middle school
o %2, Quinmester plan (1)

[ERJ!:‘ *3. Model Kindergarten (L)
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These 1istings indicate that ERIC and the Regional Laboratories were
found to be relevant to a wide variety of ianovations. Proportionally,
districts adopting administrative innovations made the grealest use of both
resources, whereas districts adopting programmatic approaches made the least
use of them. Out of the 35 districts making use of ERIC and the 21 districts
using the Regional Laboratories, 11 districts utilized both resources.

C. PARTICIPANT ATTITUDES AND CHARACTYERISTICS

As superintendents were naming the participants to the showcase innova-
tion in response to Questions Ib, I¢ and le, they frequently mentioned
participant characteristics or attitudes which were salient. In Table 6.9
a sunmary of these traits and attitudes is given; for each size sample of
school districts the total mentions are preceded by the mentions of these
characteristics as key factors in the innovation process. Percentages are
based on the total number of showcase innovations in each size sample.

TABLE 6.9
PARTICIPANT ATTITUDES AND CHARACTERISTICS

AS FACTORS IN SHOWCASE INNOVATION SUCCESS

Districts < 80,000 Districts = 80,000
Key Total Key Total
Atlitude or Factor Factor Factor Factor

oo Freq. % of 315| Freq. % of 315 Freq. % of 31 |Freq. % of 31
Characteristic - .

— S NS
]

Acceptance * of (96) 30 (1) 35 (1) 35 (1) 35

Innovation
Need/Benefit (51) 16 ( 64) 20 ( 6) 19 (9) 29
Enthusiasm {48) 15 { 50) 16 { 9 29 {10) 32
Leadership (27) 9 ( 34) 1 (5 6 | (6) 19
fnnovativeness (15)*x - 5 (17 5 |- - (n 3
Interest in Innov. ( 8 3 |(12) b {1 3 (2}
Pelief in Innov. ( 8) 3 ( 8 3 { - - - -

* |n representative districts acceptance was a key Ffactor in failure in
four cases; absence of atceptance was a key factor in failure in seven
cases, and in one case acceptance was a factor in failure but not a key
factor.

*% fAbsence of innovativeness was a key factor in failure in one case.
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For hoth size samples acceptance of the innovation was most frequently
ment ioned both as a general factor and as a key factor in lnnovation sugcess.
A perceived need for the innovatlon or the benefits anticipated from it was
the second ranking factor in representative school systems; in very large
districts enthusiasm on the part of the partlicipants was mentioned slightly
more often and was considerahly more important as a key factor. Enthusiasm
and leadership by participants were both more frequently ment ioned as general
factors and key factors in very large districts than in representative districts,
Innovativeness as a general characteristic of participants was rarely mentioned.

Table 6.10 shows which participants in represeantative districts possessed
each of the above attitudes or characteristics. In this table percentages
are based on the total number of mentions of each attitude or characteristic
so that each column totals 100%.

TYABLE 6.10 -
ATTITUDES AND CHARACTERISTICS OF
PARTICIPANTS

DISTRICTS < 80,000
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION*

9
Accept- |Need/ Enthu~ | Leader-|innova- {nterest iBelief
Participant ance Benefit [siasm ship ftiveness |in innov.|In Innov. {{Combined

P N=111 N=6b4 N=50 | N=3k4 N=17 N1 2 N=8 N=296

4 % 4 4 b 4 4 b4 4

Administrators 25 17 20 62 12 17 - 25
Teachers 23 5 38 21 )| 25 50 23
Community (& Staff) B 69 2 3 6 34 - 21
Students (& Staff) 19 2 30 i5 15 17 25 18
Staff 13 3 - - - 8 12 [
Parents 4 5 4 - - - 12 4

Other, or not . . . .
Specified 7 6 6 4
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
*

group {*N* given at top of each column}.

Percents are based on the pumber of responses in each attitude or characteristic
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Administrators, teachers, the community, and students were the
participants most often named in connection with specific attitudes and
characteristics, with parents and others rarely being named. In 3 few
cases the staff was mentioned along with the community, and in almost every
case in which students were named the staff was also named. Thus the staff
as @ group was actually mentioned in more -cases than any other group. Among
groups there is considerable variation as to which factor was most prevalent.
Leadership was most frequently mentioned as a salient trait of administrators
{62%), while their belief in the innovation was never mentioned as a factor.
In contrast, belief of teachers in the innovation was most c<omronly mentioned
as an important factor (50%). Needs of teachers or benefits for teachers
was rarely a factor (5%), and, surprisingly, it was even less often a factor
for students (2%3). HNeed and benefit were most often mentioned as being a
factor for the community (69%).

There were no significant differences among the five innovation categories
in terms of the frequency of mention of the various attitudes and characteristics,
Only a few differenges were noted when these factors were compared across the
top ten innovations. Acceptance, which was the most commonly mentioned attitude
for all top ten innovations combined (a factor in 34% of innovations) was never
mentioned in connection with in-service training programs. The second most
common ly named factor, need or benefit (23%), was mentioned for only 6% of
innovations in the area of unit courses, mini-courses and electives and for
8% of innovations in the area of curriculum revision; in contrast, it was men-
tioned in 44% of special instructional programs and 42% of innovations in the
area of grade and attendance unit change.

D. Ust Of PROCEDURES TO GAX PARTICIPATION AND COOPERATION

when superintendents were asked to describe the process by which the
showcase innovation was introduced and implemented {(Question £ 1b), many
procedures were cited. Among these were references to attempts to gain the
participation and cooperation of various groups inside and outside the school
system. These responses represent concerted efforts to gain participation,
rather than actual participation, which was discussed previously. Table 6.11
iists the numbei of times respondents indicated that specific procedures were
employed to gain the participation and cooperation of various groups.
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TABLE 6.11 \
PROCEDURES CITED TO GAIN
PARTICIPATION AND COOPERATION -
ﬁsrtlcipation . Cogperat jon
Districts Plstricts Districts s;}’ Districts
< 80,000 2 80,000 < 80,000 T 280,000
4 fFreq. % of 315 |Freq. % of 31 freq. &% of 315 |Freq. % of 31
Staff (unspecified) {(30) 10 (%) 13 (24) 8 (6) 19
Teachers (2"1) 8 - - {(12) 4 - -
Studenis (& Staff) ( 8) 3 - - ( 9) 3 (1) 3
Community (& Staff) (7 2 () 19 ( 4) 1 (1) 3
Parents ' ( 2) 1 {(n 3 - - - -
Administration ( 2) } - - ( 3) 1 - -
Others, or not _ -
Speci fied (16) 5 | (14) 4 () 3
Total (89} 28 (1) 35 (66) 21 (9) 29
“tKey; Factor (78} 25 (an 3% (35) 1 (8) 26
sy 4% -

4

Participation was actively sought more frequently than was cooperation
in both size samples. Both participation and cooperation were sought more
often in very large districts than they were In representative districts, and
in very iarge districts they were more likely to be key factors in the success
of the innovation. In representative districts the participation and coopera-
tion of a wider range of people was sought, however. In very large districts
no mention was made of attempts to galn either the partlcipatlon or the cooper-
ation of teachers. On the other hand ¢community participation was sought in
19% of cases In very large dlstricts, a finding which 1s consistent with the
high community involvement we noted earlier in these distrlcts.

. Perhaps the most notable feature pointed up by Table 6.11 Is the fact
that ip representative districts the participation or cooperation of any one
partfcular group was not sought in rure than 10% of innovation processes. In
very large districts all groups except the staff and community were virtually
neglected.

No differences were evident among the five innovation categories In terms
of the number of times procedures were speciflcally employed to secure particl-
pation or cooperation, but there were some variations among the top ten innovations.
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Y
Frequencies werc too small to permit an analysis of the :pec:féﬁ groups for
whom these procedures w.i¢ intended in the top ten innovations, but Table 6.12

presents a summary of procedures for each innovation type. Percentages are
based on the number of innovations in each innovation type.

TABLE 6,12
PROCEDURES CITED TO GAIN
PART ICIPATION AND COOPERAT ION
IN TOP TEN SHOWCASE [NNOVATIONS

Participation Cooperation
Key Tota! Key Total
Innovat Factor Factor Factor Factor
n ron Freq. %% Freq. Z%% liFreq., &%~ |Freq, %%%
Ind., Instr. & Team Teaching

LA hress tnera) @+ 31 l@s 3 fce w fan e
Special Inst. Program (N=39)1( 7) 18 (70 18 {7y 18 |0} 26
Curriculum Rev, (N=26) ( 8)x 31 { 8 31 ( 3) 12 J(<8)= 19

s ¥ .
ind. Instr., & Team Teaching M .

L Spec. Areas N=23) (72 30 (9 39 (3 13 [(36) =26
Grade & Att. Unit (N=19) ~ { &) 21 ( 4 21 (1 5 [( 1) 5
Planning, Res, & Eval.(N=18)|( 7) 39 () 39 (2) 1 |(s5) 28
Unit, Mini-Courses (N=16) ( 7) 4k ( 8 50 (5) 31 |[(7) 44
In-Service Training {N=12) ( 3) 25 { 3) 25 (1) 8 (2 17
Guidance & Counseling {N=11)|( W) 36 (B 36 - - (N 9
Teacher Aides (N=11) () 9 { N 9 {3 27 |3 27

&
Combined (N=247) (70) 28 (76 31 ll(33) 13 (57idlf23

*  |ncludes on

ase in which lack of participation was cited as a key
factor,iﬁ

ilure, R

¥*% Percents are based on the number of innovations of each type e given

after each innovation type at left). o -
e
% o




-136-

Participation was sought most frequently in the introduction of unit
courses, mini-courses and electives {50%) and least frequently when teacher
aides were added t» the staff (9%). Cooperation was also sought most
frequently in the introduction of unit courses and electives (44%) and least
often when changes were made in the grade and attendance unit (5%}.

Table 6.12 points up one additional fact of interest: when procedures
were used to gain parficipation, these were atmost always consldered to be
key factors, On the other hand, procedures to secure cooperation were

key factors in only slightly more than half the cases in which they were
employed.

E. ADVICE ON PARTICIPATION OFFERED TO OTHER DISTRICTS

As was mentioned in the previous chapter, a number of superintendents
felt that on the basis of their experience with thelr own showcase innovation
they could offer some advice to other districts which ware considering adopting
the same or a similar innovation. Some of this advice* consisted of suggestions
that various groups or individuals should be involved in the planning and
decision-making of the adoption process or that the support of various groups
should be sought. In Table 6.13 advice given In these areas is summarized for
each size sample of school districts., Superintendents of representative districts

TABLE 6.i3
ADVICE ON GAINING THE
INVOLVEMENT AND SUPPORT OF PARTICIPANTS

L fnvolvement " Support

Districts Oistricts Districts Bistricts

< 80,000 2 80,000 < 80,000 2 80,000

Freq. % of 315 |Freq. % of 31 ||[Freq. § of 315iFreq. % of

Teachers & Admin. (38) A - - (23) 7 - -
Commun i ty (16) 5 (1) 3 (12) 4 q) 3
Others Outside (15} 5 (1) 3 (4 1 (n 3
Students & Parents { 5) 2 () 13 (9 3 - -
Total {72) 23 (s) 19 (48) 15 (2) 6

* Advice was glven {n response to Question If,
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most frequent ly mentioned that teachers and administrators should be invalved

in planning and decision-making (112) and that their support should be gained
{72}. Community members were mentioned less frequently and parents and students
“very rarely. In contrast, superintendents of very large districts never
suggested that teachers and administrators should be involved or their support
sought. It was suggested in four cases (13%) that students and parents should
be involved in planning and decision-making.

Since this advice was based on the superintendent’'s own experience, it
is of interest to compare Table 6.13 with Table 6.11, which summarized the
procedures cited in which participation and cooperation were sought in adopting
the showcase innovation. Overall, representative districts advise others to
involve and 9aln support of participants slightly less often than they did
themselves, and very large districts give this advice considerably less often
than they themselves used such procedures. {n representative districts teacher,
administrator, parent and student participation is urged less snd community
invoivement is suggested more. These districts also suggest .galning community
support more often than they themselves did, and staﬁjfﬂnvolvement less often.
Very large districts recommend staff and community imnVolvement less and invol-
vement of parents and students more. Staff support was recommended less often
to other districts than it was actually sought by our respondents.

F. SUMMARY

Teachers and staff stand out as being frequent participants in showcase
innovation planning and implementation. Assistant superintendents and principals
are also heavily involved but are more rarely seen as key actors. 1n very
large districts the community is also frequently cited as being involved as

a key Factor. Outside experts, on the other hand, were rarely mentioned as
being participnnts in the innovation process.

When various groups inside and outside the school system are considered
in terms of their usefulness as resources, teachers 39ain are most often cited.
Although internal resources on the whole are reported as utilized more frequentty
than are external resources, it was found that external experts were used more
extensively as sources than as participants. |In particular, 35% of represen-
tative districts and 42% of very large districts utilized at least one federal
resource in adopting the showcase innovation. Very large districts tended to
use both internal and external resources more frequently than did representative
districts.

When attitudes and characteristics of participants were mentioned as being
salient to the innovation process, acceptance of the innovation was the most
commonlty noted attitude. Needs of participants and benefits expected for them




-138-

were also commonly mentioned, but, surprisingly, needs of the community were
referred to far more often than were needs of students or teachers. Special
instructional programs and changes in the grade and attendance unit structure
were the innovations most often adopted in response to a specifically perceived
need. It is interesting to note that innovativeness as a characteristic of
participants was very rarely mentioned as a factor of importance.

Over one quarter of the districts reported employing specific procedures
to gain either the participation or the cooperation of participants, or both.
Such procedures were utilized somewhat more frequently in very large districts
than in representative districts, and when they were employed they were also
more likely to be viewed as key factors in success in the very large districts.

Overall the data show that very large districts solicited and achleved
greater participation in and support for their innovative efforts than did
representative districts, and these factors were more often noted as being of
key importance in very large districts. However, when superintendents were
asked what advice they might offer to other districts, those from the very
large districts were in general less likely to suggest that involvement and
support should be sought from groups inside and outside the school. The
notable exception to this is that very large districts recommended higher
involvement of students and parents than did representative districts,
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CHAPTER SEVEH: PROCEDURES. AND BARRIERS

The purpose of the national survey was essentially twofold: one aim

L was to ascertain the extent, content and consequences of innovation attempts
in our nation's schools, and part of this analysis has been presented in
Chapters Two through Five. The second major aim was to understand the procese
through which these innovations were planned and implemented. Our understanding
of this process will be derived primarily from respondents' written descriptions
of how the showcase innovation was introduced and implemented. The analysis of
process began in Chapter Six, with an accounting of patterns of participation.
In the present chapter this analy5|s will be continued in broader scope; responses
to both open-ended and closed-ended questions concerning procedures employed and
barriers encountered in the showcase innovation will be presented.

A. PROCEDURES USED IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Questionnaire Item #2 elicited direct information on procedures utilized
in the showcase innovation process. These ''procedure' statemenls were care-
fully chosen to represent important actions in assurint success &7 an innova-
tion attempt.* The 21 "procedures' listed in QuestiQn #2 are presented in
Table 7.1 in rank order according to the degree of emphasis placed upon them
in the introduction and installation of the showcase innovation. Mean scores
are given for each item for representative and very large districts. These
scores, based on the number of superintendents responding to each item, are
computed according to the following scale: GS=extreme emphasis, b=major,
3=moderate, 2=slight, and l=none.

-

{Insert Table 7.1 here)

It can be seen that major emphasis was placed on 11 of the 21 procedures,
while moderate emphasis was placed on the remaining ten items. In districts
in both size samples ''taking advantage of crisis situations' was the Jowest
ranking item, although for this item there was the widest discrepancy between
representative and very large districts. Very large districts, which placed
a greater emphasis on this procedure, also experienced a greater number of
disruptive events which might be considered as "crises,'" as will be pointed
out later in this chapter.

* "Procedure' statements were derived from R.G. Havelock et.al., Planning for
Innovation Through the Dissemination and Utilization of Knowledge, aAnn Arbor,
Michigan: Institute for Social Research, The University of chhugan, 1969,
Chapter 1l. See subsequent chapters for fuller explanation.
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TABLE 7.1

PROCEDURES YUSED IN SHOWCASE INNOVATION

Districts {80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Procedure Freq. Mean® Freq. Mean*
1. Persistence by those who advocate the innovation| (307) 4,17 {30) bh.10
2. Systematic planning (309) h.12 (30) 4.30
3. Providing a climate conducive to sharing ideas (309) L.l (30) b.1o
4, Selecting a competent staff to implement change (304) L.oY (30) L.30
5. Creating awareness of the need for change (308) L.o3 (30) .20
6. Adequate defiaition of objectives (308) L.0oo {30) L,27
7. Adequate diagnosis of the real educational need (308) 3.98 (30)_ h.23
8. Stressing self-help by the users of the innova-
tion (303) | 3.67 (30} 1 3.50
9. Maximizing the chances of participation by many
groups (303) | 3.65 (30) | 3.70
10. Systematic evaluation {308) 3.64 (30) 3.73
Il. Providing a climate conducive to risk=taking (306) 3.55 (30) 3.77
12. Involvement of informal leaders of opinion in- -
side the schools (364) 3.50 (30) 3.33
13. finding shared values as a basis for working (297) 3. 45 (29) 3.28
14, Creating an awareness ©of alternative solutions (306) 3.44 (30) 3.60
15. Starting out with adequate financial resources
to do the job (305) 3.42 (30) 3.47
16. Utilizing a number of different media to get
the new ideas across {307) 3.36 (30) 3.30
17. Confrontation of differences {305) 3.31 (30) 3.23
18. Resolution of interpersonal conflicts {300) 3.26 {28) 3.11
19. Solid research base (302} 3.25 (29} 3.34
20. Participation by key community leaders (305) 2.8% {30) 3-13
21. Taking advantage of crisis situations (298) 2.59 (29) 2.9?__I
Q *Means are computed according to degree of emphasis:
Eﬂié&; Gaextreme; bYemajor; 3=moderate; 2=slight; l=none
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Also low-ranking in all districts was ''participation by key community
leaders." Again, very large districts placed greater emphasis on this
procedure than did representative districts, a finding consonant with responses
concerning communlty participation as reported in Chapter Six.

Very large districts also placed greater emphasis on three related proce-

dures: #5 - ''creating awareness of the need for change;' #6 - "adequate
definition of objectives;" and #7 - ''adequate diagnosis of the real educational
need.'"' It may be conjectured that need assessment is more complex in larger

systems and therefore requires greater emphasis; but it should be pointed aut
Lthat even in the representative sample these procedures ranked high in importance.

1. RELATIONSHIP OF SHOWCASE INHOVAT 10N PROCEDURES TO BISTRILT S12t e
-,
when an analysis was made of the degree of emphasis placed on ‘mbf t he
21 procedures by districts according to seven size categories, diffegences of
statistical significance were found for only three of the grocadures _‘IheQe
findings are presented in Table 7.2.

TABLE 7.2
SHOWCASE {NNOVATION PROCEOQURES BY DISTRICT SI12¢E
{3) Maximizing (10) Climate {13) Shared Total for
Participation |for Risk-Taking Values ltems ©, 10 & V3
| _Size Freq. Mean® |[Freq. Mean® |Freq. Mean¥ || Freq. Mean®
P - 299 (5) 2. 40 (6) 3.17 (6) 3.34 an 3.00
300 - 2,499 {66) 3. 42 {67) 3.47 (64) 3.34 (197) 3.40
2,500 - 4,999 (5H) 3.69 |(52) 3.40 | (5%) 3.55  (154) 3.5h
5,000 - 9,999 (54} 3.67 (54) 2.80 (51} 3.37 (159) 3.28
10,000 - 24,999 (74) 3.74 (73) 3.50 (72} , 3.39 (219) 3.54
25,000 - 79,999 {53} 3.87 {54} 3.95 |(53) 3,68 (160) 3.82
80,000 and over {30) 3.71 1(30) 3.78 [ (29) 3.28 (89) 3.58
Total (333) 3.65 |(336) 3.57 |(326) 3.81 1(3538)  3.56
Significance Level p €.03 p .04 p .05
{chi-square test)

@ *Yeans are computed according to degree of emphasi«:
[:R\!: S=extreme; 4=major; 3=moderate; Z=slight; l=none
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The greatest differences were found for the procedure ''maximizing the
chances of participation by many groups,'" with greater emphasis placed on
this item by larger than by smaller districts. |In particular, the smallest
districts, of pupii size under 300, placed only slight emphasis on this
procedure, while emphasis in other districts ranged from moderate to major.

The procedure ''providing a climate conducive to risk-taking,'' was
emphasized the least by systems with between 5,000 and 9,999 students. On
both of these items, as well as on item #13, '"finding shared values as 3
basis for working,' the greatest emphasis was placed by systems of pupil size

25,000 to 79,999.

A comparison was also made between districts of more than 80,000 students
and all representative districts combined for item #20, ''particlipation by
key community leaders.'" This analysis showed that the very large districts
placed significantiy more emphasis on this kind of participation (P <.02).

2. RELATIONSHIP OF SHOWCASC INNOVATION PROCEDURES TO REGION

When an analysis was made of regional difference in representative
districts in the utilizatlon of the procedures, only four items emerged as
being slgnificant. This data is presented in Table 7.3.

(Insert Table 7.3 here)

"Finding shared values as a basis for working" was emphaslzed in the
Rocky Mountain and Mid East regions, whlle it received the least attention
in the Far East and the Plains states. ''Resolution of interpersonal conflicts"
was emphasized significantly more in the Rocky Mountains region than in other
areas of the country. The New England states ranked a distant second, but
were still far ahead of the other six regions. 10 the South West and Rocky
Mountain regions the procedure of involving communlity leaders was employed
to the greatest extent, while it was emphasized the least in the Mid East
states. Finally, although all regions emphaslized 'providing a c¢limate condu-
cive to sharing ldeas' to a moderate extent, the Plains states placed the
least emphasis on this item.

Overall, on the basis of these four items, 1t may be said tnat the
Rocky Mountain region stands out as placing the greatest emphasis on procedures
to insure successful innovation, and the New England states rank second. The
least emphasis is placed on these procedures In the Plains states and In the
Far West,
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TABLE 7.3
SHOWCASE INNOVATION PROCEDURES BY REGION
PISTRICTS <80,000

{20) Involve \ Total. for

{3) Sharing {13) Shared |{18) Conflict | Community items 3,13,18
|deas Values Resolution Leaders and 20
Region . _|Freq. Mean* |Freg. Mean* |Freq. Mean* |Freq. Mean* JFreg. Mean®
Rocky Mountains (v1) 4,09 {(10) 3.80 [(10) 4,20 |(11) 3.18 (42)  3.81
New England (26)  &.13 j(28)  3.54 [(24Y  3.79 |(2&)  2.92 [ (96) 3.59
South West (23) 430 [(22)  3.55 [(23) 3.7 [(23) 330 | (91)  3.58
MId East (s1)  4.22 ((48)  3.79 |(49) 3.30 j(s0) 2.80 [(198) 3.52
Great Lakes (67) h.40 | (65) 3.51  |(66) 3.30 J(65)  2.66 [(263) 3.43
South East (63)  3.95 [(61)  3.32 j{62)  3.26 j(ed)  3.02 [[{252) 3.39
Far West ' (42) h.o2 [(41) 3.03  [(41) 2,95 | 2.65 [(166) 3.16
Plains (26)  3.92 {(26)  3.19 [{25)  3.08 }(26) 2.58 [(103) 3.12
Total (309) 4.1 |(297) 3.45 [(300) 3.26 [(305) 2.84 [(1211) 3.41
?lETE:;:i:cieti;el p €.03 p .02 p €.06 p €.04

*Means are .computed according to degree of emphasis:
Seextreme; 4=major; 3amoderate; 2=sllight; l=none

3. UTILIZATION OF PROCEDURES IN THE FIVE INNOVATION CATEGORIES

Table 7.% presents the mean emphasis placed on each of the 2| procedures
by representative systems which Innovated in each of the five categories.

The overall means for these systems, as presented in Table 7.1, is repeated
here for comparative purposes.

(Insert Table 7.4 here)

Following the table a summary s glven of the number of procedures used

to a greater or lesser extent in each of the flve categories, than in al}
categories combined. Administrative innovations stand out as making the
most extensive utillzation of the procedures: 19 were used to 3 greater
extent than for all innovation combined. Innovations in the category of
Iindividualized {nstruction and team teaching were also far above average,
making greater yse of 16 of the procedures. On the other hand, when innova-
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TABLE 7.4
PROCEDURES USE IN THE FIVE SHOWCASE INNOVATION CATEGORIES
MEAN SCORES*

DISTRICTS ¢ 80,000

L

Program- JCurriculum Sig..
Ind.Instr.+ |Adminis- | matic and Drganiza- [Combined | Level
Procedure Team Teach |trative |Approaches|Technology | tional Mean . x%)
I. Persistence by those
who advocate the
innovation 4,25 4.25 3.98 4.10 4.29 4,17
2. Systematic planning 4.18 .14 4.09 4.02 4.14 .12
3. Providing a climate
conducive to sharing
ideas 4,34 4.20 3.7 4.00 o1t 4.1 p (.0
4. Selecting a competent
staff to implement ¢
change 3.95 4.08 4.25 4.07 3.81 L.oy
5. Creating awareness of .
the need for change .17 4.23 3.70 3,87 4.08 4.03 p (.0
6. Adequate definition i
of objectives 3.93 414 402 3.93 3.97 4.00
7. Adequate diagnosis of
the real educatlional
need 4.00 4.00 b.12 3.80 3.97 3.98
8. Stressing self-help by
the users of the inno-
vation 3.77 3.84 3.61 3.46 3.56 3.67
9. Maximizing the chances
of participation by
many groups 3.72 3.89 3.45 3.58 3.58 3.65
10. Systematic evaluation 3.64 3.77 3.70 3. 44 3.68 3.64
IT. Providing a climate
conduclve to risk-
taking 3.72 3.86 3.21 3.31 3.51 3.55 |p .0
2. Involvement of infor-
mal leaders of opin-
fon inside the schools] 3.69 3.62 3.23 3.36 3.43 3.50
13. Finding shared values
as a basis for working| 3.62 3.55 3.5 3.22 3.45 3.45
th. Creating an awareness
of alternative solu- i
tions 3.59 3.58 3.39 3.05 3.59 3.44 p {.0,
15. Starting out with ade-
quate financital re-
. sources to do the job 3.39 3.42 3.66 3.28 3.41 3.42
16. Utillzing a number of
different media to get
the new ideas across 3.70 3.15 3.21 3.28 3.31 3.36
17. Confrontation of
di fferences 3.32 3.75 2.93 3.08 3. 44 3.3} p<.0
18. Resolution of inter-
personal confllicts 3.31 3.66 3.1 2.95 3.28 3.26 p (.0
19. Solid research base 3.39 31.27 3.16 3.10 3.26 3.5
20. Particlpation by key
community leaders 2.9 3.98 2.85 2.56 2.81 2.84
21 Taklng advantage of 2.59
risis sltuations 2.58 3.00 Z.Eg 2.25 2.77 .
[lih£; Total 3.67 3.78 3. 3.41 3.59 3.54
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Continuatlon of Tablej?.h

)

Comparison with
Combined Mean

*Means are computed accordlng to degree of emphasis:
Ssextreme; Y=major; 3=moderate; 2=sitight;
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| Program- 1Curr[‘culum
ind. Instr.& ]Admints- | matic and Organiza-
Team Teaching [ trative | Approaches |Technology tfonal
16 more 19 more 4 more 1 more 9 more
b less 1 less 17 less 20 less 10 less
1 same 1 same 0 same 0 same 2 same

1=none

tions were introduced in the area of curriculum change and iInstructional
technology and facilities, procedures were used much less than the average

(20 out of the 21 items were used less}),

The procedures were also used less

extensively when innovations in the category of programmatic approaches were
Introduced {17 procedures were used less than the average).

For six of ihe procedures, the differences in amount of emphasls placed
on them by dlstricts innovating in the five categories were Statistically
signiflcant; the slgnificance levels, based on chi-square tests, are notéd

at the right-hand side of the table.
noted that the procedure was either
innovations or was de-emphasized in

approaches.

flnal outstandling score,

underiined,

For each of these six items it may be
% articularly emphasized In administrative
urriculum changes or programmatic
These outstanding mean scores are underiined in the table,
which was not significant statistically, is also
In this case the *utilization of a number of different media to

One

get the new ldeas across' is a procedure emphasized particularly for innovations
in the area of Indivldualized instruction and team teaching.

No significant differences in degree of emphasis on procedures in the five
innovation categories were found for very large districts.

4,

r
UTILIZATION OF PROCEDURES 1IN THE TOP TEN INNOVATIONS

Stgnificant differences were found in the degree of emphasis placed on

four procedures by districts with innovations in the top ten.
presented in Table 7.5.
is noted at the foot of the table.

This

data is

The significance level for each of the four items
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TABLE 7.5
PROCEDURES USED IN THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE 1NNOVATIONS
MEAN SCORES*®

(3) Climate

(5) Awareness

for Sharing of Need (9) Maximlzing {13) Shared

Innovation ldeas for Change Participation Values
fndividual Instruction and Team
Teaching ~ All curriculum areas k.35 17 3.72 3.63
Speclal Instructional Programs 3.76 3.65 3.51 3.08
Curriculum Revision 3.85 3.93 3.53 3.2k
Individua) Instruction and Team
Teaching - Speciflc Curriculum
Areas 4.35 b7 3.77 1.56
Grade and Attendance Unit 4.15 4,20 3.84 3.33
Planning, Research and Evalua-
tion L.00 L.05 b.27 3.55
Unit Courses, Mini-Courses
and Electives k.18 3.94 3.50 " 3.19
In-Service Trainlng L. 50 4.32 4.07 3.72
Guidance and Counselling k.36 4.08 3.27 3.09
Teacher Aldes, Tutors and
Paraprofessionals 3.45 3.18 2.82 3,00

Total h.13 4.00 3.66 3.39
Significance Level {chl-square
test) ‘ p €.02 p .02 p £.03 p £.05

*Means are computed according to degree of emphasis:
C=extreme; Y=major; 3=moderate; 2=sllght; 1=none
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Partlcularly outstanding is the fact that on all four items a signlf-
lcantly lower degree of emphasis was reported In the introductlon of
innovations in which teacher aides, tutors or paraprofessionals were employed.
Usage of all four procedures was also below average in the adoption of speclal
Instructional programs; In two of the cases usage was significantly lower.
Both of these innovation types are included in the category "programmztic
approaches', which was noted above as being below average In the utilization
of all procedures.

Table 7.4 also pointed to the fact that procedures were used to a greater
than average extent In administrative in. wvations; In Table 7.5 two innovations
from thls category can be identified as contributing to this general finding.
Districts adopting in-service training innovations make greater than average
use of all four procedures; two of these (creating an awareness for the need
for change; finding shared values as a basis for working) are used significantly
more than the average. Districts adopting innovations in the area of ‘'planning,
research and evaluation' utilized three of the four procedures to a greater
than average degree., One of these, "maximizing the chances of participatlion
by many groups,' was used significantly more than the average. Guidance and
counsellng innovations, which were also included in the admlnistrative category,
showed a more mixed utilization pattern. Qne procedure, ''finding shared values
a8s a basls for working," was used significantly less than the average.

On the basis of these four significant {tems, It may ' be said that individual
innovations among the top ten reflect the utilization pattern of the innovatlon
catedgory from which they are drawn, whether the scores appear as statistically
significant or simply indicative of 3 trend.

B. Use OF MEDIA TO EXPLAIN INNOVATIQNS TOQ PARENTS AND THE COMMUNITY

in Questiop #8, five types of media were listed which might be utilized
by a school system to explgin innovations to parents and the community. Respon-
dents were asked to indicate on a five-point scale how often each of these media
were used In their systems. Responses to this question, in terms of mean scores,
are presented in Table 7.6, with scores fer representative and very large

districts listed separately. The scoring key is given at the foot of the table.
[,

I

.

N (Insert Table 7.6 here)

Local newspapers are used most frequently (slightly more often than
monthly) by districts in both size samples. The other four types of media are
used much more extensively by very large districts than by representative
districts, with the biggest difference being in usage of local television and
local radlo. Both of these media are used nearly on a monthly basis by very
large districts, while representative districts use local radio on a quarterly
basis and tocal television only once or twice a year.
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TABLE 7.6
i USE OF MEDIA TO EXPLAIN INNOVATIONS
TO PARENTS AND COMMUNITY
%
) Districts < 80,000 | bistricts2 80,000
Med lum N Freq. | Mean® Freg. | Mean*
1. Local Newspaper (307} .25 {(27) h.22
._,f, .
2, Newsletters (297) 3.25 (27) 3.59
3. Publlc Meetings (301) 3.24 {28) 3.71
4. Local Rad!o (293) 3.00 (27) 3.78
5. Local Television . (270) 2.07 (28) 3.77
o,
Total b . Ou468) | 3.19 ] (135) 3.82

*Means for extent of use are computed on the basis of;
S=weekly or more often: Lsmonthly; 3=quarterly; 2=once or twlice a year;
lavery rarely or never

Fl

1. USE OF MEDIA BY DISTRICTS IN DIFFERENT SIZE CATEGORIES

When the use of the five types of media were compared across distrlct

size, the difierences were all statistically very significant. These data
are presented in Table 7.7, ’

{insert Table 7.7 here)

Although Tablie 7.6 showed no difference in usage of local newspapers
by representative and very large districts, an interesting pattern emerges
in Table 7.7. Use of Tocal newspapers increases with system sjze until the
district reaches 10,000 to 24,999 pupils; after that usage drops off somewhat.
On the other hand, the use of Jocal radio and ifocal television increases
consistently wlth school system size. There Is also a direct relationship
between system slze and the use of newsletters and public meetings, with the
notable exception that these media are used less often by districts of over
80,000 students than by districts with 25,000 to 79,999 students. The only
other davlatlon from this pattern Is that public meetings are held more often
In districts of under 300 pupils than In dlstricts with 300 to 2,499 pupils.
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*Means for extent of use are computed on the basls of: ’ ;
Cmweekly or more often; b=monthly; 3=quarterly; 2=once or twice a yaar,_lhvéry rarely

or naver

2., WUSE OF MEDIA IN DIFFERENT REGIONS OF THE COUNTRY

Table 7.8 shows the frequency of use of the five types of media by

representative districts divided into elght regions of the country,

TABLE 7.7
USE OF MEDIA BY DISTRICT SI1ZE
Locatl News~- Public Local Local
Newspapers lettars Meatings Radio TV Total
Slze Freq. Mean’ | Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean® | Freq. Mean*||{ Freq. Mean*
| - 299 (6) 2.00 (6) 2.50 {6) 3.00 (6) 1.83 (6) 1.00 " (30) 2.07
300 -~ 2,499 | (68) 4.0h4 | (64) 2.98 | (65) 2.55 | (62) 2.42 (§Bj§£1ﬁ3| (317Y 2.7%
2,500 - 4,999 { (s4) 4.13 | (52) 3.04 { (s&) 3.00 | (50) 2.94 | (h3) 1.67h(zs3) 3.00
5,000 - 9,999 | (53) .30 | (53) 3.09 | (52) 3.21 | (49) 271+ [(b5) a1 42 Jl(252) 3.00
10,000 ~ 24,999 | (75) 4.55 [ (70) 3.36 | {(74) 3.62 | (74) 3.33ﬂ_i(67) 2.45 || (36) 3.50
k]
25,000 - 79,999 [ (51) 4.41 (s2) 3.87 | (50) 3.90 | (52) 3.65- |'(51) 3.47 q(256) 3.85
80,000 and over | (27) 4.22 | (27) 3.59 | (28) 3.71 | (27) 3.78 | (26) 3.77 [[(135) 13.8B0O
Total (334) 4.35 [(324) 3.28 |(329) 3.29 |(320) 3.06 [(296) 2.22 IF(16~:|3) 3.23
Significance
Level {ch1-
square test) p <.0005 n €.000G7 | p <.00005 | p ¢.0000t | p <.00005 ||
?fz

Reglional

differences are significant only for the use of local radio and local television.

(Ilnsert Table 7.8 here)

The, greatest usage of local television is in the South West region, where it

is used nearly on a quarterly basis.
or twice a year in the Far West and the Mid East.

In contrast , fit

is used less than once
The pattern s very simiiar

for the use of Jocal radio; in the South East it Is used most frequently (between
and in the South West it is used more than guarterly.

quarterly and monthly)
The Far West and the Mid East again are the lowest users
medium between two and three times a year.

, making use of this
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TABLE 7.8
USE OF HEDIA BY REGIDN

DISTRICTS <80,000

Local News- Public Local Local
Newspapers letters Meetlings Radio TV Total
Region Freq. Hean* | Freq. Mean* { Freq. Hean* | Freq. Mean* |Freq. Mean* |l Freq. Mea
South West (25) 4,28 (23) 3.52 (24) 3.38 | (25) 3.28 |(22) 2.86 (119) 3.4
South East (63) 4.33 | (60) 3.27 {{(61) 3.18 |(6k) 3.59 )(s7) 2.53 [ (305) 3.4
it ]

Rocky Mountains | (FY) 3,45 | (11) 3.46 | (1) 3.82 1 (h0) 3.20 |{(10) 2.50 (53) 3.3
Great Lakes (65) 4,38 (64) 3.39 | (65) 3.f2 (57) 3.04 (53) 1.98 § (304) 3.23
New England (24) 4,54 | (20) 2.65 | (23) 3.52 J(23) 2.78 |(23) 1.70 § (113) 3.06
Plains (27) 4,11 J{26) 3.3 |(26) 2.73 | (26) 3.00 {{25) 2.16 § {131) 3.03
Mid East (51) &.22 [ (51) 3.08 |(50) 3.30 | (8) 2.s6 |(us) .61 § (2u4) 2.99
Far West (41) 4,05 | (42) 3.33 D(u1)y 3,39 {{wo) 2.43 {(38) 1.61 | {200 z.SBH

Total (307) 4.25 [(297) 3.25 ((301) 3.2k [(293) 3.00 [270) 2.07 R(1468) 3.19
Significance
Level (chi-
square test) NS NS NS p €.04 p €.03

*Means for extent of use are computed on the basis of:

E=weekly or more often; UY=monthly; 3=quarterly; 2=once or twlce a year; l=very rarely

or never

3. USE OF MEDIA IN THE FIVE INNOVATION CATEGORIES

it was not asked on the questionnaire whether or not the five types of

media had been utilized in informing parents and the.community about the
showcase inpovation in particular.

is compared across the five innovation categortes,

This fact should be kept in mind as usage
However, it is felt that

this comparison is valid since districts which usually use these media in
explalning new ideas would likely use them.to inform the public about the

innovation which was considered to be the most signlflicant one introduced
during the school year.
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Superintendents of representative districts who reported showcase
Innovatlons In the administrative area also reported the highest usage of
all flve types of media to inform the public. The dlfference In the use of
local television was statisticaily significant (P€.0k), with districts
reporting administrative innovations using television between two and three
times a year (mean score 2.58) and other districts using It once or twice a
year (mean scores from 1,80 to 2.09).

Frequencies of innovations in very large districts are too small to
afford a reliable comparison across innovatlon categories, but superintendents
who reported showcase innovations in the adminlstrative area {the largest
category, with 11 innovations) reported higher than average usage of all

- media except local) radio. A higher than average usage of all five types of
‘medla was reported by districts with showcase innovatlons in the organizational

category (8 Innovations). Districts with innovatlons In tiiese two categories
(administrative and organizational) reported very frequent {weekly) usage of
iocal newspapers to explain innovatlons to the publit. Superintendents with
inndvations in the categorles of programmatic approaches and indlviduallzed
instructlon and team teaching reported using newspapers on 3 quarterly basis,
These differences were significant at the .01 level.®

4. USE OF MEDIA IN THE TOP TEN SHOWCASE INNOVATIONS.

There were no significant differences among the top ten innovation types
in specific media employed by the adoptling districts. ' Some consistent patterns
are apparent, however. Surerintendents reporting "planning, research and
evaluation' innovations also reported using all five types of media more often
than the average (mean score for all media for this category was 3.7, or .
nearly monthly; mean score for all media for all top ten Innovations combined
was 3213, or slightly more often than quarterly). Districts with showcase
innovations in the areas of ''teacher aides, tutors and paraprofessionals' and
“Iindividuallzed instruction and team teaching In speclfic curriculum areas"
reported using all five types of medla less often than the average {mean
scores of 2.60 and 2.78 respectively - both less than quarterly}.

-

L

C. BARRIERS ENCOUNTERED IN THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION PROCESS

Questionnaire [tem #3 was almed directly at the subject of barriers
encountered in the showcase innovation process: 18 "barriers" were listed
which, based on past research, were inferred to have direct implications in

* There was only one very large district reporting an innovation in the category
of curriculum change and instguctional technology; In this dlstrict newspapers
were reported to be used weekly or more often. This category, with a frequency
of one, would not affect the chi-square test for significance.
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instances of Innovation failure.* These 18 '"barriers' are presented In
Table 7.9 in rank order according to the Importance respondents attached

to them In thelr experience with thelr showcase Innovations. Mean scores

are glven separately for representative and very iarge districts. These
scores, based on the number of superintendents responding to each item {(glven
in parentheses), were computed according to the following scale: G5w=extreme
importance; b=major; 3=moderate; 2=s}light; and l=none.

(Insert Table 7.9 here)

This table shows that six barriers were consldered In all dlstricts to
be of stight-to-moderate importance, while the remalning 12 were of sllight
importance. [n very large districts ''shortage of funds allocated for the
innovation" stands out as being the most Important barrier (mean of 2.86).
This was also ranked third in Iimportance in representative districts; however,
the mean for representative districts is conslderably lower (2.54) and it is

on this item that there is the widest discrepancy between mean scores of the
two size samples.

Other barriers which were of the greatest Importance in both samples all
concerned staff Issues; confusion and tack of information about the innovatinn,
unwillingness to change or llsten to new ldeas, frustration or difflicylty In
trylng to adopt, and lack of communication among the staff all ranked among
the s1x most important barrlers.

in Chapter 31X we noted the low level of contact with outside resources
as reported by respondents. Table 7.9 Indlcates that the districts did not
consider this to be a problem in adopting innovations. The two Items ranking
last in importance were ''unwillingness of resource groups to help us revise
or adapt,' and '""lack of contact with other school systems who had considered
the same Innovation.'" Also ranked well towards tha bottom, the lhth out of

‘18 In representative districts and 15th In very large districts was, "lack of

adequate contacts with outside resource groups."

1. RELATIONSHIP OF BARRIERS TO DISTRICT $I12E

When an analysis was made of the degree of Importance attached to each
of the 18 barrlers by districts according to seven slze categories, differences
cf statistical significance waere found for only two barrlers, "unwillingness of

* "Barrier' statements were derived from R.G. Havelock, et. al., Planning for
Innovat lon Through the Disseminatlon and Utlillzatlon of Knowlegg;J Ann Arbor,
HTchTgen: lnii]tute for Social Research, the Unfversity of Rlcnlgan, 1969,
Chapter 11. 583 subsequent chapters for fuller explanation. ’
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TABLE 7.9

BARRIERS TO THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION PROCESS

Districts€ 80,000

Olstrictse 80,000

Barrier Fren,  Mean® Freg. Mean*
1. Confuslon ameng staff about the purpose of the
Innovation (308) 2.59 (29) 2.55
2. Unwillingness of teachers and school personnel
to change or listen to new ideas (306) 2.57 (29) 2.4%
3. Shortage of funds allocated for the innovation (304) 2.54 {29} 2.86
. Staff's lack of precise informatlon about the
innovatlon ' (307) 2.53 (29) 2.52
S. Frustratlon and difficulty encountered by
teachers and/or relevant staff In trying to
adopt "{302) 2.53 (29)  2.66
6. Lack of communlcatlon among the staff (305) 2.44 (29) 2.6
. Inadequacy of school plant, facilitles, equip~
ment or supplies {304) 2.43 (29) 2.24
8. Shortage of qualified personnel (303) 2.32 {29)  2.34
9. Feeling by teachers and staff that the innova-
tion would have llttle benefit for them (304) 2.3% {29) 2.21
10. Rlgidity of school system structure and
bureaucracy {306) 2.25 {29) 2.3
11. Lack of communication between staff and
students (302) 2.22 (29) 2,17
12. Lack of coordination and teamwork within the
school system {303) 2.1\ (29) 2.24
13. Disorganizatlon of the planning and implemen-
tation efforts (306) 2.07 (29) 2.2
i4. Lack of adequate contacts with outside resource
groups (e.g., universities, consultants, labs,
etc.) (305) 2.04 (29) 1.93
I5. Absence of a concerted campalgn to put the new '
ideas across (304) 2.03 (29)  2.21
16. Frustraticn and difficulty encountered by the
students during the adoption process {201) 2.00 (28) 1.82
17. Lack of contact with other school systems
who had considered the same innovation (302) 1.94 (29) 1.90
18, Unwillingness of resource groups to help us
revise or adapt (303) 1.73 {29) 1.48

*Mesns are computed according to degree of importance:
[ERJ!:itreme; hemajor; 3=moderate; 2aslight; l=none

IText Provided by ERIC
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teachers and school personnel to change or listen to new ideas,' and 'lack
of communication among the staff."” A third barrier, "feeling by teachers
and staff that the innovation would have little benefit for them' showed
differences which were just short of statistical significance. Responses
for these three Items in each of the seven size categories are shown in

Table 7.10
TABLE 7.10
INNOVAT FON PROCESS BARRIERS BY SYSTEM SIZE
(2) Unwitling-] (6) Lack (9) Feeling
ness of Staff of Little Total of
to Change Communication Benefit Items 2.6 § 9
Size freq. Hean* |{freq. Mean* { freq. Mean*}i freq. Mean%
1 - 299 (6) 1.50 (6) 2.34 (6) 1.60 {] (18) 1.78
300 - 2,499 {66) 2.38 |(66) 2.23 | {66) 2.23 [K198) 2.28
2,500 - 4,999 (52) 2.39 |(52) 2.46 | (52) 2.22 [(156) 2.38
5,000 - 9,999 (54) 2.61 {{sh) 2.30 | {s4) 2.32 j{162) - 2.38
10,000 - 24,999 (74) 2.91 1(73) 2.78 | (73} 2.58 |l(220) 2.77
25,000 - 79,999 (s4)  2.58 |[(s4)  2.37 [(53) 2.21 y161) 2.4
80,000 and over - (29) 2.45 | (29) 2.66 | (29) 2.21 | (87) 2. 44
Total (335) 2.45 |[(334) 2.46 | (333) 2.30 R1002) 2.44
Significance Level
{chi-square test) p ¢.0h P (.03 p.06 |

*Heans are computaed according to degree of Impertance:
S=extreme; bemajor; 3=moderate; 2=slight; 1=none

for the barrlers "unwillingness to change'" and ''feeling of little
benefit,'" a progression in importance may be noticed as systems Increase
in size from under 300 students to those with 10,000 to 24,999 students;
after reachlng a peak, these barriers decline in importance for larger
systems, for both barriers the importance reported by the smallest dis-
tricts is extremely low (1.50), The relationship of district size to the
importance of "tack of communication among staff' is not so clear, but
again this barrier assumes its greatest importance in districts of 10,000
to 24,999 students.
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There were no significant regional differences in the importance
attached to the 18 barrier statements.

2. IMPORTANCE OF BARRIERS IN THE FIVE INNQVATION CATEGORIES

The first seven barriers listed in Table 7.9 were those which were
rated by representative districts as being of the greatest importance. These
same barrlers also had the most dlvergent impacts on innovations introduced
by these districts in the flve innovation categorles. Differences experienced
In relation to five of these barriers were statistically significant. This
data Is presented in Table 7.11.

{Insert Table 7.11 here)

The lowest rating for each of these seven barriers is given in connection
with innovations in the area of programmatic approaches. Particularly since
it was noted above that procedural activities were emphasized t¢ a lesser degree
for these Innovations than for the average, it may be concluded that innovatlons’
in this category are the easlest to implement.

For lnnovations in the category of individualized instruction and team
teaching all seven of the barriers listed in Table 7.1) were rated as being
mare important than for all categories combined, In three instances out of
the seven, barriers were Judged to be most Important for this innovation cat-
egory. ''inadequacy of plant, faciiities, equipment or supplies' was particu-
larly important for this innovation tvpe, whlch often required extensive plant
alterations as well as an extensive array of new Instructional materials.
"Fpustrat ion encountered by teachers or staff in trying to adopt! was also
most llkely to be a problem when innovations were introduced in this area;
this recalls our eartier finding in Chapter Five that the conseguences for
this innovation type were the most mixed, and that, in particular, the workload
of teachers was most likely to be noted as a problem. ''Shortage of funds allo-
cated for the innovation'' was also a problem for innovations in the area of
individualized instruction, but it was equally a problem for innovations in
curriculum revision and instructional facilities.

Although procedural activities were most consistentlv emphasized when
administrative innovations were introduced, three of the most important barriers
were most commonly encountered in connection with these innovations, ''Confusion
among the staff about the purpose of the innovation,'" "staff's lack of precise
information about the innovation,'" and ‘'lack of communication among the staff''
were most important as problems for administrative innovations.

No significant differences in degree of importance of barriers in the
five innovation categories were found for very large districts.
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TABLE 7,11
BARRIERS TO INNOVATION PROCESS IN THE FIVE INNOVATION CATEGDRIES
DISTRICTS {80,000

Barrier

Ind.Instr.+
Team Teach
freq. Mean*

Adminis~
trative

freq. Mean®

Program-=
matic

Approaches

freq. Mean*

Curriculum
and

Technology

Freg. Mean®

Organlza-
tional
freq. Mean#*

Combinei
freq., Mea

. Confusion among

staff about pur-
pose of innova-
tion

(p (.0F)*

. Unwilllngness of

teachers and per-
sonnel to change
or listen to new
ideas

. Shortage of funds

allocated for
innovation

(p ¢.O0h)=x

. Staff's lack of .

information about
the innovation

{p .01) 8%

. Frustration en-

countered by
teachers or
staff in trylng
to adopt

(p (_ 01 )1‘:*

Lack of commun-
ication among
the staff

(p ¢.Qh)*x*

. lnadequacy of

plant, faciti-
ties, equlpment
or supplies

(89) 2.68

(89) " 2.64

(88) 2.

75

(88) 2.63

(88)

L

.78

(88)

L

.49

(88) 2.72

(65) 2.88

(64)
(64)

2,35

(65) 2.78

(64) 2.58

(64)

2.61

(63) 2.18

2.65

(56) 2.16

(56) 2.29

(56)

2,16

(56) 2.1

(54) 2.02

(56) 2.18

(55) 2.1%

(61) 2.64

(61) 2.43

(61} 2.

74

(61) 2.59

(60) 2.53

(60) 2.

57

(61) 2.44

J (36)
'

(37) 2.40

2.92
2.63

(15)

{37) 2.40

(36) 2.58

2t

(37} 2.

(37) 2.62

(308) 2.5

(306)

(304)

{307)

(302)

(305)

(304)

Total

{618) 2.67

{449) 2.58

(389) 2.14

(425) 2.56

(255) 2.53

(2136) 2.5

s

*Heans are computed according to degree of Importance:
Q <treme; b=major; 3=moderate; 2=slight;

ERIC

“R(Ni-square test

I=rone
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3. IMPORTANCE OF BARRIERS IN THE TOP TEN INNOVAT |ONS

For four of the seven most important barriers, significant differences

Table 7.12 shows
that in the introduction of three of the top ten Innovation types barriers

were found In their Impact on Innovations among the top ten.

BARRIERS TD THE INNOVATION PROCESS IN THE TOP TEN
SHOWCASE INNOVAT LONS

TABLE 7,12

- Barrier
7. In- Barriers
2. Unwilllng | 4. Lack of |5. Teacher adequate 2,4,58 7
to Change | tnformation | frustratlion Plant {ombined
innovation Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean* | Freq.. Meant | Freq. Mean*|lFr anw
Individual Instructlon and ,
team teaching - all curri-
culum areas . (70) 2,63 | {69) 2.60 | (69) 2.84 | (69) 2.74 || (277) 2.70
Special instructional
programs (36) 2.1% | {36) 2.03 | (35} 2.08 [ (35) 2.3k ) (142} 2.15
Currlculum revision {26) 2.61 | {26) 2.85 j{26) 2.65 | (26) 2.38 { (104) 2.62
Indlvidual instructlon and
team teachling - speclfic
curriculum areas (23) 2.65 ] (23) 2.65 | (23) 2.57 | (23) 2.6 (92) 2.62
Grade and attendance unlt {(19) 3.26 { (19) 2.58 | (19) ~2.68 | (19) 2.52 (76) 2.76
Planning, research and
evaluvation (17) 2.06 | (17) 2.59 { (h7) 2.59 { (17} 1.53 (68) 2.19
Unlt courses, mini-courses
and electives (16} 2.50 | (16) 2.62 | (15) 2.53 } (16) 2.25 (63) 2.48
In-service training (12) 2.66 | (12) 2.67 | (0v) 2.55 | (11) 2.18 (46) 2.53
Guidance and counseling (1) 2.64 | (1) 2.45 [ (11) 2.8 | (1) 2.5k (44) 2.45
Teacher aides, tutors and
paraprofessionals iy 2,73 8 0y zas L aon ver | Oy b9 {44) 2.18
Total (241) 2.56 | (240) 2.52 | (237) 2.54 | (238} 2.42 (| (956) 2.51
Stgntficance Level :
{chi-square test) p €02 p €.0} p {.04 p < .0k

*Means are computed according to degree of Importance:

Saextreme; 4=major; 3smoderate; 2=slight; I=none
O




-158-

were found to be of slight importance: in general, barriers were rated as
being of Jow importance by superintendents introducing special instructional
programs, teacher aides, and planning, research and evaluation inrovations.

In the introduction of three other innovation types barriers were noted
as important in particular areas. Teacher frustration and plant inadequacies
were noted particularly when individualized instruction and team teaching
innovations were introduced for the general curriculum. 'tack of information
among the staff'' was found to be a problem when curriculum revision was under-
taken. Finally, when grade and attendance unit changes were adopted it was
noted that there was an "unwillingness among teachers and school personnel to
change or listen to pew ideas."

D. FACTORS INFLUENCING THE SHOWCASE INNOVATiON PROCESS

Three items on the last page of the questionnaire were also relevant to
the fnnovation process: . Question #11 asked whether the school system had
experienced any difflculty in gaining citizen support for financing education
during the 1370-71 school year; and Question #12 asked whether the school
system had experlenced any disruptive events in that vyear. These two issues,
although not directly related to the showcase innovation efrort, may be seen
as havling potentially profound effects on any majJor innovative attempt.
Finaltly, the issue of per pupil expenditure, which was discussed in Chapter
Two in connectlion with innovation types, may also be seen as a factor which
may either facilitate or obstruct major innovative efforts,

il

1. GAINING CITIZEN SUPPORT FOR FINANCING EDUCATION

Proposals to citizens asking for financial support for local education
are frequently divided into those which ask for continuing funds to malntain
existing operations, and those which ask for increased funds to support pew
projects or programs. {in Question #11, superintendents were asked to rate,
on a five-point scate, the level of difficulty they had experlenced In.gainlng
citizen support for these two types of proposals. |In Table 7.13 mean responses
to thls Question are given for representative and very large districts,

{Insert Table 7.13 here)

Very large districts experienced more dlfficulty than dld representative
districts In galning both types of citizen financlal support; and distrlcts

in both slze samples found it more difficult to gain support for new projects
than for exlisting operations.



-159-

TABLE 7.13
QIFFICULTY N GAINING CITIZEN SUPPORT
FOR FINANCING EDUCATION

Districts <80,000 | Districts2 80,000
|_Support Area Freg. Meant Freq. Mean*

Support for malntenance of existing opera-

tions (306) 2.3 (28}  2.64

Support for proposed new projects and

programs ; (294)  2.56 (27} 3.19
Total (600)  2.43 (55)  2.91

*Mean scores are computed on basis of degree of difficulty:
lsno difficulty; 3esome difflculty; G=great difficulty

This pattern held largely true when an examination was made of these
issues for all districts divided into seven size categories. As can be seen
from Table 7.14, difflcultlies In gaining support for existing operations

TABLE 7.14
DIFFICULTY (N GAINING FINANCIAL SUPPORT BY OISTRICT §|ZE
Existing New r
Operations Programs Combined

Qistrict Size Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean* fFreq. Mean*
1 - 299 (6) 1.33 (6) 1,67 (12)  1.50

300 - 2,499 | (66)  2.00 | (60)  2.32 ) {i26) 2.15
2,500 - 4,999 (53) 2,19 | {52) 2.60 | (105) 2.39
5,000 - 9,999 {53} 2.58 | (52) 2.67 { (105)  2.63
10,000 - 24,999 (76) 2.43 | (74) 2.69 || (150) 2.56
25,000 - 79,999 (52} 2.46 | (50) 2.64 | (i02) 2.57
80,000 and over (28) 2.64 | (27) 3.19 (553 2.9%
Totali (334) 2.34 {{321) 2.61 § (655) 2.47

*Mean scores are computed on basis of degree of difficulty:
I=no difficulty; 3=some difficulty; S=great difficulty

O




-160~-

Increased with district size, with the exception of districts of 5,000 to
9,999 students; these districts had more difficulty than all but those over
80,000 students.

The notable and consistent finding of this table, however, Is the fact
that districts of all sizes experienced rore difficulty in gaining support
for new programs than for existing operations. Theoretically, there should
be a relationship between ease of gaining citizen support for new programs
and the extent of use of various media in explalning these programs to the
public. Referring again to the data in Table 7.7, It can be recalled fhat
there was a genéral increase In overall use of media as distrists lncreased
in size; very large districts, though making the greatest use of local radlo
and television, made less use of local newspapers, newsletters and public
meetings than did districts of 25,000 to 79,999 students. Comparing these
tindings with those of Table 7.1k, one might infer that the greater use of
media by larger districts was necessary to combat citizen resistance. The
four sizes of districts between 2,500 and 79,999 students experienced equal
dl fficulty in gaining support for new programs. Districts with over 80,000
students, however, encountered considerably more diff.culty; we can only
conjecture that had their use of local print media and meetings been greater,
their difficuities In galning support might have been held down to the level
of other districts. !t should also be polinted out that ‘'shortage of funds
allocated for the Innovation' was the top-rankling {most Important) barrler
for these very large districts {Table 7,9},

Table 7.18 shows financlng difficultles encountered by representative
districts divided into eight reglons of the country. Three districts (Mid
East, Rocky Mountalns and South West} experienced no more difficuity in

{Insert Table 7.15 here)

galning support for new programs than for old programs. Two of these regions
(South West and Rocky Mountains) had the least diffliculty in gaining support
both for existing and for new programs. This finding is very interesting
when it is compared with the earlier discussion on regional differences in
utilization of procedural actions and media. The South West ranked third in
overall utilization of procedures and second in overall usage of media to
explain new programs to the public. The Rocky Mountain States ranked first
in use of procedures and third in the use of media. The South East, which
ranks third in ease of obtaining citizen support, ranked fifth in use of pro-
cedures and first in use of media. It would appear, then, that at least in
these regions of the country, a concerted effort in terms of procedural actions
and the use of various media was rewarded by citizen support.
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TABLE 7.15
v, OIFFICULTY IN GAINING CITIZEN SUPPORT SY REGION
DISTRICTS < 80,000
o Existing 371+ New
Operations Programs Combined
. Reglon i Freq. Mean {freq. Mean {Freq. Mean
South West (25) ~ 1.80 | (23) 1.70 | (48) 1,75
Rocky Mountalns () 2.00 { (10) 2.00 {(21) 2.00
Plains : (26)  2.00 [ (25)  2.84 J(51) 2.4
South East : (66)  2.33 | (66)  2.52 [132)  2.43
Great Lakes : (64)  2.36 | (62)  2.63 £126)  2.49
Far West | (40) 2.35 | (37) 2.81 | (77) 2.57
Mid East f | (s0)  2.64 | (u7)  2.55}(97)  2.60
New England 5 (24) 2.33 1 {24) 2.96 | (18) 2.65
Total ; (306)  2.31 J(294)  2.56 ¥600) 2.1
Signiflcance Level (é-test) N.S. (p<.086) p €.04

We can not draw;a final concluslon that this type of approach is always
Successful, however, since the New England states, which ranked second in
overall use of procedures, met the most clitizen resistance in financing new
programs. in this region it must be concluded that there are other factors
operating to harden citizen resistance.

Question #11 did not ask whether difficulty had been experienced in
gaining support for the showcase innovatioffyin particular, but some degree of
relationship may be assumed. Table ?.IG«@é es this comparison among the top
ten showcase innovations. I
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TABLE 7.6
DIFFICULTY N GAINING CITIZEN SUPPORT IN TOP TEN INNOVAT IONS
Existing New
. N . Operations Programs Combined
innovation- & . . ° - Freq. Mean | Freq. Hean fl Freq. Mean
Individual instruction and team teaching-
all curriculum areas (67) 2.33] (65) 2.71 g (132) 2.5
Special instructional programs g (36) 2.53] (33) 2.51 | (69) 2.52
w - %
Curricutum revision T (26) 2.46} (25) 2.68% (51) 2.57
o & "_‘"
ladividual instruction and team teaching-
specific currlculum areas - ot (23) 2.74 1 (22) 2.328 (45) 2.5
- . ‘F{’k )
Grade and attendance unlt .{;f (19) 2.00{ (19) 2.63] (38) 2.32
oo . #
Planning, research and evaluat!on (18) 2,16 (17) 2,53 (35) 2.3%4
Unit courses, mini-courses and electives (16) 2.25] (i) 3.14 0 (30)  2.67
Jfin-service tratning o~ 2 vl G2y 2330 a4 2.12
Guldance and counseling 'é??“ (10)"  2.30} {10) 2.403 {20) 2.35
Teacherog'f'deS, tutors and para- N
professiinali‘_‘, sy | (9) 2,224 (8) 2,50 (17)  2.35
Total © T H238)  2.34{(225)  2.60f (461) 2,47
¥
Signiflcance Level (chi-square test) ,ﬂﬁh “vp 2.03

g -

Distrlcts which adopted individualiZed {nstruction and team teaching

in specific curriculwm aregs encovhtered less difficulty in gaining financial
support for new programs than for existing programs. These districts, in
fact, met the most resistance for maintaining existing operations, and this
could partially explain why the innovation was not adopted on a more compre-
hensive scale. Districts which did adopt the innovation for all curriculum
areas reported meeting considerable resistance in gaining support for new
programs. Districts meeting the most resistance for new programs were those
which introduced unit courses, mini-courses and electives as thelr showcase
innovation; these districts experienced slightly less than average difficulty
Districts which had the least trouble

.~ 1in galpigy support for new programs.
¥.". in gaidlng support for existing operatlons innovated in the areas of in-service
“ traininy and grade and attendance unit cnanges. |f the figures for new programs
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bear a direct relationship to the showcase Innovation, then It cou'y be
sald that grade and attendance unit changes met with more resistance than

did in=service training programs,

Finally, it was noted above that speclal

instructional programs were adopted without concerted efforts In taking
procedural actions and wlthout encountering undue bartiers.
it can be seen that districts whlch Introduced such programs as their Show-
case innovatlons had no gore difficulty in gainlng support for new programs
than for existing operations.

2I

DISRUPTIVE EVENTS

From Table 7.16

Questlon #12 asked whether the school system had experienced teacher

strikes, community group protests or student unrest durln
Table 7.17 shows that communlty protests and stud

common In very large districts than In representatlve dlstrlcts by
of one event of each type during the school year.
occurred at least once In 88% of very large distrlcts, and in &4 2~of
tative districts; the figures for student unrest are similar:

year.

for the two size samples respectively.
occurred in only 10% of very Targe districts and 9% of representative districts.,

e
t rest

197¢:

Communlty

89% and 39%

Teacher strikes and demonstrations

R TABLE 7.17

EXPERIENCE OF DISRUPTIVE EVENTS

gi&_school
argln

reSen-

‘l
DISTRICTS <€ 80,000 DISTRICTS 2 80,000
Number of Events Number of Events
- More Hore
Number than Number than
Answoring| None One one Answering | None One one
Event Question % % % Mean* || Questlon 4 X z Mean*
Teacher strikes
and demonstra- :
tions (307) 9 8 ] 1.10 (27) 89 4 7 1.19
Community group
protests (301) 60 18 22 1.63 (26) 12 15 73 | 2.62
Student unrest B
(protests. con= -
frontations,
etc.) (303) 61 22 17 1,55 (26) 12 12 77 | 2-65
Tota) ! 1,40 2.4

J.u-

ty'-ans are computed on the basls of frequency of events during 1970-71 year:
[:R\!:-never, 2=0nce; 3=more than once
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The relationship of community protests and student unrest with dlstrict
size becomes even more striking when all districts are divided Into seven
cat®YJories by size; As Table 7.18 shows, these disruptlons incréase steadily
with system slze; this relationship Is slgnlficant at the .00005 level In both

TABLE 7.18 -
EXPERIENCE OF DISRUPTIVE EVENTS BY OISTRICT SIZE
Teacher Communi ty ' Student Events
Strikes Protest Unrest Combined
Slze fFreq. Mean*]Freq. Mean*| freq. Mean™|] Freq. Meank
! - 299 (6) 1.00] (6) 1.00 (6) 1.00 (18) 1.00
300 - 2,499 6n r.onl6n 1271 61 1.5 |01 1.
2,500 - 4,999 (5% 1.5 |(53) .43 | (53)  1.3% | (160) 1.30
5,000 - 9,999 - (54) 1.09 | (52) 1.56 (s4) 1.43 § (160) 1.35
10,000 - 24,999 g0 1azlen e [ G 176 fain i.ss
25,000 - 79,999 ] (52) 110 ] {52) 2,09 ) (51) 2.20 J {1558) 1.79
80,000 and over (27) 119 | (26) 2.62 | (26) 2.65 (79) 2.14
Total ° (334) 1ok K327) 1,71 )(329)  1.64 ¥ (990) 1.48
Slgnificance Level
{chl-square test) p <.00005 p <.00005 _ﬂ

*Means are computed on the basls of frequency of events durling 1970~71 year:
I=never; 2=once; 3=more than once

cases. It may be recalled that very large districts reported ''taking
advantage of crisis situations' more often than did representative districts

(Table 7.1); it appears that the larger districts were more frequently faced
—with this option!

There were no regional differences in the frequency of community group
protests or teacher strikes, but regional differences in the frequency of
student unrest were significant at the .04 levei. The New England states
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experienced the greatest amount of student unrest (mean = 2.24, or ,ust over

one time durlng the year), while the Rocky Mountain states experienced the

feast (mean = 1.18, or almost never). This additional information may possibly
contribute to an expianation of why the Mew England states encountered partlcular
difficulty in gaining citizen support for new programs.

Question #12d asked whether any of these disruptions had influenced the
innovations described eartier in the questionnaire (the showcase innovation and
the: innovation Inventory). Table 7,19 presents a summary of responses of those
districts which had experienced one or more dlsruptive events. While represen=
tatfve districts reported an Influence In 29% of cases, 57% of very large
districts reported an Influence. Thls difference in effects felt by the two
size samples is significant at the®.0l level, Thus, disruptive events w:re
not only more common in very large systems, but, when they occurred, they had
a greater impact on pew programs introduced by the systems.

. TABLE 7.19
INFLUENCE OF DISRUPTIVE EVENTS ON INNOVATION
Oistricts<80,000fDistricts280,000 Total
Freq. 3 Freqg. 3 Freq. L S
tnf luence (55) 29 (13) 57 (68) 32
%

No influence {135) 71 {10) h3 {145) 68

Total (190) 100 (23) 100 (213) 100
Stgniflcance Level (chl-
square test): p <.0l

When disruptions experienced by a school system were compared with the
category of showcase innovation for representative systems, it was found that
systems innovating in the organizational category experienced the fewest of
all types of disruptions. Table 7.20 shows that the difference across
categories for community protests and student unrest are statistically signif-
fcant,




-166-

TABLE 7.20

EXPERIENCE OF DISRUPTIVE EVENTS BY

SHOWCASE INNOVATION CATEGORY
DISTRICTS < 80,000

M- 4 Ind.Instr.&{ Admintstra- Program Currfculum Organiza-
Team Teach. tive App. & Tech. tional Totat

Event | Freq. Mean*| Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean* | Freq. Mean*|| Freq. Mean®
Teacher strikes [ (85) 1.1z | (65) 1.09 |(53) 1.08 | (60) 1.33 | (37) 1.95 || (307) 1.10
Communlty pro-
test {p <€.05)*% | (84) 1.77 (6) 1.72 (53) 1.43 (59) 1.68 | (35) .37 {301) 1.63
Student unrest .
(p €.01)*x (84) 1.54 | (64) 1.72 [(53) 1.53 | (60) 1.60 | (36) 1.28 {| (303) 1.55

Total (253) V.48 § (193) 1.5 ) (159) 1.35 | (3179) 1.54 | (ho8) 1.23 {] (a11) 1.40

*Means are computed on the basis of frequency of events &urlng 1970-71 year:
I=never; 2=once; 3=more than once

**Chl-square test

3. PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE

In Chapter Two the distrlct expenditure per'pupil was examined In terms
of its relatlonship to types of innovatlions adopted. !n thls chapter it wll!}
be discussed in terms of process factors. It was polnted out in Chapter Two
that the mean expenditure of representative districts ($785,39) was almost:
identical with that of very large dlstricts ($789.50). When per pupll expen-
diture for all distrlcts divided Into seven categories according to size 1$
examined, the most outstanding finding s that districts in the two smallest
size categorles have a much higher rate of expenditure than do all other
distrlcts. These figures are given in Table 7.2},

{Insert Table 7.21 here)

it would thus appear that districts of under 2,500 students are blessed
with remarkable assets for innovatlon. Although they use procedures far
less than the average to assure successful tnnovation, and utllize media the
least In explalning new programs to the public, they have the least difficulty
in gaining citlzen support “for thelr outstandingly high per pupl! expendlturas.
In additlon they have the fewest disruptive events with whlch to cope.
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TABLE 7.21
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE BY 0tSTRICT S1ZE

Py it Gt
V- 299 (3) $ 875.00
300 - 2,499 (60) 864.97
2,500 -~ 4,999 - (52) 745.94
5,000 - 9,999 (48) 757.69
10,000 - 24,999 (67) 799.51
25,000 - 79,999 (48) 731.06
80,000 and over - (2h) 789.50
Total (302) $ 785.72

A considerable range of expenditures was found in different reglons of
the country, from a high of $1011.90 per pupil In the Mld East to a low of
$600.75 in the Rocky Mountaln states. In Table 7.22 the flgures for all regions

are given for representative districts, very large districts, and ali districts
comblned.

(Insert Table 7.22 here)

Table 7.22 also shows the rank of representative districts in each region
in terms of overall use of media to explain new programs to the public (from
Table 7.8) and in terms of d1fficulty encountered In gaining citizen financial
support for educational programs (from Table 7.15). Roughly speaking, these
rankings indicate that reglons with higher per pupil expenditures used media
less and experienced more difficulty in gaining financial support. These
regions include most of the large urban population centers of the nation.

In Chapter Two the per pupil expenditure was compared with the top ten
innovations; it was found (Table 2.9) that districts with lower expenditures
tended to adopt special instructional programs. In this chapter it was pointed
out that, when innovations of this type were adopted, procedural actions were
taken less often than on the average and that barriers were of small importance.
In addition it was found that districts innovating in this area experienced no
more dlfficulty in gaining support for new programs than for existing operations.
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+*

|

} TABLE 7.22
’ PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE BY REGION
' DIfficul
Dlstricts Districts Use of of
. <80,000 280,000 Combined Medla| Flnance
Region freq. Mean | Rankfl Freq. Mean | Rank] Freg. Mean Rank* Ranki¥
N
Mid East (47) $1023.66 | 1§ (5) $ 901,40 2 | (52) $1011.90 7 2
Far West (37) 849.49 2 (2) 861.00 37 (39) 850.08 8 3
New England (18) 828.17 3 (1}  951.00 1 (19) 834.63 5 ]
Great Lakes (61)  783.10 5 (4)  808.00 b 1 (65) 784.63 b
Plalns {25) 783.40 b {1} 720.00 6 4 (26) 781.15 6 6
South West “{ {21) 753.0% 6 {2) 558.50 7 ] (23) 736,13 ] 8
South East (61} c88.77 8 (9} 744.33 5§ (70) 608.77 2 5
Rocky Mountains (8) 600.75 7 - -- - (8) 600.75 3 7
Total (278) $ 785.39 H (24} $ 789.50 B(BOZ) $ 785.72

iln

*Ranked 1n order of greatest use of media; i1.e., lagreatest use, 8=least use.

**Ranked In order of greatest dIfflculty In gaining financial support; i.e., l=greatest
difficulty, 8=least difficulty.

E. DESCRIPTI0N OF THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION PROCESS

We have discussed sbove the responses given by superintendents to clossi-
ended questions concerning the showcase Innovatlon process and related factors.
Now a iook wil} be taken at responses to Ques tlon #lb, which asked superin-
tendents to describe by what process the showcase innovation had been intro-
duced and implemented, and Question #le, which asked superintendents to identify
the key factors making the adoption and acceptance of the showcase innovation
success ful or unsuccess ful.

The factors listed In response to these questlons were generally related
to procedures {including gaining participation and cooperation}, media and
funding issues. In Tabie 7.23 responses which were related to procedures and
media are presented, along with several other factors which dld not fall into
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one of the other categorles. Flrst the cltations of key factors are iven
(Question #le) for both representative and very large districts, ar. then

the total citations are }isted (Questions #1b and #le combined) for districts
in each size sample. Percentages are based on the total number of showcase
Innovat lons reported in each size sample.

(Insert Table 7.23 here) "

Procedures which were directed at gaining the particlpation and cooper-
ation of individuals and groups Inslde and outside the school were discussed
in detall 1In Chapter $ix. Here we can see that these two types of procedures
played a very significant role In influencing the success of the showcase
innovation. 1In representative districts "participation' was mentioned most
often as a key factor (25%), and in very large districts "'participation®
{31%) and "cooperation' {26%) were outranked only by "planring” {39%).
'"Planning" was the most frequently mention factor overall In boch#dlstricts;
however when 1t was used as a procedure it was only a key factor half the
time In representative districts and two thirds of the time In very large
districts. [In contrast, when participation was mentloned [t was aimost always
a key factor, and when cooperation was mentioned in very large districts it
generally played a key role. Other procedures which, when used, tended-to
be key factors were the effectlve use of personnel {all dlstricts) and public
relat fons programs in representative districts. Both of these factors are
related to participation and cooperation, and thus the outstandlng import
of this table is that the involvement of various individuals and groups tn
the innovation process teé viewed as the most eitgnificant procedure to employ
tn securing the success of an innovation. Adding to the impact of this
finding 1s the fact that training of school personnel 1s also highly rated
by all districts as a key factor.

Assessment procedures such as evaluation, pllot projects,and surveys
were rarely used and even more rareiy regarded as key factors. [Included
under "other procedures' In Table 7.22 were a varliety of factors which were
almost always viewed as ''key'" by the distrlcts which employed them. These
Include ''intensity of effort,' ''permissive school stance,' '"integration with
previous procedures,' and "implementing without prior informatlon to paremnts
and students.'" Each of the procedures included here was mentloned by no more
than one district.

Table 7.23 points out the fact that although a number of different media
were often employed for various purposes in the innovation process, these were
rarely regarded as being key factors. Meetlngs, consultations, task forces
and site visits stand out in this regard. The use of mass media was rarely
considered worth mentioning even though actual frequency of use to promote
new innovations is reasonably high. Media were regarded as a key factor by
only one district.
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TABLE 7.23
. DESLRIPTIONS OF FACTORS tNFLUENCIsG SUCCESS OF
THE SHOWCASE 1NNOVAT)D o
Cited. as Key Factor Jotal Citatlons
Districks Districts Districts T " Districts
<80,000 280,000 {80,000 2 80,000
__Factor Ereq. % -of -315%%| Freq. % of 31#*l| Freq. ¥ of 315%%] Freq. % of 31#%

Procedures
i. Participation? (78) . 25 (1) 31 (89) 28 (1) 31
2. Planning® 50) 16 (12) 39 (104) 33 (19) 61
3. Staff Training 42) 13 (5) 16 (87) 28 (9) 29
4, Cooperation {35) 1 (8) 26 (66) 21 (9) 29
5. Personnel Utilliza-

tiont (22) 7 (3) 10 (26) 8 (3) 10
6. Public Relations .

Program? (23) 7 -- -- (31) 10 (3) 10
7. Evaluation (15) 5 (1) 3 (29) 9 (3) 10
8.. Course/Program

Development (12) b (1) 3 (47) 15 (8) 26
9. Pllot Projects (8) 3 (2) 6 (36) 1 (5) 16
10, Survey (3) 1 - - -- (19) 3 5]) 3
i, Dther (16) 5 (2) 6 (18) 6 2) 6
Medla !

3 - -

1. Workshops (9) 13 (1) 3 (44) 14 (3 10
2, Communlication :

{unspec.)™ 8) ' 3 (2) 6 (10) 3 (2) 6
3. Meetlngs (8) 3 (1) 3 (72) 23 (5) i6
b, Task Force™T (1) 1 (3) i0 (40) 13 (13) 42
5. Consultatlon (6) 2 -- -~ (51} 16 -- -
6. Slte Vislts (%) ] (1) 3 (40) 13 (4) 13
7. Written Communica-

tion (2) ! -- -~ (22) 7 (1) 3
8. Demonstrations (2) 1 - -- (7) 2 (2) 6 |
9. Mass Medla (1) * -- -- (5) 2 (1) 3
10. Audio/Visual Presen-

tation (1) » % - -- (5) 2 -- --
Other Factors
1. Early Success/Fall- .

urekik ' (17) 5 - -~ (20) 6 -- --
2. Space, New Facllity'| (8) 3 (3) 10 (i7) 5 (6) i9
3. Intrinsic Value of ,

Innovation (1) b -- -- (12) b -~ -
b. Materials, Equipment] (9) 3 (1) 3 (20) 6 (3) 10
5. Time Ripe for inpo- ;

vatlon : (2) 1 1) 3 (2) 1 (n 3
6. Other (2) 1 -- -- (2) 1 -- - -

(Table continued on next page)
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Continuation of Table 7.23

*Lass than 0.5%.

.

**Respondents could name more than one factor; thus the total of percents are gre~ter
than 100.

*xkEarly failure was a key factor in two cases; Iin the remadining 15 cases early success
vias a key factor.

Tin some cases Jack of this procedure was a key negatlve factor.

itt In one case task force was a key negative factor.

3

Early success or fatlure of the Innovation attempt, the Irtrinsic
value of the innovation, and the fact that the ''time was ripe' were other
factors which, when mentioned, were generally keys to success {or fallure).
The avalilabitity of materlals, equlpment and plant facllitles were mentioned
by some districts; finally (included In Yother factors') one district credited
success to the maturlty of seniors in the hligh school, and one district felt
its Innovatlon succeeded because ''faculty in opposition left the system.'

Funding factors which were glven in response to Questlons #le and #1b
are given In Table 2.24. Again those factors clted as the keys to success
or fallure are given first and are followed by total citations,

\
{Insert Table 7.24 here)

Although no one source of funds is frequently specified In districts
from elther stze sample, the avallabillty of funds overall was mentioned as
a factor by 27% of representative districts and U5% of very large districts.
Federal agencles were specified in over half-the cases as being the primary
source of funds. Although funding availability was rarely mentioned as a
key factor (6% in each size sample) total citations place this issue second
for very large districts and fourth for representative dlstricts when the
data in Table 7.22 and 7.23 are combined. Presumably funJs*were also necgssary
for the implementation of many other innovations, but this fact was not regarded
as outstanding in terms of the total process. Only seven representative
districts {2%) and one very large district (3%) specified that no extra funds
were required for the showcase innovation. The issue of cost/benefit ratio was
rarely mentioned, but when it was, it wai mentioned as 2 negative factor,

Table 7.25 provides a comparison of all spontaneously mentioned factors
(Questions #le and #1b) with the emphasis placed on procedures (Question #2;
rank order from Table 7.1), the extent of use of medlia (Question #8; rank
order from Table 7.6) and the !mportance of the barriers (Question #3; rank

“ order from Table 7.9).

~

(lnsert.Table 7.25 here)
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TABLE 7.24
FUNDING FACTORS FOR THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION
Clted as Key Factor Total Cltatlons
Olstricts Qistricts Olstricts OQistricts
< 80,000 2 80,000 £80,000 2 80,000

funding Factors Freq. % of 315]| Freq. % of 31.|] Freq. % of 315 fFreq. % of
Federal Source |
ESEA Title |11 (5) 2 (n 3 (18) 6 {2) 6
ESEA Title I (N * -- -~ {14) b (1) 3
ESEA - unspeclfled -- -- -~ -- (1) * (n 3
EDDA -~ -- -- -- -- -- (1) 3
Federal unspeclfied (3) 1 -- -- (12) b m 3

%otal federal (9) 3 {1} 3 (45) 14 (6) 19

.

Other Sources
Local only (3 ] -- - 6 2 ] 3
Loca! Supplement (I; * ~- == {“; 1 {1; 3
State 1 (1) * -- “- (9) 3 (2) 6
Private - -- -- -- (1) * -- --
Unspeclfied (5) 2 (1} 3 {22) 9 {(4) 13

Total Non-Federa) {10) 3. (1) 3 {42) 13 (8) 26
Qther Funds Factors
Cost/Benefith# (1) # {(m 3 (2} 1 ) 3
Requlred no funds (1) * - -~ {(7) 2 .3

Total Mentions of

Fundlag Factors {21) 6 (3} 9 (96) 30 (16) 5Y .

*Less than 0.5%.
**Cost/Benefit was mentloned only as key negative factor.
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TABLE 7.25
COMPARISON OF SPONTANEOUSLY MENTIONED FACTORS
WITH PROCEDURES, MEDIA AND BARRIERS
- ' . R -“——-1
S & w 0
e L s_ 0 Related Related Related
“z bt | sz &l Procedurce: Media: Barrters:
$Spontaneous |y 5 » gjg n Rank Order Rank Order Rank Order
(] - o JAmong 2) ltems jQut of § items |Among 18 items
“"'I;;'c‘g';er" % of 346 |2 of 346 |{Question #2) |{Question #8) |(Question #3)
rocedure
Participation 26 29 9, 12, 20 : 12
Planning 18 36 2 13
Trainlng 14 28 16 1, 2, &
Cooperation 12 22 3, 8, 13, 18 12
Personnel Utllization 7 8 1, 4, 12 8
[ Publlc Relations 7 10 16, 20 1,2, 3, 4, 5 15
Evaluatlon 5 9 10
Course/Program Development 4 16
Pllot Projects 3 12 5, th
Surveys 1 3 5, 6, 7
fedium
Workshops 6 14 M 1, 2, 4
Communicatlon 3 3 2, 6, I
Meet ings 3 22 3
Task Force 2 15
Consultation 2 15 &IG 14, 18
Site Visits 1 13 \ 17
Written Communicatlion ) 7 1, 2
Demonstrations ) 3 9
. Mass Medla -k 2 : 1, 4,5
,  Audie/Visual Presentatlion * 1 .
‘her Factorg
Early Success/Failure 5 6 5, 16
Space, New Facility 3 7 7
*ntrinslc Value of innov. 3 3 19 9
aterial/Equipment 3 7 7
Time Ripe ) ) 2}
“unding 6 32 15 3

* {ess than 0.6%
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In this table the total citatlions and citations as key factors of each
spontaneously mentioned ltem are given as percentages of all distriets
combined; percentages are thus based on 346, the total number of showcase
innovations reported by all districts. Only one factor, course or program
development, is not related to a procedure or barrler statement, while many
are related to more than one.

It would appear that the procedural statements |!sted In Questlon #2
were qulte comprehensive, covering all but one procedural item mentlioned
spontaneously, as well as funding issues and media used. On the other hand,
the rank order attached to these statements by respondents bears little
resemblance to the rank order of spontaneously mentioned items. Only two
of the 21 procedural statements from Question #2 are not listed In Table 7.24
as being related to a spontaneously mentlioned Item. These are '"providing
a climate conducive to risk-taking'" (ranked t1ith), and ‘'confrontation of
differences" (ranked 17th). .The Question #2 list can thus be judged relevant
as well as comprehensive,

The barrier statement 1lst from Question #3 was intended to speak to
potential trouble spots rather than to comprehensively cover lack of procedural
actlons. One or more of the llsted barrier statements were relevant to each
spontaneously mentioned ltem which was noted as a negative factor (see footnotes
to Table 7.23), with the exception of "task force.™ The one fallure of a
task force noted by respondents could be considered to be related to the barrier
"disorganization of the planning and implementation efforts,'" but we did not

- take the liberty of making this judgment. Only one listed barrier |s not
referred to in Table 7.25; this is "riglidlty of school system structure and
bureaucracy" (ranked 10th). Thus it may be said that the barriers llst, as
well as the procedures list, Is relevant and speaks to the issues,

Respondents made a similar judgment. Question Fib asked whether items
I1ke, those In Questlion #2 and #3 would be helpful as a checklist in planning
or evaluating future changes. Elghty percent of superintendents of represen~
tative districts and 743 of superlntendents of very large districts answered
affirmatively (see Table 7.26). If only those superintendents who answered
the question were considered, the results would be even more overwhelming
(912 of representative districts and B85% of very large districts),

{lnsert Table 7.26 here)

When the procedures listed in Question I were compared across the flve
innovation categories, It was found that most procedures (listed in Table 7.23)
were mentloned more frequently in connectlon with individualiaed tnstruction
and team teaching than they were for other categories. |In particular, staff
tralnlng was a more common factor in these innovations {(mentlioned 1n 45% of
cases; key factor In;26% of cases) than on the average (mentloned in 28% of

L0
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TABLE 7.26
UTILITY OF PROCEDURES AND BARRIERS LISTS
AS CHECKLISTS IN FUTURE INNOVATIONS

Districts Districts
< 8,000 2 80,000
Utilley Freq. % of 322 Freq. % of 31
Use fu) (259 80 {23) 74
Not Useful ( 25) 8 ( 4) 13
Total "] (282) 88 (27) 87
No Information ( 40) { W

cases; key,factor in 13% of cases). Procedures, overall, were used the
least In administrative innovations, although differences were not statis-
tically significant. For all categories except administrative innovations,
findings were consonant with those of Question #2 procedural uses: use was
above average in individualized instruction and team teaching; average in
organizationa! innovations, and below average for programmatic app ‘caches
and for curricuium changes and lnstructional facilities,

F. ADVICE TO OTHER DISTRICTS

Question #)f asked superintendents what advice they wouid offer to
districts like theyr own which might be adopting the same innovation. Advice
relative to gaining the participation and commitment of individuals inside
and outside the school has been discussed in detall in Chapter Six. This
advice, along with all other advice, is listed in Table 7.27 in rank order
according to the number of superintendents who offered each item of advice.

{1nsert Table 7.27 here)

The top-ranking items .~ .., table bear close resemblance to the
spontaneously mentioned items given in response to Question #le (key factors) ,
as listed in Table 7.23 and 7.25. WNeeds assessment, however, is one item
which was given scant attention in actual procedures employed but which is
highly recommended to other districts.
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TABLE 7.27 : !
ADVICE TO OTHER DISTRICTS:
PROCEDURES TO GAIN SUCCESS AND OVERCOME BARRIERS

[N
N T OTEEFLdts 7] Districts ||
@ ifooos | >50.000 | combined Proced-
. % of ¥ of. 3 of
Advice Freq. 3154 Freq.. 314 Freq. 346 Rank
Y. Gain participation in decision- . : .
) Adgaklng a?d p:ann;ng {(72) 23 (6) 19 || (78) 23 I 9,12,20
. quate planning, preparation § '
coordinat jon (51). 16 (9) 29 (60) 17 |2
3. Gain commitment, support & (ﬂ L5
: ’ a5 5] (2) 6 (50} 14 )12, 16
acceptance §,) 37 - *
b. MHeeds assessment and diagnosis -(¢3)$;yulu (L) 13 (47) 14 5, 6, 7
5. In-service training, workshops, oy ' _
staff development {31} 10 (3) 10 (34) 10 B3, 16
6. Utilization of parsonnel; right
person for the job. (g 6 (6) 19 (24) 7 )4
7. Ptlot projects; gradual
imp lementat i on (19) 6 (2) 6 |21} 6 |7
. Adapt innovation to local needs (17) 5 (3) 10 {20) 6 16,7,12,14
9. Progﬁde enough lead time, planning an 5 (3) 10 (20) 6 Il2
tq@e
10. Evaluate innovation, assess . .
implications (16) > (16) > 10, 19
11, Public relations; inform community{ (14) (& (2) 6 (16) 5 Bi6, 20
2. Site visits (13) 4 - - {13} 4
I3. Assure adequate finances (ll)‘?‘ 4 (2) 6 (13) L §15
14, Voluntary mode of introduction (")~ - - 9) 3 8
15. Flexibility; alternative plans ( 8) 3 {1 3 9} 3 N4
16. Good leadership { 6) 2 (3) 10 9) 3 1
17. Assess resources ( 6) 2 (1 3 7} 2 15
I8. Contact outside experts; use _ -
consultation services _ (6 2 é) 2
19. Adequate facilities, equipment ( 6) 2 - - 6) 2
20. Change curriculum or instruction ( 5) 2 (1) 3 6) 2
21, Materials & course development { 5) 2,0 {\) 3 6) 2
22. Encourage feedback & communication | ( #) “1 () 3 5) 1 §3,17,18
23. Willingness to devote extra time ¢
b) 1 - - b} 1 |8
. &.work
Continue traditional program { 3) | (1) 3 b) 1 B
Set criteria for admission to
or dismissal from program (2 ] m 3 3) voye. 7
Contact affected personnel { 2} ] - - 2) (. N
Take care in use of terminology { 2) } - - 2) 1
Reward innovativeness ( 2) ! - - 2) 1 R
Other (23) 7 - - 23) 7

*  Respondents ¢ould name more than one item: therefore percents total more than 100.
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At the right-hand side of Table 7.27 the rank order numbers of zlevant.,
Question #2 procedures and Question #3 barrciers are listed for ¢.u- . item of
advice. Al! but two udvice items are related to one orf more procedures gr
barriers; these are '"change curriculum or instruction® (ranked 20th), and
'"'materials and course developrent {rankec¢ 2ist). Two of the procedures
listed in Question #2 are not related to ~avice items: ''finding shared values
as a basis for working' {ranked 13th}, and '"'taking advantayc of crisis situations
(ranked 21st). Al the barrier statements :.sted In Question #3 were judged to
be related to advice items. It thus seems (hat the items in Question #7 ond
#3 are adequate to describe not only what the districts actually did, but alsn
what they felt they should have done to assure successful innovation.

When advice was compared across the tive innovation categorles {for all
districts combined), it was found that staff training was particularly recon-
mended for individualized instruction and team teaching innovations. |t was
advised for these innovations in 217 27 caw.s and in i0% of cases for aibi
categories combihed, This difference is <s'gnificant at tt: .01 tevel. This
finding is consistent with procedures actun!ly carried out by sist-icts
adopting these innovations. In a Jiticn ig was found that public relations
programs were particularly recommended for ocganizational innovations (16% of
cases for organizational, as opposed to 5% of all cases: significant at th=
001 level). '

A comparison of advice across the top ten showcase innovations showed
that staff training was recommended for individuaiized instruction and team
teaching both in the general curriculum (21%) and in specific curriculum
areas (22%). Lead time was advised for inuividualized instructicn in specific
curriculum areas (22%) and for grade and attendance unit changes (21%); public
relations programs were also advised for changes in grade and attendance unit
(21%). These findings were all significant at the .05 level. One additional
finding, significant at the .01 level, was that good !eadership was advised
for innovations in planning, research and evaluation {17%, as opposed to 3%
for all top ten innovations combined).

G. SUMMARY

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to rate a list of 21 proced-
ural statements (Question #2) according to the degree of emphasis placed on
each in planning and implementing the showcase innovation. The highest ranking
items overall were those which theory and research have shown to be effective
in the innovation process. These included persistence, planning, providing
a climate conducive to sharing ideas, a competent staff, adequate recognition
of needs, diagnosis and definition of objectives.

Those districts which adopted innovations in the administrative area

indicated the greatest procedural effort, while districts innovating in the

areas of curriculum and technology and progrommatic approaches used the tisted
procedures the least. Districts adopting administrative inneovations put
relatively much grecater emphasis on confronting differences and resolving»-
conflicts.
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Respondents were also asked to rate a list of 18 barriers {Question #3)
according to the degree of importance which each assuymed during the showcase
innovation process., The most Important barrier in very large districts was
a shortage of funds allocated for the innovation: this barrier ranked third
in importance in representative districts. Five other barriers, rated as
being important in all districts, concerned staff issues: confusion and lack
of information about the innovation, unwillingness to change or listen to
new ideas, frustration or difficulty in trying to adopt, and lack of commun-
ication among the staff,

Districts innovating In individualized instruction and team teaching
encountered the most barrlers, while those adopting programmatic approaches
experienced the least. District size was also a factor in the degree of impor-
tance of barriers; systems under 300 students encountered the fewest problems,

and districts with 10,000 to 24,999 students rated the barriers as most
important,

P
When superintendents were asked to state the procedures uysed in introducing -
the showcase innovation and the key factors involved in suyccess or failure of
the innovation, the involvement of various individuals and groups in the innova-
tion process emerged as the key factor. Avallability of funds was often a
factor, but rarely a key factor. Federal agencies were mentioned as the primary
source of funds In over half the cases.

. When the lists of procedural and barrler items (from Questions #2 and #3)
wlre compared with the spontaneously mentioned items, it was found that these
lists were comprehensive in covering all procedural items. This significant
finding is supported by the fact that the overwhelming majority of respondents
agreed that these lists would be useful as checklists in planning and implemen-
ting future innovations,

When respondents were asked to offer advice to other districts planning
inncvations similar to their own, the advlce offered differed little from the
procedures they had actually employed themselves. The only notable exception
was the recommendation that neede assessment procedures should be employed;
this approach was seldom used to a signiflcant degree in the showcase innova-
tions reported. The procedure and barrier lists were found to be comprehensive
in covering points of advice as weli as procedures actually employed.

The utilization of media to explain Innovations to the public was generally
related to district size. Local newspapers were used a great deal by all
districts except those with less than 300 students, but the use of local radio
increased with district size, Television was used extensively only by districts
of over 10,000 students, and it was uysed most commenly in the South West, the
South East and the Rocky Mountaln regions. Although the largest districts were
the heaviest users of radio and television, their overall usage of the five
types of media was slightly less than in districts wlith 25,000 to 79,999 students.
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Distrlicts of all sizes reported more difficuity in obtaining r* .zen

financlal support for new programs than for exlsting operations. There s
some indirect evidence that difficulty in financing ¥s inversely related to
the use of medla to explain new programsl |(n particular, while the use of

their difficulty with funding new programs rose sharplﬂ\h

The South West and Rocky Mountain regions, whlch reported relatively
hlgh usage of media and strong emphasis on procedural effort, reported t'
least difflculty in galning support for new and e£xlsting programs.

local print media and meetings by very large districts ;gl: off stightly,

The occurrence of community group protests and student unrest increased
directly with district size. Student unrest occurred most frequently In the
New Engiand states and least often In the Rocky Mountaln region.

The smallest districts, with under 2,500 puplls, reported the most
favorable combination of factors for Innovation; while they had the highest
per pupil expenditure, they had the least difficulty In gaining financial
support from cltlizens. They also experlenced fewest disruptive events,
used procedures far less than average and us ia the least. ~

Regional differences In per pupll expendlture were striking: while
the expenditure In the Mid East was over 51,000, it was only $600 In the
Rocky Mountalns. Reglons with the hlghest per pupil expenditures, reported
less uthtization of medla and greater difficulty in gaining financial support.




CHAPTER EIGHT:  MODELS AUD DIVENSIONS OF CHANGE IN THEORY AND PRA™'[QE

The present national survey project grew out of an earlier project which
sought to lay a foundation in theory for research on the process of innova-
tion.* An exhaustive search uncovered over 4,00Q,items of llterature relevant
to the related toplcs of planned change, innovation diffusion, technology
transfer and knowledge utilization. From 2 review and analysis of the 1,000
items of highest rejevance there emerged two sets of conclusions, one
thoretlcal and one empirical. Twenty five alternative theoretical staiements
formed: In the literature were found to fall Into three rather discrete cate-
gories which were fdentlfied as the "perspectives'' of (1) "'Research, Develop-
ment, 3nd Diffusion," (2) "Social Interaction," and (3} "Problem-solvinjg.”
Each ""perspectlve' represented a coherent set of concepts and to a large
degree an ideology of change. Recognizing the merits of each point of view,
Havelock further propoted a fourth ''perspective' which he labelled '"Linkage"
to represent a synthesis of the others. Each of these four perspectives will
be described In more detail subsequently.

The second set of conclusions from the literature review project repre-
sented an attempt to summarlze the empirical research titerature into seven
major principles or "factors." They were labelled as '"linkage,' ''structure,"
"openness,” "'capaclty,", "reward," Yproximlity," and "synergy.'" In surveying
the views of superintendents toward innovation, a major objective was to
match up their perceptions with these prevlous conclusions. It was for this
reason that the ''procedures' and ''barriers'' questions were developed. The
items in these questlons represent the essentlal points In each of the
"perspectlves' and for each of the '"factors'' as the summary beiow indicates.

- .

A THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON INNOVATION PROCESS s

1. RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND DIFFUSION (RDED)

This perspective is guided by at least five assumptions. First, it
assumes that there should be a rational sequence in the evolution and applica-
tion of an innovation. This sequence should include research, development,
and packaging before mass dissemination takes place. Second, it assumes that
there had to be planning, usually on @ massive scale over a lohg time span.
Such planning and ordering of stages from initiation to the achievement of
stated objectives allows for systematic budgeting, monitoring, and scientific
evaluat fon at each stage. Third, it assumes that there has to be a division
and coordination of labor to accord with the rational sequence and the planning.
Fourth, it makes the assumption of a more-or-less passive but rational consumer
who will accept and adopt the innovation if it is offered to him in the right
place at the right time and in the right form. Fifth, the proponents of this

*Havelock, R.G., et al. {(1949)

**Summarized from Havelock, et al., op cit, Chapter 11.



viewpoint are willing to accept the fact of high initial development cost
prior to any dissemination activity because of the anticipated long-term
beneflts I[n efficacy and qualzty of the innovation and its suitability for
mass audience digsemination.

Prototypes of this RD&D model are presumed to exist in industry and
agriculture. Figure 1 provides an outline of Its major components. Within

. FIGURE 8.3
THE RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, AND.DIFFUSION PERSPECTIVE
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the field of education major advocates of this viewpoint have heen Henry.M.
Brickell (1961), Francls S. Chase (1968), and Davlid L. Clark and Egon Guba
(1965 a and b).

In the survey, four [tems were derlved explicitly from the RDSD perspective.
In Table 8.1 these items are shown together with mean response by superinten~

dents.,
"TABLE 8.1
EMPHASIS ON THE RDSD PERSPECTIVE
. Districts 80,000 f Districts 280,000

Question #%| 1ltem ' Freg. | Mean#¥ Freq. Mean*k

2a Systematic evaluation (308) 3.64 (30) 3.73

2b Solid research base’ (302) 3.25 (29) 3.34

2¢ Systematic planning {309) h.12 (30) 4.30

24 Adequate definitlon of objectives %308) 4,00 (30) 4,27

+
"Mean RatlIng of RD6D Items 3.75 3.91

i
*Question numbars In this chapter refer to those on the Questionnaire; see
Appendlx A. :

O | **Means based of S=axtrame, 4=major, 3=modest, 2=slight, l=none.

- |
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It is evident that all these items are generally endorsed to at 1-. .
a moderate extent, and also that they receive somewhat greater empha .5 in
the largest districts. However, items a and b, which are most una " .guously

associated with this perspective, are also the least emphasized aiong the
form in both size categories

2. ° SOCIAL INTERACTION {(S-1)

This perspective places emphasis on the patterns by which innovations
diffuse through a social system. Five generalizations about the proces-
are usually emphasized and are supported by empirical research from rural
sociology and from the education sources cited earlier {(Mort, etc.}: (1) that
the indlvidual user or adopter belongs to a network of soecial relations which
largely influences his adoption behavior; {2) that his place in the netvirk
{centrality, peripherality, isolation) is a good predictor of his rate of
acceptance of new ideas; {3} that informal perzonal contact is a vital part
of the Influence and adoption process; (4} that group membership and reference
group tdentifications are major predictors of Individual adoption; {5} that
the rate of diffusion through a social system follows a Predictable S-curve
pvattern (very slow beginning followed by a period of very rapid diffusion,
followed in turn by a long late adopteg or ''laggard" period).

FIGURE 8.2
THE SOCIAL INTERACTION PERSPECTIVE
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Hajor contributors to the $-1 research tradition are Coleman, Katz and
Menzel (1966), Ryan and Gross (1943), Lionberger (1960), and E. Rogers (1962,

}9;2)5 In education principal proponents have been Mort (1964) and Carlson
1365).

REEE In the survey, four items were derived explicitly from the social Inter-
action perspective. In Table 8.2 these items are shown together with mean
responses by superintendents,

TABLE 8.2
. EMPHASIS ON THE SOCIAL INTERACTION PERSPECTIVE
Districts ¢80,000 JDistricts 280,000
Question # ltem Freq. Mean Freq. Mean
2q Utiiizlng a number of different
media to get the new jdeas across| (307) 2.36 (30) 3.30
Zh Persistence by those who advo-
cate the innovatlon (307) | b.\7 (30) Lo
2r Involvement of informal leaders
of opinion inside the schools (304) | 3.50 (30) 3.33
2s Participation by key community '
leaders (305) | 2.84 (30) 3.13
Mean Rating of Social [nter-
actlion |tems - 3.47 3.46

-

These four ftems are also emphasized to a moderate extent by most super-
intendents but there Is little difference between the largest and the repre-
sentative districts. Again the highest rated Item, "persistence..” is the
most ambiguous and could fairly be associated with any perspective. it Is
also interesting to note that the largest dlstricts have somewhat mor® con-
cern for influencing key persons outside the school system Itself (item 2s)
and somewhat less concern for influencing Instders (item 2r) relative to
representative districts,

3.  PROBLEM SOLVING (P-S)

Thls model rests on the primary assumption that Innovation Is a part of
a'problem-solving process which goes on Inside the usar. Problem-solving Is
usually seen as a patterned sequence of activitles beglnning with a need,
sensed and articulated by the cllent, which s translated into a problem state-
ment and diagrnoate. When he has thus formulated a problem statement, the client~
user [s able to conduct a meaningful search and retrieval of ideas and infor-
IERJ!:« mation which can be used In formulating or selecting the itnnovation. Finally,

o
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FIGURE 8.3
THE PROBLEM-SOLVER PERSPECTIVE
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the user needs to contern himself with adapting the innovation, trying oul
- and evaluating its effectiveness in szatisfying his original need. The focus
of this orientation is the user, himself, his needs. and what he does about
satisfying his needs. The role of outsider is therefore consultative or
collaborative. The outside change agent may assist the user either by pro-
viding new ideas and Innovations specific to the diagnosis or by providing
guidance on the process of problem-solving at any or al) of the indicated
stages.

At least five points are generalty stressed by advocates of this orienta-
tion: first, that user seed is the paramount consideration and the only accept-
able value-stance for the change agent; second that diaggiosis of need always
has to be an integral part of the total process; third that the outside ¢hange
agent should be nondirective, rarely, if ever, violatina the integrity of the
user by placing himself in a directive or expert status; fourth that the
internal resources, i.e., those resources already existing and easily accessi-
ble with the client system, itself, should always be fully utilized; and
Fifth that self-initiated and self-applicd Tnnovation witl have the strongest
user commitment and the best chances for long-term survival. ¢

| f the "user' is a group or an organization, the problem-solver con-
sultant role also is tikely to include training in group communication, the
building of group or organizational self-awareness and cohesiveness, and
emphasis on ¢olloboration among the members of the user system in solving
their problems with as wide a tircle of participation as possible.



A few of the major advocates of this orientation are Lippitt, et al.
(1958), watson (1967), Jung (1970) and Thelen {1967). Most of those who
belong to this school are social psychologists in the group dynamics-human
relations tradition.

In the survey, five items were derived explicitly from the problem-
solver perspective. |In Table 8.3 they are llsted with superintendents
responses to each.

TABLE 8.3
: EMPHASIS ON THE PROBLEM-SOLVER PERSPECTIVE
: : Districts ¢B0,000fDistricts 280,000
Question # Item freq. Mean Freq. | Mean
-~ HaxImizing chances of participation
by many groups (303) |3.65 (30) 3.70
2] Stressing self-help by the users
of the innovation (303) | 3.67 (30) 3.50
2k Adequate diagnosis of the real
educatlonal need (308) |3.98 (30) h.23
21 Providing a climate conducive to .
sharing ldeas (304) 4. (30) b.10
. 2n Creating awareness of the need _
for change Ny (308) {4.03 (30) k.20
Mean Rating of Problem-Solver
ttems : 3.89 3.95

By a small margln, thls set of items appears to be emphasized by the
superintendents over those related to the RDSD and social Interactlon perspeptlves.
There is‘Po difference between large and representative districts.

b,  LINKAGE: A UNIFYING CONCEPT

Al though the above three models of D&U are espoused by different authors
and represent dlfferent schools of thought, they can be seen as elucldating
different but equally important aspects of a total process. In attempting to
bulld 3 synthesls from these various schools, we have derlved the concept of
"Yinkage." (See Figure 8.b4} According to thls principle, the internal problem-
solving process of the user Is seen as the essential starting polnt, but the
process of searching for and retrieving new outslde knowledge relevant to the
problem=solving cycle 1s spelled oyt in greater detall., To coordinate helping
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-activities with internal user problem-solving activities, the outsid 1.o-

source person (or system) must be able to recapitualte or simulate -hat

internal process. Technically speaking, the resource person neta. to develop

a good '"'model" of the user system in order to "link'" to him effectively.
Cfihicafly speaking, we would say that he needs to have empathy or understanding.

At the same time, the user must have an adequate appreciation of how
the resource system operates. In other words he myst be able to understand
and partially simulate such resource system activities as research, develop-
ment, and evaiuation, )

In order to build accurate models of each other, resource and user must
provide reciprocal feedback and must provide signals to each other which are
mutually reinforcing. It |s proposed that this type of collaboration will
not only make particular solutions more relevant and more effective bui will
alse serve to build a lasting relationship of mutual trust, and a perception
by the user that the resource person is a truly concerned and coinpetent helper.
In the long run initial collaborative relations build eff:ctive channels
through which jnnovations c¢an pass efficiently and effectively from researchers
to developers, from developers to practitioners, and from practitioners to
consumers. As the RD&D school holds, there must be an extensive and rational
division of labor to accomplish the complex tasks of innovation building. How-
ever, each separate roleholder must have some idea of how other roles are
performed and some idea of what the linkage system as a whole is trying to do.

FIGURE 8.4
THE LINKAGE PROCESS
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No items were explicitly selected to represent the "linkage' perspectlive
since this was seen primarily as a synthesis of the others. However, a few
items suggest additional aspects of the concept. They are listed in Table 8.4,

TABLE 8.4
SOME ADDITIONAL ITEMS RELATED TO THE LINMKAGE PERSPECTIVE L
Districts <80,000 DistrictsZ_GO,DDDl
Question # item , Freq. |Mean Freq. | Mean
20 Creating an awareness of alterna- )
tive solutions (308) |3.44 (30) [ 3.60
2q Resolution of interpersonal con~
flicts (300) [3.26 (28) | 3.11
2u Finding shared values as a basis
for working (297) {3.45 (29) | 3.28
Mean Rating of Additional Linkage
items : 3.36 3.33

It is evident that these items by themselves recelve less endorsement than
those presented earller with Vittle distinction between very large and repre- -
sentative districts. However, Table 8.4 in no way represents the best set
of items to represent the linkage concept. Items from each of Tables 8.1,

8.2, and 8.3 would need to be Included to give an adequate plcture of the
cluster of elements Involved.

5, THE CONFLICT MODEL OF CHANGE ;

A number of‘changg agents and change researchers in recent years have
emphasized the lmportance of conflict and crisis as pecessary stimulants to
change. Some have even proposed that crisls situations can be exploited and
even manipulated to effect major positive changes.* Two items in Question 2
(Table 8.5) were intended to ascertain superintendents' reactions to this
approach,

{(insert Table 8.5 here)

As indicated by Table 8.5, the crisis model was distlnctly less popular
than other perspect!ves.

*See for example Chesler, M.A. et al.,"Change~-Through Crisis Model,'* pp. 150~155
in Havelock and Havelock (1973) or Chesler, M.A. and Lohman, J.E. (197}).
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€. A GENERAL CAFACITY MODEL OF CHANGE

1t has also been argued in various clrcles that change prina 1ly re-
quires financial material and staff resources in large quantity. Several
items throughout the questionnaire tested this notion in different ways.
For comparison purposes here we will only cite the two items on Question 2
that are most relevant.

TABLE 8.6
EMPHASIS OM A .GENERAL CAPACITY MODEL OF CHANGE
Pistricts €80,000 pistricts 280,000
Question ¢ ftem ' | Freq. | Mean Frea. | Mean
2e Selecting a competent staff to
- implement the change {304) L. 04 (30) L.30
2f Starting out with adequate finan- '
cial resources to do the job (305) 3fh2 (30) 3.4
Mean Rating of Capacity ltems L 3.73 3.88

it is evident, first of all, that more emphasis was placed ¢(n competent
staff than on financial resources. However, we should be cautiovs in inter-
pertation of item 2f since respondents were asked how much emphasls was given,
not how much ought to have been given. Presumably, the financial resources
available for innovation will pot be a matter under the complete control of
the superintendent or the prime innovator.

COMPARISON OF S1X PERSPECTIVES

Table 8.7 has been constructed to show an over~all comparison of the
different perspectives as reflected in responses to Question 2.

TABLE 8.7 ;
A COMPARISON OF CHANGE PERSPECTIVES
{based on means for item clusters from
Question 2, "Emphasis on lnnovation Procedures'')

| Perspective Districts <80,000 |Districts} 80,000
Probtem Solving 3.89 3.95
ROSD 3.75 3.91
Capacity e 3.73 3.88
Social Interaction 3.47 3.46
Linkage {(Misc. items) 3.36 3.33.
o' Clonflict 2.95 3.08
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From the table it is evident that the problem-solving perspective re-
celves the most emphasis with RDED a close second and the conflict model
the least., It Is also Interesting that large and representative districts
show In ldentical rank ordering of the different models and are otherwise
also similar In thelr ratings.

B. BARRIERS TO INNOVATION iN SI1X CONCEPTUAL CLUSTERS

.
A review of empirical studies of innovation diffusion and planned change

pointed to seven primary concepts or “unifylng themes" whlch explain most

of the findings and serve as a useful set of predictors of innovation trans~

fer success. The list of items In Question 3 under the heading "barrlers"

were carefully chosen to represent these concepts.

1. LINKAGE (AND PROXIMITY)

In barest essentlals ''linkage" slgnlfies the degree of connection between
people, groups, and organizations. The more |inkages there are and the stronger
these |lnkages, the more effective will be the day-to-day contact and exchange
of Information; hence the greater wlll be the opportunity to transfer knowledge
and Innovatlons.

There are some strong theoretical reasons for assuming that |lInkages
between people are highly related to successful innovation. MOst people begln
to conslider new things because they have become aware of these new things
through communlcatlon from or with other people inside or outside their own
group. Such communicatlon cannot take place without contact of some sort,
and slgnificant behavioral change probably requlres prior communication and
contact which is intensive, multi-channelled and recliprocal. From research on
the diffusion of innovations, we know that such communlcatlon depends on
social networks within whlch there Is some form of opinlon leadershlp. Further-
more, Innovations which are not.home~grown will diffuse only If these opinion
leaders travel widely and join into other tosmopolite networks. The more
interconnected these various overlapping networks are, the more rapidly and
frequently innovations can spread.

Psychologlcal studles of problem-solving both in groups and organlzations
als~. suggest that clusters of indlviduals who are highly Interactive wlll be
more creative problem-solvers; furthermore, those who promote various changes
will be more }lkely to succeed 1If they can develop a sense of participation
through two-way communication and collaboration with the user group.

Flnally, it would appear logical that contlinuous |linkage and two-way
communication between developers and advocates of Innovations on the one
hand and users on the other would be necessary for correctlng errors in appli-
catlon and for understanding what changes are relevant and approprlate for
partlicular users,

a. DlImenslons of Llnkage

Innovation can be aided by at least seven types of interpersonal and
Interorganizational linkage. First of all, within user systems, three kinds
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of linkage are important; one we mlght call '"vertical' llinkage, l.e.. .«
extent of contact and two-way comwunicatlon between superlors and s oordlnates,
leaders and followers, administrators and teachers, teachers and - Jdents.
Without such iinkagc Innovatlon declsions can be made at a hlghe, level

without lower levels elther understanding them, accepting them, or sometlimes
even belng aware of them. Sometlmes "authorlty' carrles the day but more

of ten communicatlon and participation in decislon maklng by varlous levels

s Important for changing attitudes and galning widespread acceptance. Another
sort of Internal llnkage could be termed "horlzontal' or ''peer'" llnkage.
Innovatlon diffuslon researchers have shown that Informal connections between
people of mare-or-less equal status ls at least as Important as hierarc.lcal
connectlons both for sharling locally invlited innovatlons and adopting them
from outside. Particularly in flelds where Indlvidual professlonals work

in separate space and carry on their professlonal dutles outside each other's
view {as teachers In classrooms), lack of such peer llnkage can be an important
inhlbltor of change. A third type of Internal llnkage concerns the-maximum use
of speclallsts and persons with defined ares of expert knowledge and talent

wlthin the system. These might Include an R&D person, a counsellor, llbrarlan,
etc.

From the viewpoint of past research arnd theory, certaln kinds of external
linkages are also Important. The smaller the user system and the more 1llmited
its own resources, the more cruclial these external limlts become, One lmportant
external source is the speclallzed center of expertise such as a laboratory or
university. Particularly with Increasing investment in educational R&D in
the iast decade, linkage of local school districts to such sources should be
important for the spread of research-based and validated Innovations.

Another Important type of external linkage pertains to sources of financial
support, Including federal grants, state support, and prlvate foundation grants.
Usually some effort and Initiative by the dlstricts is necessary In order to
reach out for this support and more often than not the ''strings attached'" In-

¢lude important consultatlve aid and guldance in planning and lmplementing
changes,

A thlrd type of externa) linkage is to what we might call the peer gystem
network. There Is some need for both schools and school dlstrlicts to interact,
exchange {deas on what each is doing including visits and demonstrations.
There are undoubtedly lnnovator and opinlon leader diséricts and 8chools, just
as there are innovator and opinlon leader individuals. N

A seventh category which has both internal and external aspects is
linkage to the communlty or the county social environment within which the
user system exists. Such linkage would include relationships wlth established
groups such as businesses, churches, government and voluntary organizations
as well as with students, partents, and the general publlc. Such |lnkage pre-
sumably brings greater understanding and hence greater support, motivatlvely
and financlally, for new projects in the schools.

Because of our previous work In this fleld and for the reasons stated
above, we had a special interest In this survey in exploring many aspects of
tlnkage. I{f possible, we hoped to show the relative Importance of 1linkage as
a procedural element in the change process compared to such other variables
as openness of user attitudes, strength of need, and financlal resources avall-

oy
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able. We also wanted to dlstingulsh among the various categorles of Internal
and external linkage listed above. Evidence relevant to these assumptions
comes from many questions In different parts of the survey. 1|In Chapter Six
they are discussed under the heading of ''participation.'" In Chapter Seven

. they are discussed under several headings including '"'medla," ''procedures,"
"barriers,'" and "key factors.'" 1n thls section we would llke to restrict
ourselves only to the subset of Items on Question 3 which were [ntended to
foxus on thl% concept and glve a comparative view of the relatlive power of
"linkage'! as a phenomena in Innovatlon process. Table 8.8 dlsplays thls
ciuster of items.

TABLE 8.8
LINKAGE BARRIER ITEM CLUSTER

Flstrlcts €80,000 IDlstrlcts 280,000
Ques tion # 'tem Freq. | Mean* Freq. | Meanx
3a tack of adequate contacts with
outside resource groups (e.g., .
unfversities, labs, consultants,
ete. (305) | 2.04 (29) 1.93 ¢
3b Lack of communication among
staff (305) | 2.44 (29) }2.66
3c Lack of comuunication between
. staff and students (302) | 2.22 (29) {2.17
30 Lack of contact wlth other school
systems who had consldered the
Innovatlon (302) | 1.94 (29) |1.90
Mean Ratlng of L!nkage
Barrl&r ltems 2.16 2.17
*|=none; 2uslight; 3=moderate.

It is evident from comparing thls table wilth Table 7.9, showlng all 18
barrler items together, that the lInkage |tems are not seen as Important
Impediments to ¢hange In the showcase Innovation. Only "“communication among
staff'" rates above the medlan (ranked sixth most Important by representatlve
dlstricts and second among the largest distrlcts). Communlcatloh downward to
students |s somewhat less important as a barrier, while communlication wlth
outsiders (3a and 30) least problematlc; both these ltems rank near the
bottom in Importance among both representative and large dlstricts.

tn the 1lterature review we also found that "proximity" between users
and resources was an Important predlc¢tor of resource transfer, utllization,

Q and Innovation. However, we infer that the importance of thls variable stems
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from the fact that It Increases the probablllty of contact and hence 1i .. ,e.
Therefore, a separate set of ltems was not prepared to measure ''prox.nlty"

barriers on the assumption that the word ''contact' In ltems 38 and .v carrled
both |deas,

2. STRUCTURE

The degree of systematlc and ratirnal orderlng and organizlng of the
Innovatlon process should strongly affect success, partlculerly for complex
Innovations In larger systems. Three ltems in Questlon 3 were Included .0
measure the absence of structure in the process of Innovatlon as a barrler.
They are llsted In Table 8.9,

TABLE 8.9 '
LACK OF STRUCTURE AS A BARRIER
Districts <80,000 Jolstricts 2 80,000
Question # | tem Freq. | Mean Freq. | M--n
3d Confuslon among staff about the ‘
purpose of the lnnovatlon (308) |2.59 (29) | 2.55
3e Staff's lack of preclse Informa- !
tlon about the Innovation (307) |2.53 (29) | 2.2
if Clsorganizatlon of the planning
. and implementatlon efforts {(306) |2.07 (29) | 2.21
Mean Rating of Lack of Structure 2.4o “ 2.43 J

As a sat these barriers seem to be seen as more serious than linkage
barriers to school superlntendents. Item 3d was top-ranked of the |8 among
representative districts whlle ltem 3e was fourth ranked. B8oth these ltems
seem to focus more on the content of the Innovation than the process, however.
ttem 3f, whlch focuses speclfically on the process {planning and implementation),
s rated as only a sllght barrier.

3.  OPENNESS

Closed systems and closed minds are be definltlon incapable of taking In
Important new messages from outsl!de; |f thay cannot take in, they cannot utlllze
outslde knowledge for Internal change or innovation. For resource systems
Yopenness'' means a wllllngness to help and a willingness to be influenced by
user needs. For the user, '"openness' Implles not only receptivity but an
active reaching out for new ldeas, new products, and new ways of dolng things.
In additlon, It |Is a wlllingness to take rlsks and to make an effort to
adapt innovatlons to one's own Sltuation. Three ltems in Questlon 3 were

O targetted on this concept as indicated In Table 8.10,
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TABLE 8.10
LACK OF '"'OPENNESS'' AS A BARRIER

DIstricts <80,000 | Districts2 80,0
Question # 1tem Freq. { Mean Freq. { Hean
39 Unilllingness of resource groups “
to help us revise and adopt (303) |[1.73 (29) | 1.48
3h Rigldlity of school system struc-
ture and bureaucracy (306) | 2.25 (29) | 2.31
3l Unwlillingness of teachers and
other school personnel to change
or llsten to new ideas (306) | 2.57 (29) | 2.45
Hean Rating of Lack of Openness | . 2.18 ‘ 2.08

Obvlously these three ltems measure very dlfferent types of openness and
there |s a very great range of response to them. As noted in Chapter Seven,
lack of openness by outside experts was rated as practlically no problem at all.
On the other hand, lack of openness by teachers was seen as a moderately
important barrler by a majority of superintendents. Perhaps It Is self-serving
on thelr part as spokesmen for the established system to see the structure of
the system as a Jlesser barrler. In any case, lack of structure (Table 8.9)
seems more fmportant to supeiintendents than lack of openness.

4.  CAPACITY

The research l{té;ature Is particularly convincing In suggesting a
pervasive capaclty factor affecting innovativeness In schools. The term is
used here to slgnify a cluster of concepts Inctuding wealth, power, competence,
educatlon, soclo-economlc well-being, and some aspects of size. Tabie 8.11
reviews three l[tems whlch are quite obviously reiated to thls dimenslon.

TABLE 8.11
LACK OF CAPACITY AS A BARRIER

bistricts ¢ 80,000 0 Districts? 80,000

Question # item Freq. Mean Freq. | Hean
3] Shortage of funds allocated for oow
the |nnovation . (304) | 2.54 (29) | 2.8
3k Shortage of quallfled personnel (303) 2.32 (29) | 2.34

Ir inadequacy of school plant, faci-
lities, equlpment or supplles (304) | 2.43 {29) }2.24
Mean Rating of Lack of Capaclty 1 2.43 2.48

- . - Merd— - e ——— - —
- -
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The capaclty factor seems relatlvely Important to both represer ative
and large districts; for the latter, as noted earlier, lack of fun/' was

by far the most salient barrier (although, on the average, rated ,s only
“moderate'}.

5. REWARD

Rewarded behavior tends to be repeated. this Is the most well supported
finding in the fleld of psychology. The sender will not continue to send
nor the recelver continue to receive unless they each recelve rewards appro-
priate to thelir needs and their efforts expended. ‘''Appropriate'' rewards
might be in terms of financial return, securlty, esteem, $tatus, public
recognition, participation In a valued group, encouragement, or relief ‘rom
stress or work. In Question 3, three items were concerned with reward issues.
They are listed in Table 8.12

TABLE 8.12
LACK OF REWARDS AS A BARRIER

Districts <80,000 |l Districts2 80,000_
Question #] item 1 Freq. [ Mean Freq. | Mean
31 Feeling by the teachers and staff ;
that the innovation would have -
llttle beneflit for them (304} | 2.31 (29) } 2.7,
3m Frustration and difficulty en- I
countered by teachers and/or
relevant staff In trying to adopt (302} | 2.53 {29) | 2.66
3n fFrustration and difficulty en-
countered by students during the
adoptlon process (301) | 2.00 {28) | 1.82
Mean Rating of Lack of Reward 2.28 d 2.22

in contrast to the structure barrler, rewards intrinsic to the Innovation
ftself (31) are less problematic than negatlve rewards encountered In the process
of adoption and implementation. Least problematic, from the superintendent’s
point of view at least, are rewards for students (3n1, this item being rated
16th and 17th in importance respectively by representative and very large dis-
tricts.

6.  SYNERGY

»
Dissemination and implementation activities in a complex system rarely have
thelr effects in isolation of other variables and usually several factors have
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to be operatlve in a positlve directlon before fanovation takes place. We
have used the term “'synergy' to identlfy the sImultaneous interaction of

two or more effects efther planned or unplanned. The concept Includes

the comlng together of forces, orchestratlon, combining of dlverse elements,
synchronlzation of several medla and several diverse or repeated messages

to produce jolnt or additive effects, Two question ftems attempted to
measure some aspects of '"synergy' as a factor In innovatlon process. They
are shown together in Table 8.13.

TABLE 8.13
LACK OF SYNERGY AS A BARRIER i
Dlstricts <80,000 || Districts 280,000
Question # {tem - ’ Freq. | Mean Freq. | Mean
3p Lack of coordination and team
work withln the school system (303) | 2.1 {29) | 2.24
3q Absence of a concerted campalgn
to put the new ldeas across (304) | 2.03 (29) | 2.21
Mean Rating of Lack of Synergy 2.07 n 2.23

It |s evident that synergy was seen only as a siight problem in Implementing
the showcase Innovation, as measured by these [tems. [t seems 1lkely, however,
that we have not adequately measured the concept here, !f Indeed It Is measurable.

7.  COMPARISON OF IMPORTANCE OF SiX BARRIER CLUSTERS

Table 8.14 has been constructed to show an over~all comparlson of the
six different barrier clusters discussed in the above section.

TABLE 8.14
A COMPARISON OF BARRIER CLUSTERS IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE

Importance as a 8arrier In

the Showcase lnnovatlon
Concept Cluster Dlstricts ¢80,000 [Districts 2 80,000
(Lack of) Capaclty 2. 43 2.48
(" ") Structure 2.40 2.43
(" ") Reward * 2,28 2.23
(" ") Openness 2,18 2,08
(" ") Linkage " 2.16 2,17
{" ") Synergy 2.07 2/23
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Lack of structure and lack of capacity clearly receive top=ratlr; ¢
barriers, while openness, llnkage, and synergy (all related to comm -icatlon’
are viewed 85 less important. Reward items lie somewhere between.

The chlef deflcit of these data resides in the fact that showcase
innovations reported were overwhelmingly claimed to be successful. Hence,
no barrier was ldentified as being more than moderately Important and most
were seen as either slight or non-existent. Presumably for innovations that
failed the barrier response would be much higher. It 1s more difficult to
say whether the pattern of responses would have been different.

C. A FACTOR ANALYSIS OF BARRIERS AND PROCEDURES: Empirical vs, Theoretical
Clusterlng

There Is no one "'right'' way to selegt items for a questionnaire or to
group ftems for analysis and summarization. Up to this polnt, we have uscd
past theoretical frameworks summarized in an extensive lirerature review as
a guide for both selection and analysis. In the conclusion of Chapter Seven,
we aiso showed that the set of [tems seiected under "procedures' and 'barriers"”
for this questionnalre was reasonably comprehensive in representing superin-
tendents' spontaneous statements on process factors and that they were over~
whelmlngly judged to be a good checkllst for future Innovatlon adoptlon and
implementation.

in the first two sections of this chapter, we resumma2,ized procedure
and barrier data In terms of theoretical constructs derived from theory.
It 15 also possible to cluster these items empirlcally, using predetermined
objective criterla without regard to theory. The most commoniy used statlstical
procedures to achleve clusterlng fall under the heading of '‘factor analysis."

Factor analysis has two principal purposes, both of which are germane
to this survey project. The first and most common purpose Is data reduction,
l.e., the simplification of data presentation by reducing a large and complex
set of item responses to a few key dimenstons. [n a sense, the previous
two sections have attempted this reduction using the theory from which the
items were originally derived, reducing 21 "procedure' items and 18 "barrier"
ltems to six '"perspectives' and six "barrier clusters.'" A principle com-
ponents factor analysis does the same job using a matrix of correlations of
all the items together and creating new artificial variables which represent
the most highly Intercorretated sets of items. Each of these artificial
varlables or "factors' has two statistical properties which are lmportant in
data reduction. First, each factor is "orthogonal'' to every other factor;
hence they are uncorrelated and should therefore have distinct aud non-over-
lapping meaning; this conceptual purity of orthogonality is offset by the
problem of enterpretation, if a number of items of seemingly devise content
are represented in a factor it will be very hard either to label or to com=
prehend as a unltary phenomenon. The other statistical property of principle
component factors is the maximization of varlance accounted for by successive
factors: the flrst factor represents the linear conbination of variables which
represents the most variance; the second factor represents the linear com-
binatlon of variables which represents the most variance after all the variance
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accounted for by the flirst facior is extracted from the correlation matrix;
the third factor represents the next most variance and so forth. This

fact 1s very Iimportant for data reduction since it means that an Investigation
can report as few or as many factors as he wishes with the assurance that

the factors chosen represent the maximum explanatory power using that number
of concepts. '

Because of the difficulty of labelling and interpreting factors from a
principal components solution most Investlgators rotate the factor matrix
to find more easily Interpretable dimensions or to achleve what s often
called "simple structure." For this analysis we have chosen the 'varimax"
method developed by Kalser.* As summarized by Nunnally, this method "maximizes
the sum of varlances of squared 1oadings In the columns of the factor matrix.
In each column of the matrix, this tends to produce some high loadings and
some loadings near 2ero, which Is one aspect of simple structure...The varimax
method has proved very successful as an analytlc approach to obtaining ortho-
gonal rotatlion of factors, ''k*

it Is also possible to use factor analysis to test previously derived
theories about the underlying structure of a set of items. Part of our
intention In this project was to test the generalizations from our 1lterature
review against a freshly drawn set of data. Therefore, as we consider the
results of the varimax factor matrix we will be referring back, when possible,
to the fit or similarity between these clusters and the theoretical clusters
reported in Parts A and B of thls chapter.

Recognizing that our dysfunction between "procedures'* and ''barriers"
might be artificlal and that "overcoming barrier X'' might be equivalent
operationally to '"following procedure X,'" we decided to analyze both sets
of Items together in one 39 x 39 item correlation matrix. Iin fact, however,
most procedures and barriers were not highly intercorrelated and, with one
exception, the resulting factors generally represented either barrier dimen-
sions or procedure dimensions but not both. HNine factors were extracted In
all, four representing procedures and five representing barviers.

1. PROCEDURE FACTORS
{Insert Table 8.15 here)

1t is gratifylng to find a set of items which represent such a coherent
cluster both statlstically and conceptually as ltems |, u. 1, and j. More-
over, the cluster corresponds closely to the “problem solver' perspective
described earlier and predicted from theory. Only two of the items (u and 1)
have any substantlal relationship to any other factors. Sharling, particlpation,

*Kaiser (1958).

**Nunnally (1967), pp- 332-333.
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a TABLE 8.15
FACTOR 1: PARTICIPAT!IVE PROBLEM-SOLVING
-
Loadings on Other
Questlion # I tem Loadlng | Factors ».20" '
r 21 *| Maximizing chances of participation
by many groups .64
, 2u Finding shared values as a basis for
Core worklng 61 (P iv -.23)
1tems ﬁ
21 Providing a climate conducive to
sharlng ideas .60 (P tv ~,28)
2j Stressing self-help by the users of
. the innovation .58
/
. 2r involvement of informal leaders of (P 111 ~.36,
opinion Inside the schools .39 P 1V ~.20)
2m Providiag a climate conduclve to
Related risk-taking .37 (P iv -.46)
items <
2q Rescolutlon of interpersonal con-
, fllcts .32 (P 1v -.55)
Ze Se[ecting a competent staff to imple-
~ ment change ' .31 {p 1t .32)

and self-help are the core ideas. Less strongly related are informal leader
Involvement, risk-taking and conflict resolution. We would guess that '‘compe-

tence' on thls factor (Item "e') means competence in human relatlons above
atl.

({insert Table 8.16 here)

Once again it is gratifylng to observe a very coherent cluster of
varlables, highly related to each other statistically, hlghly independent
of other factors, and all conforming to our predictlon of an "RD&D'' perspective,
1t is fairly clear that there is a subgroup of superintendents who follow the
RDED philosophy as distinct from the probiem solver philosophy. Points of
agreement between the two schools of thought center on the need for diagnosis
and for generating an awareness of the need for change. We would expect, how-
ever, that the locus of need ldentification is seen somewhat differently by
the two groups, the problem solvers emphasizing need awareness and diagnosls
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TABLE 8.16
PROCEDURE FACTOR 11: RD6D EMPHASIS
Loadings on Other
Question f | tem Loadlng Factors 7 .20
f 2a Systematic evaluation .64
zb Solid research base .64
Core ﬁ
I tems 2¢ Systemat {c planning .64 (P 1 .22)
L 2d Adequate definition of objectlves .60 P .22)
2k Adequate dlagnosis of the real
educatioral need 43 (P 1 .28)
29 Utlllzing a number of dlfferent medla
Related | to get the new ldeas across .3k (P ) .2k)
ltems
2e Selecting a competent staff to (P 1 .31,
implement change .32 8 |y -.28)
2n Creating awareness of the need for (P 1y -.50,
~ change 31 P .29)

by users and RD&D advocates emphasizlng need determlnation by experts. Again
or the ''competence'' Item we would guess that a very dlfferent type of com-

- petence is stressed here, namely competence In research, evaluation, and
systematic planning.

{Insert Table 8.17 here)

Procedure Factor |1l Is less clearly tied to our prior theoretlcal
expectatlons but shows an Interesting pattern. Evidently some superlntendents
view participatlion by key persons more as a strateglc necessity for getting
things done than as an aspect of human relations philosophy. The assoclation
of item 2t, "taklng advantage of crisis,'" almost suggests a Machlavelllan
orientatlon. Clearly P 11} superintendents belleve strongly in "“social Inter-
actlon'" and utlllizing oplnion leadershlp; It may also be that they are some-
what distrustful of outside expertise or at least the willlngness of outsiders
to help {note that item 3g is a “barrler" ltem).

P 1] may also represent political awareness and concern for handling
school district declslion maklng within the larger soclo-polttical arena of
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. TABLE B.17
PROCEOURE FACTOR 11§: STRATEGIC MANIPULATION (OF SOCVAL INTERACTI!Y)
ioadlngs on Other
uestion # | tem | Loading Factors ) .20
. _ —
2s Participation by key community
’. leaders =71 (P 11 .23)
< 2t Taking advantage of crisis -
situations - .47 (P v -.35)
2r Invoivement of informal leaders (P 1 .39,
L of opinion inside the schoals -.36 PtV ~.20)
( 3g Unwilllngness of resourcce groups {8 1 .49,
to help us revlse or adapt -, 76 B 111 .2k}
29 Utillzing a number of different P FI .34, .
< medla to get the new ldeas across -.19 P} ,24)
21 Maximlzing ¢chances of partici~ >
pation by many groups ~, 18 (P 1 .6h)
2p Confrontation of differences -.18 (P 1y -.69, F | .21)
.

of the community as a whole. 1t would be interesting to see if P 11| super-
Intendents have a hlgher survival rate than their colleagues.

(Insert Table 8,18 here})

-

The fourth procedure factor appears to represent the most radlcal view
of the change process among those identifled, emphasizing both confllct and
openness, it Is more closely aligned with the "conflict!" model previously
described and with the approaches to innovation which might be associated with
the "new politics' of education. There Is implicit in thls cliuster the notion
that fundamental change Is needed and that such change is likely to Involve
a lot of conflict and risk. 1t is also implied, however, that differences
can be resolved In a spirlt of openness through a common recognition of
need and shared values,.

Summing up Tables 8.15 through B.18 we see four ¢lear ¢lusters of variables
that are closely aligned to our earller theoretical clusterings (Tables 8.1
through 8.5). The Problem Solver and RDED perspectives are nearly identical
empirically and theoretically and they are the two strongest and clearest
procedural factors. '"Soclal Interaction' emerges empirically in a cluster
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TABLE 8.18
ANO HUMAN REVOLUTION)}

PROCEOURE FACTOR IV: CONFLICT-LINKAGE {OPEN ADVOCACY

Loadlings on Other

Question # | ltem Loading Factors ) .20
4 2p Confrontation of dlfferences -.69 81 .24, p 1 ,21)
2q Resolution of interpersonal con-
flicts -.55 (P 1 .32)
Zn Creating awareness of the need for
change -.50 P11 .31,P 1 .29
20 Creating an awareness of alterna-
tive solutions -.47 (P .28, P 1t .26
2m Providing a ¢limate conducive to
\ risk~taking - . k6 {P1 .37
]
r .
2t Taklng advantage of crisis situatlons -.35 (P 111 =.47)
21 Providing a ¢climate conduclve to
sharing ideas ~.29 (P 1 .60)
2u Finding shared values as a basls
for working -.23 {r1 .61)
2h Persistence by those who advocate
the innovation -.22 (P .26, P11 .23
2r Involvement of informal leaders of (P11 .39,
\. opinion Inslde the schools ~.20 P 111 -,36)

including "taklng advantage of crisls," suggesting that a better label might
The one word '"Machla-
velllan'' could fit this cluster nicely, provided that no derogative Is

be 'manlpulative of communication and social forces."

implied thereby.

A fourth c¢luster, appearing to combine aspects of both

l1inkage and confliict models, may represent the emergent radlcal=1iberal
approach to change of the late 1960's,

2.

did.

BARRIER FACTORS

Unfortunately barrier factors did not emerge from the analysls as dis-
¢rete and describable clusters nearly to the extent that procedure factors

Thls may be due to the much higher inter~item varlance for procedures.

Most respondents checked elther ''none'' or ''s1ight'' for all barrier items, a
fact which may be related to the claimed '"'success' of the showcase innovation.
Nevertheless, we will present the findings which emerged and attempt some

interpretations.



TABLE 8,19 ~203~
BARRIER_FACTOR |: GENERAL CONFUSION
Loadings on Other
Quastion # | tom Loading | Factors 2,20
( 3e Steff's lack of precise Information
about the Innovation 81
3d Confuslon among staff about the pur-
pose of the Innovation .79
e 3l Unwilllingness of teachers and other
pms school personnel to change or llsten
to new ldeas N (B 1v .26)
3b Lack of communlcatlon among the staff .77
31 Feellng by teachers and staff that
the Innovatlion would have llttle bene-
fit for them 72
ﬁ'\ ———————-—-—-——h—-—-—-—————-—c—--—q-——-—--—m——-————-—-
4 Ip Lack of coordination and teamwork with-
In the school system b9 (B 1t1 .23)
Im Frustratlion and dIfflculty encountered
: by teachers and/or relevant staff In
trylng to adopt 66 (8 1v .38)
ghly }- if Disorganlzatlon of the planning and
1ated< Implementatlon efforts .66 (8 111 .21)
ems :
iq Absence of a concerted campalgn to
put the new ideas across .61 (8 111 .30)
3h Rigidity of school system structure "
and bureaucracy _ .56 (B v .27)
\ 3c Lack of communication between staff (8 111 .30,
and students .56 BV -.23)
= — - -
Ir Inadequacy of school plant, faclll- (8 v .38, B 11 .28,
ties, squipment, or supplies .32 B 11D .21)
In Frustration and d1fficulty encoun-
akly tered by students durlng the
lated < adopt ton process .30 (B 111 .57)
bems
3] Shortage of funds allocated for the (8 11 .57,
innovation .28 B IIIl .20)
L 2p Confrontation of differences . 2h (P IVv=-.69,P1 .21)
g Unwillingness of resource groups to P 111 -,26,
help us revise or adapt b B all .24) -~
3k Shortage of qualified personnel 47 B 11 .41)
der=-
tely { 3a Lack of adequate contacts wlth outside
elated resource groups (e.g., universities, (B 111 .26,
tems labs, consultants, etc. .19 B Il .25)
o 3o Lack of contact with other school sys-
J;Bdfz tems who had consldered the same
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Tabte B.19 shows the flrst rotated factor In our analysls which Is
also clearly a barrler factor. All barrler Items bad appreclable 1oadlngs
on thls factor while only one “'procedure' jtem even came close (2p, "con-
frontatlon of dlfferences'"). Therefore, It 1s also clearly a ''general"
factor, suggesting that those respondents who checked barrlers as Important
had a tendency to check all of them as important. Further insight Into the
tnterpretation of Bl comes from the four "pure'' Items with the highest loadlngs,
3¢, 3d, 3b, and 31. The common theme among these seems to be lack of Infor-
matlon or confuslon about what the lnnovation is all about. We mlight have
expected such a conceptual clustar to emerge from our data as a ''lack of
structure'' factor (see agaln Table 8.9 and items 3e, 3d, and 3f. What Is
surprising 1s that lack of Informatlon 1s so highly related to so many
other things including 1inkage {3b, 3c), openness (3!, 3h, 39} reward

(31 3m), and synergy {3p, 3q). The only items weakly related to Bl concern
capaclty.”

However, '"capaclty'' emerges very clearly as the approprlate labal for
Barrler Factor 1l (Table 8.20? In fact, thls factor Includes a strong and
relatively pure [tem from the ''procedure' 1ist which flts loglcally as well
as statlstically Into thls cluster,

TABLE 8.20
BARRIER FACTOR §1: CAPACITY
LoadIlngs on Qther
Question # | tem ' Load | ng FactorsY). 20
{ 3j Shortage of funds allocated for the
Innovatlon .57 . (81 .28, 8111 .
Core < of Starting out wlth adequate flnancial |
Items resources to do the job -.55
L 3k Shortage of quallfled personnel 4 (8 1 .47)
:
3r Inadequacy of school plant, facll- (8 v .38, 81 .32,
Itles, equlpment, or supplles .28 8 111 .21)
Related
Items 3d Lack of adequate contacts wlth out-
slde resource groups (e.g., unlver-
sltles, labs, consultants, etc.) .28 (81.39, 8 111 .2
Logically but not emplrically related item:
2e Selecting a competent staff to (P It .32, P I .31
Implement change -.13 8 1y -, 28)

The other '‘cepaclty' Item from the procedure Yist (2e¢) evidently measures
a dlfferent concept. Flnanclal shortages and thelr consequences ars clearly
what |s belng measured here.

E 4
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TABLE 8.21

BARRIER FACTOR 111: LINKAGE DOWN AND OUT

LoadIngs on Other

Questlon # 1tem Loadlng Factors > .20
3n Frustration end diFfflculty encoyn-
tered by students during the adoption .
process .57 (8 1 .30)
30 Lack of contact with other school
systems who had considered the same
Ennovat ton 51 {B 1 .37)
3q Absence of a concerted campalgn to
put the new ideas across .30 (Bl .61)
1c Lack of communlcatlon between staff
and students .31 (B 1 .56, B vV -,23)
3a Lack of adequate contacts with out=
slde resource groups {(e.g., univer=
sities, labs, consultants, etc,) .26 (B 1.39, 811 .25)
39 Unwlllingness of resource groups
to help us revise or adapt the (8 1 .49,
Innovatlon .24 P III ~,26) |
3p Lack of coordlnation and teamwork
wlithin the school system .23 (8 1 .69)
ir Inadequacy of school plant, facll- (B v .38, B | ,32,
1tles, equlpment, or supplies .21 B Il ,28)
3f Disorganization of the planning and
Implementatlon efforts .21 (8 1 .66)
3] Shortage of funds allocated for
the innovation .20 (8 1t .57, B 1 ..8)

The remainlng three barrier factors are Interesting but puzzllng and

difficult both to label and to interpret.

B 1ll seems to show a fusion of

two loglcally separate ideas, contact wlth and utilization of outsiders, and

concern for students.

Items 3n and 3¢ suggest a student-Centered concern,

Apparently those who express this concern most strongly are also likely to be
The ltem does not clearly
correspond to any of the slx ¢onceptual clusters derived from the literature

concerned with outsiders, especially other systems.

survey,
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TABLE 8,22
BARRIER FACTOR V: TEACHER-BLAME
Loadings on Other
Questlion #| ltem - Loading Factors » .20
f 3m Frustration and difflculty encoun-
tered by teachers and/or relevant
staff in trylng to adopt .38 (8 1 .68)
Core < 2e Selecting a competent staff to
[ tems Implement change -.28 (P11 .32, P11 .30
31 Unwillingness of teachers and other
school personnel to change thelr
- behavior or listen to new ideas . 26 (8 v .77}
( 31 Feeling by teachers and staff
that the Innovatlon would have
little benefit for them to thelr work 19 (8t .72)
2k Adequate dlagnosts of the real
educatlonal need -.18 (P 1t .43, Pt .28
Weakly 29 Uttllzing a number of different
Related < medla to get the new ideas across A7 (P II .34, P 1 .24
ltems
3a Lack of adequate contacts wlth out~
side resource groups (e.g., unlver= (81 .39, 8111 .2
slties, labs, consultants, etc.) -.16 B It .25)
3n Frustratlon and difficulty encoun-
tered by students durlng the
adoptlon process 6 (g 111 .57, 81 .3
2r Involvement of Informal leaders (Pt .39, P Il -
L of oplnion Inside the schonls .15 P IV ~-.20) =36
Factor BIV {Table 8.22) Is clearly focused on teacher skillls and percelved
characterlstics, and seems to reflect the judgment of some Superintendents that
thelr problems with the Innovatton reflected teacher shortcomings of one sort
or another.. However, the ltem is not a strong one and contalns no pure |tems.
(This was the elghth of nlne factors extracted from the matrix. BV Is the ninth.) |
{Insert Table B.23 here) |
The last and weakest of the factors in our analysls Is shown in Table 8.23.
[ERJ}:‘ It seems to be focused Primarily on the one Item related to facilities and |
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TABLE 8.23
BARRIER FACTOR V: STRUCTURAL QPENNESS
. tuadings on Other
uestlon #1 ltem Loading Factors ? .20
3r Inadequacy of school plant, facllities, (B 1 .32, B 11 .28,
equipment, or supplies .38 B 111 .21}
3h Rigidity of school system structure
and bureaucracy 27 (B 1 .%5)
3c Lack of communicatlon between staff (8 1 .56,
and students -.23 Bt .30)
3] Shortage of funds allocated for (B 11 .57, 81 .29,
the innovation 19 B 111 .20)
2n Creating awareness of the need for (P 1v -.50,
change 19 Pttt .31, P 1 .29)
2q Resclution of Interpersonal con-
flicts * -.19 (P 1V -.55, P 1 .32)
3e Staff's lack of precise information
about the innovation -.19 (8 1 .81)
39 Unwillingness of resource groups to
help us revise or adapt the innova- (B 1 b9, P HII -0
tion 18 B 111 .24) ]

measures not the quantity or slze {(a financial matter in part) but the quality
We would guess that this factor is related to the difficulties

and shape,

encountered by some districts which tried out innovations

in flexible schedul~

ing, Indlvidualization, and open school-open classroom, and they found their
extsting school plant physically too limitling.
in the case study of Troy, Michigan, reported elsewhere In this report.

This point also emerges strongly

In sum, we find In the factor analysis of barriers little of what we

expected to find,

There is one sirong and pervasive factor related to infor-

mation about the tnnovation which suggests strongly the need for i{mproved
There i5 a second clear
factor related to financlal support which Is mostily independent of the first,
There is a third and weaker factor reflecting a concern for better linkage to
both students and their needs and to outslders.
rather feeble and Impure factors concerned with teacher behaviors and school

information dissemination and utilization mechanisme.

structured openness which might have been left uninterpreted,

And finally, there are two
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CHAPTER NINE: _SCHOOL DISTRICT RESOURCES - UTILIZATION AND POLICY

U.5. school distrlicts vary wldely In the amount of resources they can
bring to bear on behalf of innovatlon. Thls chapter reports on a number
of such resources: monetary, human, Informatlonal and materfal.

Table 9.1 lists responses to 16 ‘resource ltems rank ordered by amount
of use for representatlve districts. They are divided into the two categorles
of "internal' and "external," to contrast those ltems whlch can be generated
from withln the district from those whlch represent or requlre Involvement of
outside personnel or outside (state, federal, and prlvate} funding sources.

{Insert Table 9.1 here)

The distinction Is somewhat artificial In that use of ''internal'' human
resources may requlire "external' flnancial resources and vice versa; further-
more multiple configuratlons of '"'internal" and '‘external" resources are often
required to innovate successfully.

Nevertheless the_table generates some interesting comparisons. Flirst of
all, very large districts are conslstently higher users of external resources
of all kinds, Secondly, almost all internal resources with the exception of
"student discussions and Idea presentations’ are used more frequently than
external. Among the external ltems, those assoclated with expert personnel,
Information, and materials rgnk well below the financlal,

Table 9.2 shows a further break-down of representative dlstricts by
si2e. Scannlng the rows of this table we can see that few of these resource
Items are related in a simpie |lnear fashion to distrlct size. Exceptlons
could be *currlculum supervisors," "unspecified federal programs,' and "'ERIC."

However several other items are clearly associated wlth size to a slgnlficant
degree,

(Insert Table 9.2 here)

Convincing as these size data are, they do not tell us about resource
utillzation per pupil. It might well be that if we could correct for size,
the proportional utilization of resources would be exactly reversed with
smallest districts providing most and the targest least! There is no direct
method for us to make such a calculation with the data in hand.

Table 9.3 shows tive resource ltems on which we found significant re-
gional differences. We note that the Great Lakes states fare particularly
poorly in the use of external resources, ranking lowest in ESEA Title I,

SEA's and ERIC, and second lowest on Regional Labs. The fact that New England
and the Great Lakes ranked lowest on use of Labs may be related to the absence
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TABLE 9.1
USE OF INTERNAL ANO EXTERMNAL RESOURCES
Olstricts ¢80,000 Olstricts2 80,000
Mean® Use Mean® |
Not Avall- where Not Avail- where
Avallable able Avallable [} Avallable| able Avallab
| Resource Freq. Freq. : Freq. Fredq.
—¥
Internal fesocurces
|
I. Teacher dlscussions and
ldea presentatlons (2) (305) 4,28 -- (29) 4.07
2. In-service tralning -- (308) 4.17 -- (28) b 43
3. Currlculum supervisors (32) (269) %.05 -- (28) 4%.57
h. Library facilltles (1) (300) 3.82 -- (28) § 3.82
5. Research-evaluatlon '
offlce and staf¢ {48) (251) 3.68 -- {28) 4o
6. Medla speclalists and '
centers (14) (288) 3.68 -- (28) 3.89
7. Student discusslions and '
idea presentations .- (303) 3.25 - (28) 3.29
External Resources
1. ESEA Title | programs )
and services {5) (297) 3,84 - (28) h.15
2. State educatlon agency () (299) 3.55 .- (28) 3.6k
3. ESEA Tlitle |11 programs :
and services (1) (283) 3. 42 . (27) .00
4, Federa) programs (un-
specified) (8) (279) 3.31 -- (26) 4.00
5. Universitles and
colteges (3) (296) 3.16 ~- (27) 3.78
6. Professional associa~
tions (%) (292) 2.72 -~ (27) 3.15
7. ERIC (17 (249) 2.39 -- (26) 3.27
8. USQE reglonal educational
laboratories (19) (264) ” 2.19 (2) (24) 2.75
9. Foundations and other
private programs (19) (271) 1,95 (2) (23)_H 2,57
. ]

*Means are computed accordlng to the following scale:
I=never; 2avery Infrequently; 3=occasionally; 4=frequently; S=very frequently




=2)1-

TABLE 9.2
USE OF INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL RESOURCES BY DISTRICT StZE
MEAN SCORES®

L]

SI12E CATEGORIES
i- 300- y2,500- 1 5,000- | 10,000~ | 25,000~ | 80,0000
299 12,499 14,999 9,999 | 24,999 | 79,999 |& over § $i9-
Neb | Na7! { N=55 | NeS7 Ne77 Nw56 Ne31 { Level
Resource Mean { Mean | Mean Mean Mean Hean Mean (x2)

internal ResSources

1. Teacher discusslons and

ldea presentations- . b33 1 4.1 | & 4.19 b.24 4,38 4.07 NS
2. In=service tralning 3,00 | 3.90 { 4.15 3.97 b. 4\ hob2 4.43 | .00005
3. Currlculum supervisors 2,25 | 3.30 | 3.98 h.18 4.30 4.55 4,57 J .00005
b, Llbrary faclilfitles 3.34 | 3.72 { 3.15 3.16 4.1 3.97 3.82 NS
5. Research-evaluatlon

offlce and staff 2,75 [ 3.43 | 3.50 3.31 4.1 L.0Y4 L.11 .01
6. Medla speciallsts and

centers 2.00 | 3.42 (| 3.47 3.75 3.88 3.95 3.89 NS
7. Student discusslons and T

dea presentatlons 2.50 | 3.27 | 3.29 | 3.15 3.19 3.50 3,29 {.001

Extarnal Resources

1. ESEA Tlitle | programs J
and servlces 4,00 { 3.43 | 3.8% 3,94 3.92 4.06 h.15 n.cd~

2. State educatlon agency 2.17 | 3.43 | 3.77 3.54 3.§; 3.54 3.64 | .00
3. ESEA Title Il programs

and services 3.40 { 3.07 | 3.40 {3.33 ] 3.43 | 3.90 |h.00 .05
b. Federal programs (up-

specified) 2,25 { 2.70 | 3.37 | 3.38 3.47 3.78 .00 §.00005
5. Universlties and

colleges 1.20 | 2.76 | 3.20 3.07 3.45 3.47 3.78 #.09005
6. Professional associa-

tlons 1.83 [ 2.36 | 2.75 2.70 3.02 2,84 3.15 «1.05
7. ERIC 1.00 | 1.82 | 2.24 2.28 2.79 2.85 3.27 |.00D)
8. USOE reglonal educatlonal h

laboratorles 1.25 ( 1.61 | 2,13 2.19 2.56 2.52 2.75 |[.0001
9. Foundatlons and other "

private programs 1.00 | t.63 | 1.93 | 1.84 2.14 2.25 2.57 }.oD!

*Mean Scores are computed on the basis of the number of districts responding to
each item; may be less than or equal to the '""N'' given for each size category.
Scorlng scale: l=never; 2overy Infrequently; 3=occasionally; l=frequently;

S=very frequently

Q
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TABLE 9.3
USE OF SELECTEQ INTERNAL ANO EXTERNAL RESOURCES BY REGION
OISTRICTS < 80,000
(Signlficant Glfferances Only)
MEAN SCORES

Resource
Currlculum ESEA State Ed. Reglonal
Supervisors Title | Agency ERIC Ed. Labs
Reglon Mean _ Hean _Mean Mean MHean
New England 3.70 3,90 3,79 2,55 1.53
Mld East 4,25 3.94 3.64 2.43 2.50
Great Lakes 4,04 3.6} 3.33 1.88 1.72
South East 4,30 b1 3.95 2.38 2.26
Plains 3.59 3.64 3.43 2,36 2.04
Rocky Mountains 3.11 3.91 3.63 2,67 2.50
South West 418 4.00 3,92 2,39 2.39
Far West ' 4.03 3,78 3.86 2,95 2.60
Total h.0s 3.84 3.65 2.39 2.19
Signiflcance Leve)
(chi-square test) p €.02 p .05 p €.002 p .02 p .02

of Labs In both reglons. One New England Lab and two Great Lakes Labs were
terminated In the late 1960's, The Far West which Is currently served by
thres large and highly reputed labs (Northwest In Portland, Far West In San

Francisco, and South West In Los Angeles) also rates highest in lab utiliza-
tion,

We also ellclted informatlon on a few adminlstrative and personnel
practices whlich We suspected might relate to school district capaclty and
readiness to Innovate. Tabie 9.4 presents a summary of this data rank ordered
by frequency of practice for representative districts. Staff travel is usually
pald by most dlstricts; lay advisory groups are usual policy for nearly half
of all districts and used In special cases for most others. ''Sabbatical leaves"
seems to be an all or none matter.

(Insert Table 9.4 here)

Table 9.5 shows a break-down on policies by size including the very large
districts. Three Items show significant differences but the relatioship is
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TABLE 9.4
POLICIES PRACTICEOD
""To what extent does your system utilize
the following policles and procedures?"
(Representative Districts)

In i
Vary {Speclal | Usual
Never | Rarely | Cases |Pollicy |Total -
Freg. {1) (2) (3) {4) L3 X
}3 b3 }3 2
Pay staff travel (309) i 3 13 83 100 {3,7864
Lay advisory groups {com-
munity, minorlty, parents) | (304) b 7 42 L7 100 [ 3.3224
Sabbatical leaves (301} 38 10 12 40 190 | 2.5349
Staff tultlon-pald courses | (303) | 28 24 26 21 100 |1 2.3993
Service awards (296} 51 23 19 7 100 f1.8209
N J
only linear for "sabbatical leaves.'" Lay advisory groups are used equally
frequently in the three largest size categorles; payment of staff travel Is
usual policy for all but the tlnlest, perhaps for understandable reasons.
TABLE 9.5
POLICIES PRACTICED BY DISTRICT SIZE
MEAN SCORESH
: District Sliz2e )
- 300- 2,500~ 5,000~ 10,000~ | 25,000~ | 80,000
299 2,499 [ 4,999 9,999 24,999 (79,999 & over [Sig.
N=6 N=71 N=55 N=57 N=77 N=56 N=31 [Level
Pollcy Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean [l (x2)
Pay staff trave) 2.33 3.74 3.81 3.89 3.83 3.83 3.7% }.0000%
Lay advisory groups 2.83 2.94 3.28 3.27 3.52 3.67 3.54 [.0003
Sabbatical leaves 1.00 2.12 2.00 2.65 2.96 3.06 3.26 [.00005
Staff tuition-paid
courses 2.17 2.30 | 2.42 2.47 2.1 2.45 2.54 NS
Service awards 1.17 1.80 1,92 1.74 1,83 1.88 2.28 NS

*Mean scores are computed on the basis of the number of districts responding to each
item; these may be less than or equal to the ''N'' given for each size category.
Scoring scale: Il=never; 2=very rarely; 3=in specla) cases; 4=usual poilcy

Q
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Signiflcant regional dlfferences are Indlcated in Table 9.6. Tuition
pald courses and sabbatlcals are apparently a luxury primarily enjoyed In the
Nor theast, perhaps related to the hlgh per pupll expenditures In thes@ regions.

TABLE 9.6
POLICIES PRACTICED BY REGION
DISTRICTS ¢ 80,000
MEAN SCORES*

-

Pollcy
Pay Staff Lay Advis- Sabbatical Tuitlon= Service

Travel ory Groups Leaves Pald Courses Awards
Reglon Mean — Mean Mean - _Hean Mean
New England (Ne24) 3.88 3.0 3.33 2.79 2.09
Mid East (N=52) 3.82 3.30 3.3 2.88 1.81
Great Lakes (N=68) 3.86 3.23 2.37 2.33 1.68
South East {N=67) 3.80 3.49 1.93 2.16 1.66
Plains (N=32) 3.64 2.93 2.18 1.93 1.75
Rocky HMountalns -
(Nflz) 3.45 2.91 2.36 2.18 1.91
South West {(N=25) 3.80 3.35 2.08 2,24 2,56
Far West (N=42) 3.74 3.60 2.85 2.55 1.70
Stgniflcance Level
{chi-square test) NS p €.0} p ¢.000) p <.00005 p <.01

% lepever; 2=very rarely; 3=in speclal cases; 4=usual pollcy

-

In summary, It appears that a large variaty of resource and pollcy optlons
can be more easlly exerclsed by larger districts than smaller ones. However,
such Inequitlies might dlsappear 1f resource avallability and yse were computed
on a per pupli basis. Whlle there are also a number of reglonal differences,
they do not follow any one conslstent pattern suggesting- that one reglon has
more of everything than another region. We also note 3 greater use of Internal
than external resources of all kinds, and this [s & pattern we have se8n re-
peated from earller chapters in which resource utlllzatlon was discussed 1n
the context of the showcase innovatlon exclusively. We wlll reserve for the
next chapter a conslderation of how resource utllfzation variables relate to
a general measure of dlstrlct innovativeness.
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CHAPTER TEN: THE CORRELATES OF INNOVATIVENESS

Up to this point, we have avolded gny presentation whlich sets up some
districts as being superior to othsrs on any qualitative dimenslion, In
this chapter, with some trepldation, we will depart from that practice by con-
structing a variable labelled ""Innovat]veness' and using It as a kind of outcome
criterfon. However, before presenting thls analysis, several }limltations on
interpretation must be firmly understood. First, we are dealing here.ex-
clusively with voluntary self-report from one Indlvidual repréesenting his
distrlct. Hence, there are multliple opportunities for error from at least
the following potentlal sources:

{1} the respondent exaggerates the true number of "lnnovatlions'
to make hls district look good.

(2) the respondent forgets some of the innovations that took
place.

{3) the respondent lists separately two or more items which are
really aspects of one lnnovation.

(4) the respondent is not aware of or has no access to all the
innovations that have taken place.

{5) the respondent includes innovations from more than one year.
{6) the questlons as stated do not elicit appropriate responses,

(7) records on Innovations which reach the central offlce give
a false picture of what really happened.

Secondly, regardless of the validity of the self-report measure, a score
of "Innovatliveness' cannot he aquated with either "productivity' or "improvement!
in school district well-being or the weil-being of students,

A third limitation which shouid be placed on interpretatlion of this
analysis stems from the Indirectness of the measure. The questlonnaire's
prime emphasis was on one Innovation and the processes and outcomes surrounding
It. No indication was given that a score of ''innovativeness ! would be derived
from any question, The question which we ended up using for this purpose was
headed, "Other areas in which the school district has been innovating in the
last school year {1970-71)." indeed, we were very uncertain, ourselves, about
the utility of this Instrument to get at such a measure,

Nevertheless, it was deemed desirable to explore a number of approaches
to measure outcomes and to make tentative comparisons with a number of pre-
sumably relevant school district characteristics. We have gone through
this excercise partly out of curiosity, partly to gain further Insight Into
the theoretical and empirical dimensions discussed in Chapter Elght, and part-
ly to provide for the National Institute of Education some indlcation of the
potential value of future studies using '""innovativeness'' measures.
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A.  HOW THE MEASURE OF INNOVATIVENESS WAS DERIVED -

In Chapter Three we reported at length on the findings from questions of
the survey which asked respondents to identlfy thelr "most slgnificant Innova-
tions'' of the 1970-71 school vear in six open-ended categories. The question
yielded an overwhelming response far beyond our expectations, The mean num=~
ber of innovatlons reported was 9.0, with a substantlal varlance. The pattern
of responses Is l1llustrated in Figure 1. As the figure shows, the distribu-
tion is skewed with a long tail stretching out at the upper end.

Since our intent was to develop an Index based on total number of innova-
tions, this distribution represents a composlte of responses to Question 5
and Question 1% (the "showcase' Innovation). We chose to exclude from our
analysis flve cases In whlch no innovation was reported In response to either
question, reasonling that respondents may have elither misinterpreted the question
or have rejected that aspect of the questionnaire. We dld not feel justlfied
In scoring this as a legltimate '""none' response wlthout further supporting
evidence.

Because of the skew in the distribution, we further chose to transform
the scores using a logarlthmic transformation formula. This had the effect of
stretching the lower end of the distribution and contracting the higher end;
the greater symmetry thus achieved did not ¢hange the relative positlon of any
of the scores but made them more sultable for the analysls of linear relation-
ships to other variables (via product moment correlations). Thils transformation
also seemed appropriate on loglcal grounds; 1.e., differences 8t the low end
of the distribution {e. g., between one innovetlon reported and five) would
seem to indlcate more significant inter-district discrepancies on an underiylng
dimension of lnnovatlveness than differences at the high end {(e.g9., between
31 innovations reported and 35).

B.  HOW STATISTICS SHOULD BE INTERPRETED

The statlstic used in all cases is the Pearson product-moment correlation
which measures the strength of a linear relationship between two variables on
a scale from +1.00 {perfect positive relationship-differences on one varlable
are completely accountable from differences on the other) to -1.00 (perfect
inverse relationship). [n all cases, slgnificance tests using parametric
- methods were made only of the null hypothesis, 1.e., that the true relation-
ship In the populatlion from which we were sampling was 0.00. B8ecause of the
relatively large sample size this meant that a correlation of very low
magn | tude {(e.g., Y could be described .as _'"slgnificant'' at the .05 proba-
bility level. In layman's terms what thls means Is that there IS some rela-
tionship between the two variables, and even though it appears to be very

weak, there {g only one chance in twenty that the true relatfonshlp in the

*In the few cases where raspondents repeated the '"showcase'' innovation in
their inventory listing, we were careful not to count It twlce.
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FIGURE 10.1
INNOVAT | VENESS

{Raw Sum of Responses to Question #5 by Each Dlstrict plus One
for Every Non-Redundant Response to Question fi)
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population is non-existent. A correlation of this magnitude slignifles that
only a little more than one percent of the variance In one variable can be
explalned by Its relationship to the others. *

C. CORRELATIONS WiTH BASIC SCHOOL DiSTRICT CHARACTERISTICS

It is evident from Table 10.1 that there are some signlficant relation~-
ships between our lnnovativeness score and other varlables. The strongest

TABLE 10.1 |
INNOVAT IVENESS X SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS

Correlation with innovativeness

‘ Zero Order Size Controlled
Characteristic N* | r (S1g.Level) | r [STg.Leve
Number of puplls (size) 348 W27 (.001) - -
Per pupll expenditure 298 Ik (.02} 18 (.01}
Pupil-teacher ratio 299 . 00 NS -. 10 {.08)
Pupll=admintsirator ratio 275 . .08 NS 03 NS
Percent of grads In 4 year
college 264 .08 NS .09 (.10)
Percent of grads in non~-
degree vocational/technlcal
trainlng 233 -.08 NS -.02 NS
Five year envolliment change 332 ~.07 ~ Ns -.02 NS
Five year change in per pupil
expenditure 327 .04 NS .05 NS

*Each correlation is computed on the basis of actual responses to that Item

and only when a complete response is avallable for both varlables. in all cases
maximum N for innovatlveness is 348.

relationship of all is to the ubiquitous "size' factor: the larger the distrlcts,
the more |tems they ilsted as "innovations" in response to our Survey. In-
terestingly, of course, as noted in earller chapters, we do not know whether
there are more innovations on a per pupl) basis in the larger districts. In

any case, thls factor Is so pervasive tHat we chose to reckon its influence
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- more carefully In Interpreting other relatlonshlps. Hence for all o ner
variables two correlatlons were computed, one whilch lgnored the eff .ts of
size {"zero order') and a second In which slze effects were adjus.ed for and
statlstically held constant {(partlal correlatlon controlling on slze).

The adjustment reveals few dramatic changes In Table 10.1, however.
Per pupil expenditure becomes more sallent, suggesting that thls factor
affects Innovatlveness relatlvely independently of size, and "pupil-teacher

ratlo' emerges as a very sllght possible correlate {(i.e., the more pupils
per teacher, the fewer Innovatlons).

We had expected that the percentage of graduates golng on to four year
colleges would be some index of both affluence and academic excellence,

suggesting a high capaclty for innovatlveness, but the relatlonshlp, if any,
s tenuous.

Finaliy, we had expected that enrollment or financial changes would affect
innovativeness, elither as unfreczing or stabilizing Influences, Whatever
the real relatlonship, none emerged In our analysls.*

B.  CORRELATIONS WITH RESOURCES AND POLICIES

Several interesting and Important relationships emerged when the varlables
considered in Chapter Nine were compared with ""innovativeness." Table 10.2
tells the story.

-
»

, (insert Table 10.2 here)

Among inside resources, In-service training seems to stand out as most
related to innovativeness, followed by media centers and curriculum specialists,
resources which may be functionally related to in-service training capacity. N
Student involvement seems to have no relationship, nor does it appear that
the existence of a school research office does much to spur iInnovations. This
latter finding confirms a report by Mosher which had noted the inadequacy
of such offices as stimulators of educational reform (Mosher, 1968).

Among outslde sources, those provlding information {rather than financial
or other types of support) seem to stand out, e.g., universities, ERIC, and
the Regional Educational Laboratories. Such findings would happlly confirm
theoreiical assumptions about information resource linkage and Innovating.

*These variables were measured on a 3 point scale of:decrease (1) - no change {2) -
increase {3).
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. TABLE 10.2
INNOVATIVENESS X RESOURCES AND POLICIES
Mean Correlation wlith Innovatlveness
utlll- Zero Order Siza Controlled

I tem N 2atlon* r (Slg.Level} r Slg.Lev
INTERNAL RESQURCES
Teacher dlscusslons & Idea /

presentations 331 h.27 .06 NS -.01 ' NS
In-service tralnlng program 333 4,19 .25 (.001) 13 (.03)
Curriculum supervlsors 295 .10 19 {.001} 13 (.03)
Library facllities 325 3.83 13 (.03) .05 NS
Research and evaluatlon

office or staff 278 3.73 .08 NS .03 NS
Media speclalists or

centers B 315 3.70 .20 (.001) 17 (.01}
Student discusslons & idea

presentatlons 328 3.26 .0l NS -, 04 NS
All {nside resources 240 3.31 19 ~{.0084) Ny {.02)
EXTERNAL RESOURCES
ESEA Title | projects or .

services 320 3.86 .08 NS -.08 NS
State Education Agency

services 324 3.55 .06 NS . 00 NS
ESEA Title |1l projects or

services 308 3.45 13 {.03) -,02 NS
Other federally funded pro-

grams and services 303 3.36 13 (.03) .04 NS
Universities and colleges 321 3.21 .19 (.001) .10 (.08)
Professional assoclations 317 2.75 .09. NS -.03 NS
ERIC 273 2. 47 19 (.002) .08 NS
USOE supported regional

educatlonal laboratorles 286 2.23 .19 {.002) 10 (.08)
Foundatlons and other pri-

vate programs 293 2.00 b {.02) 12 (.03)
All external resources 240 2.04% 206 NS 01 NS
All resources comblned 240 -- 15 (.02) .10 {.08)
POLICIES
Pay staff travel 333 3.79 10 {.07) .06 NS
Lay advlsory groups {(com-

munity, minorlty, parents) 328 3.34 19 {.001} 2 (.03)
Sabbatlcal leaves 328 2.60 b (.02} .05 NS
Staff tultion-paid courses 325 2.42 01 NS .02 NS
Service awards 317 1.8% -0l NS -.03 NS

*for resources: l=never; S=very frequently,
For pollcies: l=never; beysual policy.
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However, our enthuslasm for these findings has to be tempered by a hear
fact emerging from the study: namely, that many of these résource utl!lization
proclivites could be assoclated with the slze of the district. Sad* , all
relationshlps of Innovetiveness to outside resource utlllzation s~am to be
conditioned by dlstrict slze. In fact, & comblned score on all outside re-
sources shows & nearly zero corrslation. On the other hand, soms Inside re-
sources hold up, notably '"'media speclalists and centars'; the comblned Index
of inside resources also appears to have a weak but statlstically sligniflcant
relationshlp to the Innovativeness measure.

Pollcy ltems suffer the same fate. Staff travel and sabbatlcal leaves
are presumably supported by school districts for the very purpose of self~
renewdl and allewing contact wlth new Ideas; these are also luxuries whlch larger
dlstricts can afford more often. Controlllng for slze, however, no relatlon-
ship Is apparent. 0n the other hand, the use of lay advisory groups does Seem
to make a difference regardless of size, a fact supportive of community linkage
as a facior In Innovation (see again discusslon of linkage In Chapter Elght).

E.  CORRELATIDNS WITH MEDIA USE

In Chapter Seven, we proposed a number of retationshlps between medla

use, distrlct slze, and the difflculty of financing new programs; but we did
not conslder the varlable of Innovatlveness as such. Presumably, a distrlct
which innovates a great deal has an equally great -need to communicate among
themselves and to thelr community about what they are doing. The Zero order
correlatlons of Table 10.3 confirm this reasoning. The use of three of five
medla types are slgniflcantly related to Innovativeness and the other two are
at least dlrectionally suggestive.

.
L ,‘

TABLE 10.3
INNOVATIVENESS X MEDIA USE

Correlation with Innovativeness
Mean® Zero Drder Slze Controlled

Med|um N Utillzation r {sig.Level) r {Slg.Level
Local Newspaper 330 .24 .15 (.04) .08 NS
Publ i¢c Meetings 326 3.28 Y (.02) * .00 NS
News letters 322 2,27 .09 {.10) .01 NS
Local Radio 317 3,08 .07 NS -.03 NS
Mcal Television 293 2.20 16 (.005) -.01 NS

kl=very rarely or never; 2=once or twice a year; 3=quarterly; l=monthly; S=weekly
or more often
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However, all these Items are evidently Intertwined with distrlct

size. Only use of the "local newspaper'' has even the suggestlon of an
independent relationshlp to the ¢rliterion.

F. CORRELATI|ONS WITH MEASURES OF DISCONTENT

Varlour change theorlsts have proposed the need for unrest, crlsis,
confllct, or dlsequllibrium as the necessary precondltion for change, and
we have observed In Chapter Elght that a number of school dlstrlct superin-
tendents are sympathetlc to this vlew (Procedure Factor IV: "Conflict-
Linkage'*). 1f they are rlght there should be a relationshlp between various
"discontent'" measures and Innovatlveness.

TASLE 10.4
INNOVAT IVENESS X DISCONTENT
ﬂ __Correlation with Innovatlveness

Mean Zero Order Size Controlled
ltem N Level® r {Sig.Level) r (Slg.Level
Citizen support for
financing new pro~
grams 317 2.6) .03 NS .01 NS
Citlzen support for
tinancing exlsting
operations 329 2.33 .01 NS 04 NS
Community group pro-
tests 323 1.70 A7 {.002) .05 NS
Student unrest 32% 1.64 A3 (.03) - -.03 NS
Teacher strikes and
demonstratlons 329 1.10 A2 (.03} A1 (.0%)

A*For flnancing items: I=no difficulty; S=great difficulty,
For other events: l=never; 2=once {Iln last vear); 3=more than once.

Table 10.4 gives only minimal support to the hypothesis. Community and
student protests are significantly correlated with Innovatlveness, but once
agaln size of the district Is implicated. Teacher strikes and demonstrations,
on the other hand, do seem to promote some amount of innovatlon regardless
of district size.
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G.  THE SHOWCASE INNOVATION PROCESS AS A PREDICTOR OF GENERAL ENNOVA™ ., he‘!

We suspected that districts which showed a propensity for onc or another
strategy of innovation would also show differing frequencies of innovative-
ness. Simllarly, we guessed that complalints about one type Of barrier over
another might predlct to differing levels of general Innovativeness., We digd
not, however, approach thls data with speclfic dlrectional hypotheses In
mind. In fact, we might have suspected that any procedure reported would have
fostered general innovatlveness while almost any barrier reported would have

Inhiblted innovativensss. The results can therefore be allowed to speak for
themselives.

To make comparlisons with our earller presentation clearer, the correla~
tions Wil be offered for these items clustered according to the empirical
factors which emerged and were discussed in Chapter Eight.

TABLE 10.5

INNOVATI VENESS X PARTICIPATIVE PROBLEM SOLVING
{Procedure Factor 1)

Factor Corretation with Innovativeness
LoadIng " Zero Order Slze Controlled

| tem N on Pl r (Sig.Level) r (S[g;Lg!gj4
Haximizing chances of
participation by many
groups 332 .64 A7 (.005) 16 (.005)
finding shared vatues
as a basls for working 325 61 .06 NS .07 NS

Providing a climate
conduclve to sharing

i deas 338 .60 .15 (.005) .10 {.10)

Stressing seif help
by the users of the

innovation 332 .58 .16 (.005) .15 {.005)

Mean r for PI N A2

Three of the four items on Pl seem to be related to innovativeness while
one |Is not. All these relatlonships are slightly weakened when size is
controlled but the general pattern remalns clear and consistent: a superintendent's

ideology towards change as a participative problem solving process seems tO be
conduclve to innovation.
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TABLE 10.6

INNOVATIVENESS X RDED EMPHAS1S
(Procedure factor 11}

Factor __Lorrelatlon with lnnovat!veness

{ PEl Zero Order Size Controlled
ltem : N Loading r (Sig.Level) r {Sig,Love
Systematic evaluation 337 . bl -.07 NS -3 (.03)
Solid research base 330 .64 .07 NS .06 NS
Systematic planning 338 L6k .07 NS .0h NS
Adequate definition of
objectives 337 .60 .Oh NS -.03 NS
Mean r for Pl .03 -.02 l

Procedure Factor |l tells a quite different story. Stress on an RDSD
approach seems to do nothing to foster high Innovation frequency. In fact,
emphas!s on evaluation appears to have a dampening effect. Hindsight allows
us to speculate on why this might be s0: evaluations can Le seen as a kind
of pnlice function and the tougher it 1s the mose 11kely it Is to speak out
on the negative side; hence, there may be a tendency to take fewer risks on
new things. On the other hand, innovations undertaken may be of higher
quality under these clrcumstances and could have more impact and more long
term benefit. Our data don't exiend far enough to give any evidence on
these propositions, pro or ¢on.

TABLE 10.7
INNOVATIVENESS X STRATEGIC MANIPULATION
(Procedure Factor 111)

Factor forrelation with lnnovativeness !/

PILI - Zero Order Size Controlled .
| tem N | Loading I r (Slg.Level) r (Sig.Levell
Participation by key o
communlty leaders 334 -, 7 .09 (.09) .08 NS
Taking advantage of
crisis situations 324 ~. 47 A2 (.04) .09 {.09)
Involvement of infor-
mal leaders of opin-
lon inside the schools 333 ~.36 10 {.07) A0 (.07}

T Mean ¢ e 001 1A nq
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Strategic manipulation Is apparently a pattern of superintende t re-
sponse which does something to promote Innovatlions but not much.

TABLE 10.8
INNOVATIVENESS X CONFLICT-LINKAGE
(Procedure Factor IV)

Factor Correlation with Innovatlveness

PIV Zero Order 91ze Controlled
I tem N | Loading r (Sig.Level) r (Sig.Level)
Confroniation of
differences 334 -.69 b (.01) N (.05)
Resolutlon of Inter-
personal conflicts 327 -.55 21 (.001) A9 (.co1)
Creating awareness
of the need for .
change 337 -.50 21 (.001) 18 (.002)
Creating awareness of
alternatlve solutlons 335 ~. 47 2 (.03) .10 (.uY
Providing a climate
conducive to risk- )
taking 335 -. 46 .16 {.005) A3 (.02)
Mean r for PIV A7 b

’

Factor PIV seems to have the strongest and most consistent relationship
to Innovativeness of any of the factors: once agaln hindslght reasoning can
serve us well here. Superintendents advocating thls cluster of strategies
seem to be change catalysts; they like to stir things up, to maximize in=
volvement and stimulation, creating some kind of blossoming buzzing confusion.
Evidently as a result a host of [nnovations pour out,

. The pattern of correlates within and among the procedure factor items is very
consistent and makes loglical sense. 'Conflict~Linkage' is the most strongly
related, followed closely by "participative problem solving'" and then by
"strategic manipulation.' All these perspectives seem to do something to
encourage Innovatlon, whether or not size is controlled. Most interestingly
the RDED seems to have no stimulating effect on the number of innovations and
indeed a strong emphasis on evaluation may be an inhibitor.
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The pattern of findlngs for '"barriers' is not nearly as clear cut. The
correélates to innovativeness are about as difficult to explaln as the factors
themselves, Most surprising Is the fact that respondents' tendencles to
report barriers as Important was pogttively related to lnnovatlveness In
i7 out of the 18 items! Hence, apparently there Is an honesty or soclal
dasirabillity factor operating here: the high innovarors are more llkely to
own up to the fact that barrlers were encountered. The sole exception was
the Item "Lack of contact with other schoo) systems'' {(r = -.09; p ¢.10).

AVl barrier items correlates are displayed in Table 10.9 grouped according
to their clustering on the factor analysis.

{insert Table 10.9 here)

Seemlngly the large general barrier factor {Bl) bears some relationship
to Innovativeness. The eleven highest loading items all have a positlve
correlation with Innovativeness and six of these are significant at least
at the .05 level., Controlling on size reduces this only slightiy. Factor
Bit - "Capacity''-also seems to have a modest bearing on Innovatlveness as
measured by the barrier items only. However these flndings are also the reverse
of what one might loglcally expect, i.e., those who complained more about tack
of flnances were slightly more likely to report many Innovatlons. No other
dramatic findings are revealed In this table elther from the other B Factors
or from the residuai l1tems from the procedures list.

-

H.  SUMMARY

in this chapter an "Innovativeness" index composed of a count of all

innovations spontaneously reported by esch respondent was compared with 82

other varlables generated from the questionnaire, using product moment
correlations. .

To assist in the summary of the many findings reported In this chapter,
we have constructed Table 10.10.

(insert Table 10.10 here)

The strongest correlate to Innovativeness was found to be "number of
puplis' (our measure of district slze), for which r = .27, Thirty- seven
other varlables also had low but statistically significant (minimum p ¢ .0S,
two-tailed test) correlations with the innovatlveness measure. However,
when size was controlled statistically and the partlal correiations computed,

almost all other correlations ere reduced in magnitude and only 1
significant at the .05 level. 9 and only 13 remained
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, TABLE 10.9
INNOVAT | VENESS X BARRIERS AND RESIDUAL PROCEDURES

Core Correlation with Innc ativeie.s
—— ]
Items on Zero Order slze Contruited

| tem N } Factor r (Sig.Level) r {Sig.Level)

Staff's lack of precise In~
formatlon about the Inno-
vation 335 1.81 10 {.08) .08 NS

Confusion among staff ahout
the purpose of the innova-
tion 336 1.79 07 NS .05 NS

Unwillingness of teachers &
other school personnel to

change or listen to new bo77,

ldeas 334 iy, 26 ! A3 {.02) .10 {,07)
Lack of communlcation among

staff 333 P77 13 {.02) .08 NS

Feeling by teachers & staff
that the [nnovation would
have little beneffit for
them 332 1.72 15 (.01) 12 (.03)

Lack of coordination & team- :
work wlthln the school
system 331 1.69 .06 NS .0b NS

Frustration & difflculty en-
countered by teachers and/
or relevant staff in trylng 1.66,
to adopt 330 Iv.38 18 {.001) .16 T

Disorganization of the plan-
ning and implementation
efforts 334 1.66 . 08 NS .06 NS

Absence of a concerted cam-
Paign to put the new |deas

across _ 332 .61 01 NS .00 NS
Rlgldity of school system .

structure & bureaucracy 334 .56 .03 NS .00 NS
Lack of communication

between staff & students 330 1.56 3 (.02) 12 (.03

Unwillingness of resource
groups to help us revlise
or adapt 331 .49 .00 NS -.04 NS

Lack of adeguate contacts
wlth outslde resource

groups f{e.g., universities, 1.39, .
labs, consultants, etc.) 333 11,26 .02 NS Ol NS

Shortage of funds alloca-

ted for the Innovatlon 332 11.57 4 (.01) 2 {.03)
Starting out with adequate
financial resources to

do the job 334 i1-.97 .06 NS ) .03 NS
Shortage of qualifled per-
sonnel 331 TIRY! 1 {.05) .09 (.10)

Q :
| 5 (Table continued on next page)
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Core Correlation with Ippovatlveness
items on Zero Order Sl1ze Controlled

[ tem N Factor r (S1g.Level) r (Sig.Leve
Frustration and diIfficulty

encountered by students

during the adoption pro- .
cess 328 P11.87 .06 NS .07 NS
Lack of contact with other

school systems who had

considered the Same Inno- -

vatlon 330 1i1,51 «.09 {.10} -.07 NS
Inadequacy of school plant, : -

facilities, equipment,

or supplies 332 V.38 .08 - NS .03 NS
Selecting a competent ‘ .

staff to Implement change 333 (v-,28 __j_ -,01 NS§ -, 06 NS
Utilizing a number of

different media to get PI1.34, : o

the new ideas across 336 PI.24 .08 NS 0 (.07)
Persistence by those who P1.26, , :

advocate the Innovation 336 P11.23 2 (.03) .08 NS
Adequate diagnesis of the PLL. 43,

real educational need 337 P1.28 .05 NS .03 NS




NATIONAL SAMPLE OF 353 SCHOOL DISTRICTS: 1970-71

TABLE 10.10
NOTABLE CORRELATES AND NON-CORRELATES OF INNOVATIVENESS IN A

CORRELATIONS WITH IHNOVATIVE-
NESS SCORES OF EACH DISTRICT
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District Slze

Zero Order Controlled
VARI ABLE r__Jsig.lev. r sig. _4
Number of pupils {slze) . .27 (.001) - -
Per pupil expendlture b (,02) A8 (Lo1) Correlates
Uttlize media speclalists & centers| .20 (.001) A7 (Lo01) Independent
Utilize in-service tralning .25 (.001) A3 (.02) of
Utlllze lay advisory groups Slze
(community, minorlty, parents) 19 (.001) 12 (,095)
Teacher strikes (frequency) Jd2 0 (.05) a1 (.08)
Communlty group protests (freq.) A7 (.0065) .05 NS
Student unrest {protests, con- Correlates
frontations, etc.) A3 (.05) -.03 NS apparently
Use local TV to expialn Innovatlons| .16 {(.005) ~.01 NS not
Use local newspaper to explaln independent
Innovations A5 {.01) .08 NS of size
Percent of 1970 graduates going on
to 4-year college .08 NS .09 NS
DIfficulty in gaining citizen Apparently
support for financlng in the not
last vear for: corralates
a. existing operations .01 NS T 0h NS of
b. new projects .03 NS 01 NS innovativenass
Pupl l-teacher ratio .00 NS -.10 NS

PROCEDURES EMPHASIZED IN IMPLEMENTING THE MAJOR 1970-71 INNOVATION

Resolution of interpersonal con-

flicts (P V) - .21 (.001) A9 (.01}
Creatlng awareness of the need Procedures generally
for change (P {V) 21 (.001) 18 (.01) stressed in
Maximlzlng chances of participation problem-solving and
by many groups (P 1) A7 (.005) a6 (o) 1nkage ki
Stressing self-help by the users Perspectives toward
of the innovation (P 1) .16 (.005) A5 (Lo1) innovation o
Providing a ¢limate conducive to
risk-taking (P IV) 16 (.005) A3 (.01)
Providing a ¢climate conducive to
sharing ldeas (P |) 15 (.005) .10 NS
Systematic evaluation (P 11) ~ .07 NS =13 .(.05) Procedures StresSed
Systematic planning (P 11) _ .07 NS Ob NS porannamibet .
Adequate definltion of objectives Ok NS -.03  Ns "
_ P I ~ Innovation,
Solid research base (P 11) 07 NS .06 NS

T ————

" BARRTERS EMPHASTZED TN I1MPLEMENTING THE MAJOR 1970-71 INNOVAT ION
Frustration and difficulty encounter-

ed by teachers and/or relevant
staff in trying to adopt

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RJK?‘”°”'d have Jittle benefit
them

©--4'1g by teachers that the lnnova-

18

(.o01)

.16

.12

(.01)

(.05)

Respondents' willing-
ness to clte barrlers

positively related to
innovat|lveness.
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Past studles by varlous authors have found relatlonships between Innova-
tiveness and a number of standard descriptive measures of school districts.
Table 10,10 suggests the relatlve importance of a variety of factors Including
these traditlonal measures and a number of items related to the concepts of
Innovat lon process summarlzed in other parts of thls report,

Starting at the top of this table, there appear to be five characteristics
of school distrlcts assoclated with Innovatlveness in addition to and Inde-
pendent of distrlct ~jze, Per pupil expendlture is a traditional and expected
correlate, suggesting not only affluence but conslstent local support for
education over the years. Medla centers and in-service tralning are Inside
resources which also spur innovatlon, Lay advisory groups represent another
important type of linkage which innovative districts are slightly more 1lkely
to employ. it ls interesting to contrast this Interactive type of communlty
I inkage with the use of TV and newspapers which are also correlated, although
their use seems to be a function of district slze.

Many authors have suygested that crlseg-may» hepconduclve to an unfreezing
of tradlitional school patterns and hence t5 1an8V%at fveness, 1t appears that
teacher, community, and student=-provoked crlses are related to innovatlveness.
Agaln, however, only teacher strlkes survive as a weak but signiflcant correlate
when size of district Is controlled.

The third set of varlables In Table 10.10 are included here because their
lack of relatlonshlp to Innovativeness may be of surprise to some readers.
Nelther the intellectual distinction of graduates nor reputed troubles wlth
schoot flnance appear to have much to do wlth number.of Innovations reported.

The last twelve items of Tabie 10.10 are selected from the !lst of
procedures and barrlers discussed in Chapters Eight and Nine. The first slx
represent the strongest correlations with Innovativeness. The next four were
selected to contrast the perspectlves on change that they are intended to
represent, It should be noted that these correlations in no way represent
the relative popularity of different items to our respondents as a whole; for
example, systematic planning" and "definltlon of objectives' were reported
as highly emphasized for most showcase Innovations even though they are shown
in Table 10.10 to correlate poorly wlth over-all innovatlveness. The last
two "barrier" Items show a surprising ?ositlve relatlonshlp to Innovatlveness,
sugges ting either that such items ellclt more "honest' responses from morc

innovative school districts or that those who Innovate more, Indeed encounter
more resistance ("'future shock'' factor),

In general, It appears that superintendents who say they stress stimula=-
tion, actlive need arousal, openness, problem-solving, and intra-systam
linkage procgdures In Introducing thelr major innovation are more Ilkely to
report.mgqgtlnnovatlons. 0f speclal Interest is the s)ight but statlstlcally
shgnif 1 dnt negatlve relatlonship between Innovatlveness and clalms of Systema-

tic evaluatlon. Could it be that an emphasis on evaluation inhibits innova-
tiveness?



REFERENCES

-231-




~232

REFERENCES: ’

8rickeil, Henry M., ORGANIZING NEW YORK STATE FOR EDUCATIOMAL CHANGE, 1961, .

Commissioner of Education, State Education Department, Albany, New
York, 107 pages.

Carlison, Richard 0., ADOPTION OF EDUCATIONAL INNOVATIONS, Eugene, Oregon:
Unfversity of Oregon, 1965, 84 pp.

Chase, Francis S., ""Educational Research and Development: Promise or Mirage?"
JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN EDUCATION, 1968, vol. 1, No. &,
pp. 3-14,

Chesier, Mark A. and Lohman, John E., '"Clianging Schools Through Student Advocacy,"

in Schmuck, R.A. and Miles, M.B. (Eds.), ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT IN
SCHOOLS, Palo Alto, Calif,, Natlonal Press Books, 1971.

Clark, David L. and Guba, Egon G., INNOVATION IN SCHOOL CURRICULA, Washington,
D.C.: The Center for the Study of Instruction, National Education
Association, 1965, 33 pp. (a)

Clark, David L. and Guba, Egon G., "An Examination of Potential Change Roles
In Educatlion," Paper presented at the Symposlum on INNOVATION {N
PLANNING SCHOOL CURRICULA, Alriie House, Virginla, October, 1965, (b)

Coleman, James $.jKatz, Elihu; Menzel, Herbert, MEDICAL INNOVATION: A
DIFFUSION STUDY, New York: Bobbs~Merrill, 1966,

Havelock, Ronald G. in collaboration with Alan E, Guskin and others, PLANNING
FOR INNOVAT ION THROUGH THE DISSEMINATION AND UTILIZATION OF KNOWLEDGE,
Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute for Soclal Research, The Unlversity of
Michigan. Report to the U.$. Offlce of Education on a Comparative Survey
of the Literature, July 1969,

Havelock, Ronald G. and Havelock, Mary C., TRAINING FOR CHANGE AGFNTS: A
GUIDE TO THE DESIGN OF TRAINING PROGRAMS IN EDUCATION AND OTHER FIELDS,
Ann Arbor, Michigan: Institute for Soclal Research, The University of
Michigan, 1973. . .

Jung, Charles, RESEARCH UTILIZING PROBLEM SOLVING: An Instructional Program

for School Personnel being developed by Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory, Portiand, Oregon, 1970,

Kaiser, H.F., "The Varimax Criterion for Analytical Rotaties in Factor
Analysts," PSYCHOMETRIKA, 1958, pp. 187-200.

Lin, Nan; Leu, D.J.; Rogers, E.; and Schwartz, D.F,, THE DIFFUSION OF AN .
INNOVAT ION IN THREE MICHIGAN HIGH SCHOOLS: INSTITUTION BUILDING THROUGH
CHANGE, East Lansing, Michigan: Instltute for International Studfes in
Education, Michlgan State University, December, 1965,



~233-

Lindeman, John; Bailey, Stephen K.; Berke, Joel S.; and Naum, L.H., “9n.
ASPECTS OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT IN THE Y.S., R »ort
for the Organization for Economic Cooperatlon and Developmen. Review,
Project #8-0515 C(ontract # 0EC-9-420139-1373{010), 1969.

Lionberger, Herbert F., ADOPTION OF NEW IDEAS AND PRACTICES: A Summary of
the Research Deallng with the Acceptance of Technological Change In
Agriculture with Impilcations for Action In Facillitating such Change,
Amas, lowa: |owa State Unlverslity Press, 1960, 164 pp.

Lippltt, Ronald; Watson, Jeanne; and Westley, Bruce, THE DYNAMICS OF PLANNED
CHANGE, New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Company, Inc., 1958, 312 pp.

Miles, Matthew B. {ed.), INNOVATION IN EDUCATION, New York: Bureau of
Publlcations, Teachers College, Columbla University, 1964, 689 pp.

Mort, Paul R., "Studies In Educational Innovation from the Instltute of
Adminlstrative Research," |In Miies, Matthew B., (ed.), INNOVATION IN
EDUCATION, Mew York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
University, 1964, 689 pp.

Mosher, Edith K., WHAT ABOUT THE SCHOOL RESEARCH OFFICE?, Berkeley, California:
Far West Laboratory of Educatlonal Research and Development, July 1968,

6L pp.
Nunnally, Jum C., PSYCHOMETRIC THEORY, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

Rogers, Everett M., DIFFUSION OF INNOVATIONS, New York: The Free Press of
Glencoe, Inc., 1962, 367 pp.

Rogers, Everett M. with F. Floyd Shoemaker, COMMUNICATION OF INNOVATIONS:
A CROSS~CULTURAL APPROACH, New York: Free Press of Glencoe, December,
1971,

Ryan, Bryce and Gross, Neal C., "The Diffusion of Hybrid Seed Corn in Two
lowa Communities," RURAL SOCIOLOGY, March, 1943, vol. 8, pp. 15-2h.

Thelen, Herbert A., 'Concepts for Collaborative Action-Inquiry,' in Watson,
G. (ed.), CONCEPTS FOR SOCIAL CHANGE, Baltimore, Maryland: Moran
Printing Service, Published by N.T.L. National Educatlion Association
for COPED, March, 1967,

Watson, Goodwin, 'Resistance to Change," In Watson, G. (ed.), CONCEPTS FOR
SOCIAL CHANGE, Baltimore, Maryland: Moran Printing Service, Published
by N.T.L. National Education Assoclation for COPED, March, 1967,
pp. 10-25,




APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE
(INCLUDING INSTRUCTION SHEET)




A~
NSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY FORN

The encloved questionnalre is intended to be self-explanatary. However, the following addltianal comments may be of some
wlp In clerifylng our oblectives.

westion Ha: If you cen't think of an innevation which flts the deflnltlon from the lest school year, cite t . recant
Innovation from pravious yesrs and Indlcats the yedr In which 1t way stramptad., |f thers wa  w sue | novas
tion In your remory, 3Imply write "'none In memory'' In the spece provided. In answerina th: {vestion, .a4
can rely &n Your own knowledge and mamary enclysivaly. (f thare ars sovaral sctivitiss of e lest yss#r . .th
you think might Fit tha definltlon, choose the one on which you fest you 8ra the best In yrmed or thas one
thet standy out most clearly In your mind ay an #xample of *'lanovation.” It does not need tu be an sxemple
of & "'go0d or & "succasyful" [naovation, however.

jueition #tb: Include brief mention of such aspects of the Process as medla emplioyed, uve of outslde experty, speclial meetings,
projects, plasning, decision-msking, and managemant proceduras, particlpation.

luastion Fie: Some indlvidualy usually stand out a3 elther advocates, Inltlators, or prime decislon makers, Theids perions
might be Inside or outslde the system. Can you Indlcate o some of thess people ware, not by name, bul by the
kindy of Désition thay held and thae roles they olayed?

luestion #ld: “Convequenceast' might include any of the following: Improved o7 worsened student performance on tests, placement
of graduates, attitude changey, improved Or worsened 3cnooi dimosphere, school-compunity relativns, uia iyed
tescher behavior or attituds, Increased or reduced costy of education, changey In staff turn-over or student
drosouts, teacher or student unrest, improved or worsensd efflclency of Instruction or sdminlstration, We are
primarlly Interested in your parception and judgment of thess consequences and thelr slgniflcanca rather than
& praclye numerical sccounting.

Quastion Hls: This |s alyo & Jjudgment quastion from the polnt of view of the superintendent.

yastlon #1 & "Procedures'’ and "'Barriers'’s Thase [tems are based on past wrlting and resedrch on the dIffuslon and utlliza-
; tion of education?) innovatlon., Most of these have been fdent]flied by variouy authors as “Important'' aspecty
of successful change but dlfferent suthors don't always agree on what i3 most important, We would 1ike to
know which appeared to you to be most imporiant for the specific Innovatlon described by yéu [n Question #1,

Quastion #ua: Thls Question Iy asked for two reasons. Flrst, we would like to be able to Identify trends In Innovatlon
scrosy the country for the next year and beyond. 5Second, we may be able to gather information on diffliculties
already encountered by soma districts which would be of specliflic help in the future planning of siadlar pro-
grams jn other districty.

Quastion ghb: One Potential outcome of this survey may be planning and management tools for adminlstrators and project
supervisors. Your views on the value of such tools would be of major Interest,

Questlon ¥5: ' in our Tnitial work on this survey we included an extensive list of speciflc progrumy and projects as an
“inventory'' of ianovations. However, superintendents had difficulty responding o such a 11st. Many dlsirc
have their own names for projects and choose to classify "innovatlons' in different ways. Therefore, Question
#5 is purposely opentended. We would like to have a general Index of the amount of Tanovatlon activity In
your district over the last year, using the definftion which appears on the first page of the survey form.
Five broad areas are suggested (2" thraugh "'¢") but these are probably not exhaustive, Use additlonal
categories or change those suggested as you see fit., [f there were no innovations in any or sll of these
categories, simply write the word ''none' in the spaca provided. If there might have been some actlvity but
retevant information is not easily ac.essible tc you, you may simply write “no information.” In any case da
not include any changes that were made prior to the 1970-71 school year.

ﬁueltlon lﬁ, Internal Resources: These refer 1o special roles, services or procedures which might provide information
&' thru "h'': relevant to innovations or the adoption of innovations. Treat these categories as general labels; if your
system has something that might be classified under one of these headings you should so indicate, but Include
in your consideration only those facilitias or activities that are supported primarlly by your own system and
take piace wlthin your own system.

Question #6i: The USOE-supported "Educaticonal Resource Information Centers.' lnclude access to and use of any ERIC documert
collection of service.

Question lﬁi: include use of laboratory products, servicas, training events, participation in pilot tests, etec,

Laboratories in operation during 1970-71 included: Appalachia Educational Labaratory {AEL), Center for Urban
Education (CUE}, Central Hidwestern Reglional Educational Laboratory (CEMREL), Easterm Regional Institute for
Education (ERIE), Far West Laboratory for Educaticnal Research and Oevelopmeat (FWLERD), Mid-Continent Regioral
Educational Laboratory (McREL}, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL), Regional Educational Laboras
tory for the Carolimas and Virginia (RELCV), Research for Berter Schools, Inc. {RBS), Southeastern Educatiomal
Laboratory (SEL}, Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (SEDLY, Southwestern Cooperative Educationa)
taboratory [SWCEL), Southwest Regional Laboratory for Educational Research and Development [SWAL), Upper
Midwest Reglonai Educational Laboratory {UMREL).

Question #6n: Excluding federal p:79rams administered through the statey swch as Titles | and Hil of ESEA.
uestion #10: Use round figure astimates.

Question #11: Dlfferent states have widely differina procadures For financing lecs! education. "Difficotry” wil) usually
mean voter rejection of bonding or millage requesi. “'Somg difficulty'' might mean a close vote or proposal
passage wily after compromise, 'Great difficulty’ would signify complete or repeated rejecting of proposals,

Q or severe cutting of hudgets. ’

[Continued on back side]



Question 21 2d:

Quastion #13»:

Questton #13c:

A-2

fost unrast of verious Xinds hindar tanavetion or does It spur It on? Scholars ares Jdivided on this jssus.
The ohssrvations of tuparintandants thould cast somp 1Ight on the subjact.

1} Grods $Pan: Indlcats the rangs of grades fOr sach cetsgory, 8.9., "K*6, 7-9, 10-12' or K-8, nons) 9<Ii2.*
2} Use round flgurs estimates. 3) Use an astimats of full=time squivalant ttaff Positlons Occupled, .

tf tha primary rasson wes consol ldetlon or decentrsllzation, Indlcates whather or not the student-age pobPulation
In the communities sarved was |Ncraasing or declining,

The space batow may be ysed for contlnustion or further axplanation of Ttem rasponses |f nacastary,

Survay Form Item ¥ Comment or Continuation

O
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0t 131 IRNOVAT ) O FROM THE ' Wo.
Ol S1-571048
Eap. 4-30+72 SUPERINTENDENT'S VIEWPOINT

A SUNVEY tor the Division of Practic ymprovameat
conductad by the Natlonal Cantar v . Edycatianal
Univarsity of Mickigan Communicatlon
insticute for Scclal kesearch V.5, Ofbice of Education

Comvments on speciflc jtems dre welcomed and will be consTdered In our #nalysls,

ALL JINFORMATION WILL BE TREATED WITH THE STRICYEST CONFIDENCE.

L. ] Ja the spaze betow we would 1ike you to ldentiFy the most s)gniFlcant Innovation that hay been tried out 1n your district
fa the test resr, uslng the following deflaltion of “fnnavation: ALY

A mijor ehanga introduced in the last year for the purpose of improving the quelity of education within woup
diatriot. 7This chaoye muy have (molved amy of the folloving:

. pubriantial reorientalion on tha part of staff,
b, a mallovation of resoursss,
e. adeption of new pr-atices, programa. or technology.

Hot® that the [arovation dOes Aot have O be succesyful and mdy or may aot be retained,  rvou might choose one which stands
out In your mind #s an axamelie of how Innovations sre ulually #dopted and Implemented in your didtrliet. (The questiond to
this and the following Page refer to this partlcular innovation.)

1a.  Durcribe the innovation briefly (l.e., Tn two or three sentences indicate what 1t was, what bt Tnvoived in staff
and rasources, who It wes to bentfit and how)?

= A i ——— ——

b, By what proceys Wi the innovatian Jatroduced #nd implementad?

¢, What PErsOns were primari|¥ respopsibte FOr ity introductiont [tndicate by pusitions. roles. of titles.)
14 What were the actyal Conseduences OF this lnnovation {(positive and/ar regativel?

—_ e ——— e e T e e e e ¢
la. what seemed to be the key factor{s) in making the adoPtion and accePtance of 1his ianceation suctes-ful nr

unsuccessful ¥

ERIC
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1. would you reconrmend
implementation?

A-b

that other districts iike vours 340Gt the same intQvationl What advice would you offar thes on

¥

A ——

]

——

-

[ — -

HPHAS 1S
2. INNOVATION PROCEDURES . ¢ )
In the Introduction and Instaliatios!: i . 3 ‘ "
of the Innovdticn identified in I M &y
Quastion ), how much amphasis wmas 2l 2 iJ a2 ]
givern 10 edch af the follwing? 3 Rl ‘2" ]

2. Svstematic evaluulon

$ol:d reselrch ba\v

S

yystematic plaaning

<.
d. Adefuate definition of

obleckivey
Telecting & competent scafl

to implement changs

f. Startiag out with adequate financlal
retaurtes ta do the Job

g. Utilizing o pumber of dlfferent

media to get the néw |daas 8cross
h. Fartlitence by thels who
advocate the tanovation

i. Maximlfzlng chances of particT~
pation by many groups

J. Stressing self-help by the
Jaers of the Inmovatlon

k. Adeauste diagnosis of the
real gducational need

1. Frowlding 4 ¢ifmate con-
ducive 1o sharing [deass

m. Providing & climate con-
ducive to risk-taking

n. Lresting swaresess of
the need for change

a. {raatlog an Uwaréneis of

JHPORTANCE
Y. BARRIERS TO THES (hNOVATION as 3 bareler
A number of clrcumitonces 3re Some- { E
times raported as "barriers” 1o L I g‘
innovation. In your experlence with 8 B ¥ |3 ;
this lonovatlon, hos [MPOrtant was Wi o Jai®
e8<h af the followlng? sie s Iz b

Lack af adequats contdcts with pyt-
slde casource groups {e.9., unlfver-
sities, labs, <onsultants, mtg.)

. Lack of communfcation

among the staff

« Lack of communication

batwedn staff and studeats

. Confuslon #mong staff about the

putposy of the Innovetion

. §tari's lack of précise Informa-

tica about tha landvatlon

. Disorganization of tha pisnnling

and Implementatlon ef farks

Urwl T1Tngness of rasource groups
1o hetlp ut réviss or sdapt

. Rlgldlty of schopl system

sbructurs and buresucracy

. UnwiThlngnass pf teachers aad cthar

wchaal persoanel to change or

flsten to o | 44 88
. Shartaga of funds ailocated for

the innovation

Shortage of qualified
parsonnal

. Taallag by teachers and stafl

that the lanovaticn would have
f1tele benaflt for tham

ar N

] m. Frustratlon and diffleulty en-
sltaraative 9futions countered by teachers andlor
p. toofrontation of ralevent stafF in trylng to sdopt
arflarences - - fi. Frustration and JHTTHenlty en-
9. Reselution of Inter- counterad by Students during the
parsonal conflicts sdoptlon pracess
r. lavolvement of informal leaders 4. Lack of contact with other 1chool
of Spinion inside the schools syttems who had <onsidared the
1. Particlpation by hey same lantvbtion
communtty feaders ¢. Lack of coordinatlion and teamwork
t. faking sdvastage of withln the school systam
erisls slitudtiong q. Absenca of s concartad campalgn
u, Tinding shared values 1o put the new Fdtas across
a1 & basis for working 1 r. Tnadegquacy of school pYant, Tacl-
Sther procedures used littes, equipment, Or suppilas
[specify): Other barriers [specify):
o e —— . 1
hg. 1% there another major ares or problam on which you are planalng to make changes In the aext vearl (Spacify briafly)
b. Wnuld ltams $ike Thasr o Questious 2 and ) above de helpful 81 & chackiist in planning ar evalvaling such changss® "Yes_
Majur reason for checking "ves” of "ma.'f
Q - - -

LRIS

-



A-5
- '.L’\
CTHER AREAS 1N WHICH THE SCHOOL QISTAILT HAS BEEN INMOVATING {H THE LAST SCHOOL YRAR (1370-71)

Uslng the sams deflnttion of “lanovetion” av suggested on Question |, make & brlef Llstlng of othae Tansvetlons Introduced

or attemptad In the tast year. Only the beisfast descelptive Pheass by necassary (a.9., "2 month yaar" ar "'a black studlss
progean’).  If the Peogram Is a widely distelbuted sducatlonsl product such as "P55C physlcs,' tha lattar abbravistion will

ba sufflclant. Also Indicats the numbar of Fnnove' " trlad out In sach catagory s they ', |f thaea woes nona 1n @

partlculnr sras last vasr Indicate with o "'0"; [f thaen ars many In an dcss that would fit tha dafintilon, glve your *
sitimals a3 to how many lhars wars,

—

|I°Ta-t‘.--ﬂlm"l‘

of 1 - watlom In !

far _atagory for
1919-21 J

s. Majoe Chnngas In Administration snd Qcganltation {a.9.. studant, teachar, of cititan
garticlPatlon In govaraanca; programing, planning, or budgeting proceduras; proMation
snd grading peactlcas, dacantralliation, detagragation).

Most slgnlflcant tnnovation §1F any):

6
1
2
3
b
o
mave |
b. MaJor Changes in insteuctlonal Peoceduras (&.g., ladlvidual|zation of instruction, tesn
teaching, work-study, flaxible schedulling, programmed Tesrning. compuler-asslsted Tnstevction,
grovping, teachar aides).
Most significant lnnavation [if any}:
6
|
‘ — 2
k|
i
of
L =141
€. New Snrvices and Special Programs $e.9., guldince and counselling, information centers, 1ibrary,
rasearch of dvaluation oIfita, Tn-sarvice training for teachers, community relations).
Host sfgnlficant innovation [IFf sny):
- 6
1
2
)
4
of
more
d. Halor Cuerlculum thanges 18.9.4 new math, sciance or soclal studies, new courses and
cOUrse progremy, ar cdstedcturlng of entlre progeams. Oaly changds which Involve
savaral classrooms or moes than ons buflding).
Most slgniflcant Innovatlon st slementary teval (If sppllcable):
[+]
Host significant Ianavation at Juaior high or middie {1F applicable): 1
2}
)
b
oe
more

Host slgnlficant Innovation st senlor high Sewel (1F appiicabia}:

¢, Now RBduceiiunal Fechnoiogy Acquired le.g.. audlo or video tape #quipment, computer,
teaching machines, speclally dasigned facilitias, Vanguage loboratoey),

Host signlficant Innovation (if any):

-

f. Ara there other artas in which you made innovstions in 1970-71 nat covereq by the categories above? {Spegify beigfly}

Q —
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Gn oo

JAL

© bacal
. Lockl _radia
+ Hewtletters

. Bublic reetings

idea Presentations

[
Four syatem ha
i FREQUENCY GF USE ¥
\ ﬁYllLAﬂL[
; -.-I -M-T h.‘—--:—r —l“
: 3 Z 1E e g
INTERNAL RE$OURCES VR -li"%‘-"“. |
o, : LTy g ," - l - i
- o ¥V o3 &%
. 2 :;; - N
I NUUOPGe ™+ VI LY N TR S IV
& Rasearck ond TvaTustion : .
office or Staft [
b tn-Service Training e 1 t v _'{
Program . 1
~123 s —t | 1
S bibrbey Facllitles o | I
o, Media Specialisis {
Lr Centery _ — Ny
€, Lurriculum I . |
Supervisory - N
F Teacher Discussions & I it

g‘qSI wient Discussions &
_ldea Presentatiors

b, Other {tpecifyl)

A6
Ihe two l.ats belomm vugyest i of Ihe resources whith can be used when inplementing innovaetions,
wved tresve nterndb and externdl eetources For this purpose in the past yedr.

EXTERNAL RESOURCES

trll

|

Indicate tha degres to which
(Add others whare appropriate,)

l FAEQUENCY OF uSE IF

_ANATLABLE

W a———

Very freq.

[ F requently
=Dccasionally
foery I1nfreq.
E\ﬂcl’

Eﬂot Availsble
—

-
.
-

yS0E Supported Reglonal
Educationa) Laborstorles

SEA Y

tie | Profects or Jervices

ESA T

tTe 1T Prolects or Sarvlce

El L ™

thér
and Services

wderslly Funded Progeams

. Stats Education Mency Services

o=

. Foundstlons and Othar Private

Pragramy

Universities and caria_q,.

Frofessfonal Assoclations

ther {speclTy)

7. Were any of the above rescurces (Internal ar external} used In choosing or Taplementing the speciflc innovatlon described on
Page 11 {Indicate by Yetter, "2 througn "¢"):

B. How frequently does your system uti!lZe the T01igwWing
medid to expldin innovetiond to Parents and the community?

Very
Weekly Once ar ] Farely
ar Hore Quar= | Twice or
- Often Monthly jterly | a Year | Never
[€}] [&]] [{J] 12 44

igcal newipaper

television

L

10, What percent of the 1970 graduates of this syitem

¢ontinued their forngl educklion deyond high 1choo?

four year callege

other (specify)

twd jeal ar community college
aon-dedree technical/vocdtioral tralning

Y2, Did your schoml svstem gaparience any of the following

E

b Community 9roup protests

Q

RIC

e -

eventy in Ihe last vear?

2 u‘!sl’
Teacrer strikes and ' '

demonstrations .

Hore

A

.Student urrest [protests, [
sonfrontations, etc.) J

|

. r#s dny of these events inflieaced inrovetion dctivitles

tuch &3 those described in Questions |, &, or 51 If 3o, how!

i

The. What was Lhe oty

'Eureut Mo tMnge
Primary raanon for chengs

per. puptt txpend! ture

TT LT 2T )

9. To what extent does Your system ytillza the following
pelicles and procedures?

&. Pay staff travel

in
Usual | Spacial | Very
Policy] Cases Paraly | Hever
74 £ (L [{J]

b. Ssbhatical lesves

c. Steff wltlon-pald
cOuUr 1es

d.Service dwirds

e. Loy advisory groups (com*
mankty

cminority, pa_rems)

1. ta the last year

has the school system experienced

difficulty in galning citizen Swpport for finencing

educationt
l"Flfl t OIH Sreat
Iiu ¥ ;jf“' “DIlfIiuiw
a.For malntendice of | —-L
exlsting operstions: 1 H |
b.Fot proposed new pro- )
jects and programs:
138, System tl2e and staffing:
| € lamentary | Jr High/uiddia] High Schoel

1YGrade Span 1970-71

2} Student Earol 1~
ment 1970-71

3) Teachers Employed
197010 _ ...

L} Admin. Staff
Emplayed 1970-71

b. Hes there heen any ehange in €arollment in the last

5 years?
1l
Incredse

¢ Primary reg° o ¥

"}
No Change_ . __.
- vharge

st}
Decrease

for the 19171 Sc1081 vedr {round figure extimate)?
5. Has_thara besn sny slgn[ﬂcanl changs [n per Pu‘pll expondilures aver the Host 5 years?
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TABLE B.1
SAMPLE BY S1ZE AND REGION
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

- ARE. WA b ﬂ—"1
00~ 2,500~«% 5,000-% 10,000~} 25,000~} 80 " ,0
Reglon 1-299 2,499 | 4,999 | 9.999 | 24,999 | 79,999 ‘md Total
over
L_l_g_vg_ England
Connect lcut - 4 ] 3 4 ] - 13
Haine - - - - - - - ' -
Massachusetts - 3 4 3 2 1 1 14
New Hampshlire - 1 1 - - - - 2
Rhode Island - - - - 2 - - 2
Vermont - - - - - - - -
Total 0 8 6 6 8 2 1 31
Mid East
Delaware - - - - ] - - | 1
Maryland - - - 1 2 1 4 :
' New Jersey 2 4 6 4 4 1 - 21
New York - 9 5 8 c 3 1 31
Pennsylvanla - 1 .7 5 6 ] ] 21
Washington, D.C. - - - - - - | ]
Total 2 14 18 18 18 6 7 83
ireat Lakes
I Tinols - 8 l 5 4 2 | 24
. Indiana - ) } 3 4 ] } 12
| Michlgan - 5 3 7 3 2 1 23
| Ohio - 7 8 3 4 2 3 27
' Wisconsin - 6 4 - 1 1 1 13
i Total . 28 22 18 16 8 7 99
Plains
lowa 1 5 - ] 2 2 - 11
Kansas - 2 2 ] - 3 - 8
Minnesota - 3 2 - 1 2 - 8
Missouri 1 5 ] 2 2 1 . 1 13
Nebraska - - - - - 1 - ]
North bakota - 2 - - - - - 2
South Dakota - 1 1 - - - - 2
Total 2 18 6 4 5 9 1 45

(Table continues on next page)




TABLE B.1 continued B-2

300- | 2,500-| 5,000- } 10,000~ |25,000~ | 80,000

Region 1-299 | 2,499 4,999 19,999 |24,999 179,999 and
ovar
South East
Alabama - i ] 2 ] 3 -
Arkansas - 3 | - 1 1 -
Florlda - - 2 2 5 4 6
Georgla - 2 5 1 1 3 2
Kentucky - 1 2 b 1 1 1
Loulsiana - - - 2 4 A 1
Misslssippi - 2 - 2 - - -
Horth Carclina - - 3 g g ! ]
South Carolina - - 1 3 - 3 -
Tennessee - - ] 2 - 2 2
Virglinia - ] 2 2 - 3 ]
West Virginia- - - 2 1 2 1 -
Jotal - 10 20 26 20 26 14
Rocky Mountains
Colorado - - - 2 - 2 1
I daho - 1 2 - | - -
Montana 2 1 - - 1 - -
Utah - - - - - ] -
Wyoming - - - - - - -
_‘{
Total 2 2 2 2 2 4 1
South West
Arlzona - 3 - 2 3 2 -
New Mexlico - - 1 { i - |
Ok ahoma - 2 - - 1 1 -
Texas - 7 5 3 5 5 3
Total - 6 6 10 8 Y
fg:_west
Alaska - - - « - - - -
California 1 6 3 ] 17 12 4
Hawai i - - - - - - -
Nevada - - - - - 1 -
Oregon - 2 1 - - ] -
Washington ] - 2 ] -
Tota 2 8 6 12 18 14 &
Grand Total 8 100 86 92 87 77 40
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TABLE B.3

RESPONSE RATE BY REGION

Districts < 80,000

Districts = 80,000

Response ‘Response

Sample |Responding] Rate Semple lResponding Rate

Region Freq. % | Freq, % % Freq. % | Freq., % %
New England {30) 7{(24) 8| 80 (1 2 () 3 100
Mid East ( 76) 172] (52) 6] 68 (7)) 118 (6) 19 86
Great Lakes {(92) 20] (68 2 74 “ (7) 18y (B 13 57
South East (12) 22| (6N 21| 66 (14) 35! (13) 42 93
Plains (44) 10} (32) 10] 73 (v 2| ¢y 3| Too
Rocky Mountains (1) 3)(12) & 86 (n 2 - - 0
South West (42) 9f(25) 8] 60 (W 1wj] (3 110 75
Far West (60) 13| (42} 13] 70 {5y 13} (3 10 60
Total (460) 100| (322) 100 | 70 (40) 100 | (31) 100 76
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TABLE 8.4

RETURNED QUEST{ONNAIRES

BY DISTRICT SI1ZE AND REGION

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

Districts < 80,000

300- 2,500-1 5,000~ 110,000~ | 25,000~ Total Districts
1-299 | 2,499 {4,999 | 9,999 | 24,999 | 79,999 2 80,000
Ragion Heb N=71 N=LE§ N=57 N=?7 N=56 N=322 He3l
New England - 11 7 9 8 2 8 3
Mid East 33 13 16 21 22 5 16 19
Great Lakes - 27 33 19 16 14 21 13
South East - 7 18 25 21 39 21 i
Plalns - 2) 7 7 4 11 10 3
Rocky Mountains 33 3 L 2 3 5 4 -
South West - 11 4 & 9 9 8 10
Far West 33 7 1 12 18 14 13 10
|
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
i
‘;‘-

~y

N
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TABLE 8.5
GRADE SPAN: ELEMENTARY +

Etementary Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,0600
Grade Span Freq, 4 Freq, 4

K~3 ¢ ) * - -

K~4 ( 5) 2 - -

k=5 ( 31) 12 L 5

K-fi% (145) 54 { 9) h3

Ko 7k - - (n 5

K-8k (1%) 5 (2) 10

1-3 { 1) * - -

1-4 (3 l - -

1-5 (9 3 - -

1-6 { 47) 17 ( 6) 29

1-7 ( 2 ! ("N 5

] =8k (m 4 (v 5

Total (269) 100 (21} 100
Elementary - unspecified | ( 29) ( 6)
Doesn't Apply ( 10) -
No Information ( 1% 4
—
Grand Total (322) (31)
e ]

+ Question #13a(1)
* tess than 0.5%
hk Includes 4 cases ot less of pre-Klndergarten

ki%x  |ncludes one repressntative district and one very large district with

elementary schools spanning grades 1-6 and 1-8,
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TABLE B.6
GRADE SPAN: JUNIOR/HIDDLE*

Junlor/Middle DIstricts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Grade Span Freq, % Freq, 4
3-0 (n * - -
4-8 ( % . -
5-7 (N » ; )
5-8 ( N 3 - -
5-9 (N * {1 5
6-8 { 40) 17 ) 5
6-9 (W 2 (N 5
7-8 { 61) 26 (n 5
7-9 {118) 50 {15) 79
7-10 { 2) ] - -
8-9 (n ok - -
Total (237) 100 {19) 100
Junior/Mlddle,
unspeclfied ( 26) € 5)
Doesn't Apply { 4s5) ( 3)
No Information { 1%) { 4)
Grand Total (322) (31)

* Question #13a(1)
** Less than 0.5%
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TABLE 8.7
GRADE SPAN: SENIOR HIGH®

Senior Hlgh Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Grade Span freq, | fFreq. S
7-12 ( 7 3 - -
8-12 ( 2) 1 { 2) 10
9- 124 {(125) 48 ( 5) 24
10~12 (122} 47 (14) 67
11-12 ( 2) ] - -
Total (258) 100 (21) 160
Sentor Hlgh,
unspecifled (29) (5)
Doesn't Apply ( 21) -
No Information {( 14) { 5)
Grand Total (322) (31)

* Question #13a(l)
** jncludes one representative distrlct and one very large distrlct wlth
high schools spanning grades 7-12 and 9-12.
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TABLE B.8
ENROLLMENT * _
Districts < 80,000 ] Districts : 80,000 ' "_'_]
Enrollment Elementary :?ZL?;/ S:?;Er !Elementary ﬂ?EA?;/ Sﬁ?égr
Stze Freq. % |Freq. % | Freq. % Y Freq. % |Freq. % {Freq. %
0-499 (19) 7 | (36 15 | (28 1 - -1 - - ] - -
500+999 ( 22) ( 45) 19 [ ( 49) 19 - -] - -1 - -
1,000-1,4939 (28 10 (27 12 | ( 3%) 13 - - q- -0 - -
1,500-1,999 (21) 8 [(19) 8 |(22) 8 I - -1 - - . -
2,000-2,999 (25) 9 |(22) 9 |{ 3% 13 - - Jty 6 - -
3,000-3,999 (21) 8 |¢(25) N {(18 7 - - - - . -
4,000-4,999 (19 7 [y s {(13) 5 - - - - .
5,000-6,999 (29) t1 |(19) 8 [(20) 8 - - - . - -
7,000-9,999 (20 2 J(12) 5 1(10) 4 - | - - - -
10,000~ 14,999 (26) 10 | 2 3 {C19 7 - - - - - -
15,000-24,939 (19) 72 1C1) 5 (1) 5§ - = |9 so [(i0) 48
25,000~39,999 (16) 6 - =ty 2y 9 (W 22 (1 33
40,000~59,999 ( 8 3 - - - - p(ey 272 1(®) 22 [(2) 18
"60,000-79,9939 - - - - - -~ (9 & - - 2} 1
80 ,000-99,999 ~ - - - - -fEN 5 - - - -
160,000~ 149,999 - - - - - -f(2) 9 - - - -
150,000-200,000 - - - - S .- . -
Total (279100 | (239100 |(262)100 § (22) 100 {(18) 100 }(21) 100
Doesn’t Apply ( 10) ( 46) ( 21) - ( 3) ( =)
No Information ( 39) ( 42) ( 39) (9) (10) {10}
Grand Total (322) (322) (322) (31) (31) (31)
Mean 7,926.5 3,335.6 3,975.9 75,418.0 |28,746.0 |30,104,0

* Question #13a(2)
**% Less than 0.5%
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TABLE B.9
NUMBER OF TEACHERS EMPLOYED*

Districts < 80,000

Districts & 80,000

Number of Elementary :?g;?er/ Sﬁ?;ﬁr Elementary :'i“:l:l?;/ s:?;ﬁr
Teachers Freq. % | Freq. % |Freq. X || Freq. % |Freq. % |Freq. %
1-49 (47) 18 | (81) 4 { (67 29 - - - - - -
50-99 (52) 20 (33 6 | (49) 2V - - - - - -
100-199 (46) 18 | (W2} 21 | (54) 23 - - (1) 6 - .
200-299 (300 12 {22y 1 }(20) - - - - - .
300-499 (38) 13 J(15y 7 ] (16) - - - - - -
500+399 (25) 10 () 5 (25 1N - - ( 70 44 (6) 30
1,000-1,999 (18) 7 - - | (2 ( 6) 26 ( 5) 31 (11) s5
2,000-2,999 (3 1 - - - (73 | (319 | (3)15
3,000-3,999 . - - - - ( 5) 22 - - - -
4,000-4,999 - - - - - ( 3) 13 - - - -
5,000-6,999 - - - - - (2) 9 - - - -
Total (256)100 | (208) 100 | (233}100 (23) 100 {16} 100 (20) 100
Doesn't Apply ( 10) ( 45) ( 21) (-) (3 (-)
No Information ( 56) ( 73) ( 68) ( 8) “(12) (1)
Grand Total (322) (322) {322) (31) (31) (31)
Mean 319.3 145.3 184, 2,912.7 1,214,7 1,405.7

% Questlon #13a (3)
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TABLE B.10
NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF EMPLOYED#*+

Districts < 80,000 Districts . ou,000
Mninrscrative  |Elenentary | RIS | SERET R etanentary | RIS | SERESY
Staff Freq, % |Freq. % | Freq. % Freq., % |Freq. % |Freq. %
1-2 (44) 20 ((66) 38 | (71) 39 - - - -
3-4 (26) 12 |(29) 17 | (36) 18 - - - -
5-9 (43) 20 [ (32) 18 | (44} 22 - -y 8
10=14 (30) 14 J(25) 1 | (20) 10 - - - -
15-24 (35) 16 |(30) 6 [(12y & - -ty 8 (2 13
25-49 (21 10 (1) 6 | (16} & - -4y 38 [ (5 ¥
50-39 (13) & - -1 (3 2 (5) 28 (3 23 {5) 4
100-199 (&) 2 = = {0 (739 ((2) 15 (1) 6
200-299 - - - - - - (5)28 (1) 8 {(n o
300-439 - - - - - - (1) 6 - - (n ¢

t

Tota) (216)100 (173} 100 | (203)100 (18y100 |(13) 100 (16) 1c0
Doesn't Apply . ( 9) ( 43) ( 20) ( 0) { 2) ( 0)
No Information ( 97) (106) ( 99) (13) (16) (15)
Grand Tota) (322) (322) (322) (31) (31) (31)
Mean 16.7 7.2 9.2 172.1 74.6 80.3

* Question #13a (4)
% Less than 0.5%




TABLE B.11

STUODENT/TEACHER AND STUDENT/ADMIN ISTRATOR RATIOS

BY DISTRICT SIZE

Student/Teacher Student/Administrator
District Size Ratio Ratio
1-299 16.2 103.0
300-2,499 20.0 370.3
2,500-4,999 22,9 400,
5,000-9,999 21.7 532.0
10,000-24,939 22,1 506.4
25,000-79,999 23,2 504.5
80,000 and over 24.3 486,
Comb ined 22.0 455.8
Significance Level P < .0001 P < ,001

(F-Test)
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TABLE B.12
STUDENT/TEACHER AND STUDENT/ADMINISTRATOR RATIDS
BY REGION
<
Student/ Student/ Student/ Student/
Raglon Teacher Administrator Teacher Adminlstrator
9 Ratlo Ratlo Ratio - Ratio
New England @ 19.5 ha.o 21.9 834.2
Mid East 20.6 470.2 22.8 403.8
Great Lakes . 22,3 418.9 24.5 2.5
South East 22.8 S .4 25.2 558.3
Plains 20.4 383.8 26.3 365.0
Rocky Mountains 21.5 429.5 - -
South West 21.9 395.1 27.) §27.7
Far West 23.2 h27.8 21.8 2.7
Combined 21.8 453.3 24.3 L86.1
Signlficance Level| P <.00) N.§. N.S, N.S.
(F-Test)
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TABLE B.13
ENROLLMENT CHANGE IN LAST FIVE YEARS*
pistricts < 80,000 DIstricts 2 80,000

Change Freq. 1 Freg. 1
lncrease . (195) 63 (16) 59
No Change ( 35) 11 ( 2) 7
Decrease ( 79) 26 (9) 33
Total (309) 100 (27 100
No Information ( 13) ( 4)

* Question #13 b

TABLE B.14
ENROLLMENT CHANGE BY DISTRICT S1Z€
Increase Ne Change Decrease
Size Freq. 4 Freq. 4 Freq. ;A
1-299 e 33 (20 33 - (2) 33
300-2,499 (1) 61 (16} 24 (1) 5
2,500-4,999 (39) 75 ( 5) 10 { 8) 15
5,000~9,999 (38) 69 ( 6) R (1) 20
10,000-24,999 (44) 58 ( 4) 5 (28) 37
" 25,000-79,999 (31) 59 ( 2) 4 {20) 38
80,000 and over (16} 59 ( 2) 7 (9) 33
Total (211) 63 (37) 11 (88) 26
Signlficance Level
(Chi Square Test):
] P < .0003.
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TABLE B,15
ENROLLMENT CHANGE BY REGION

pistricts < 80,000

Districts 2 80,000

]
%“Freq.

Region frage 8 | Freqr % | Fromeoy || Freaeoy | Frear 3 | Frea
New England (22) 92 )¢ w{tn w1 100 - - . .
Mid East (30) 59 | (9 18 ](12) 24 “ ( 5) 100 - - - -
Great Lakes (43) 672 | (& 13 |O3) 20 C1 33 - - |2y 67
South East (3% 52 | (59 8 [(27y ® (8 62N 8 (3 25
Plains (17 63 p(s5) 19 {(5) 19 ‘f - - - - L) w0
Rocky Meuntalns | (1 9) 90 - - 1cn e - - - - - -
South West (11 72 | (8 6 [(3) 21 s0{{1) 50 - -
o vest a2y s2 [¢n 7o wf - -f - -ltn o
Total (195) 63 | (38) N {(79) 26 {j26) 59 |(2) 7 [(9) 33
\ —~— 4N ——
p < .ood N.S
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TABLE 8,16
REASONS FOR ENROLLMENT CHANGE *

Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
First Reason All Reasons Flrst Reason Al Reasons
Reason for increase Freq. % of 176} Freq. % of 176 IFreq. % of 15| Freq. % of 15
Commun ity growth { 55) 31 { 59) 34 (7 47 { N 47
New home constructlon { 40) 23 { 40) 23 (1) 7 (n 7
In-migration ( 34) i9 { 37) 2) (1) (n 7
Population increase { 13) 7 (14 8 ( &) 27 (&) 27
Shift from private to - . . -
public schools ( 10} 6 (13) 7
Desegregation { 6) 3 8) 5 - - - -
industrial growth { 6) 3 (7 4. - - {1 7
Consolidation { 95) 3 { 6) 3 - - - -
Annexation ( 3) 2 { 3 2 - _ - -
New highway access { 2) 1 ( 3 i - - - -
increasing birth rate (N 1 (n 1 ) 7 (n 7
Busing (N i (N 1 - - - -
More school-age children - - (N | (n 7 12 13
Total {176) 100 (193) to (15) 100 Oy 13
= =L —— ——— =
Reason for Decrease Freq. % of 66 |Freq. % of 66 |[Freq. % of 8 {Freq. % of 8
Out-Migratlon (21) 32 {26) 39 (2) 25 (3) 38
Decreasing birthrate ,(Ih; 21 (18) 27 (3) 38 ( 3) 38
Less school-age children (10 15 amn 17 (1) 13 (1) 13
Economic conditlons (7 n (1) 17 - - (1) 13
Unemp loyment {6) 9 (o)) n - - - -
Population stabilization ( &) 6 (W 6 - - - -
Shift from public to - . - .
private ‘school (2) 3 (7 I
Population decrease (2 3 (2) 3 - - - -
Desegregation - - - - (1) 13 (n 13
Homes torn down for - - - - ,
commercial growth (1) 13 €1 3
Total (66) 100 (86) 130 (8) 100 {10) 125

Question #)3c.
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TABLE B,17
PER PUPIL EXPENDITUREw

Districts & 80,000 DIistrists ZSO,OuJ

Expenditure Freg. % Freq. 4
$300 - 399 { &) | - -
$400 - 499 { 18) 6 - -
$500 - 599 { 34) 12 { 3) 13
$600 - 699 ( 48) 17 {2) 8
$700 - 799 ( 60) 22 (7 29
$800 ~ 899 ( 53) 15 { 6) ‘ 25
$900 - 999 { 30) " { 5) 21
$1000 - 1499 ( 25} 9 (1) 4
$1500 - 2500 ( 6) 2 - -

Total (278) 100 (24) 100
No Information { L) ( 7)

* Mean $785.39 $789.50

* Question # lha

TABLE 8,18
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE CHANGE
IN LAST FIVE YEARS*

Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000
Change Freq. 4 Freq, 3
Increase {280} 92 {(26) 93
No Change { 18) 6 { 2) 7
Decrease { 6) 2 - -
Total (304) « 100 (28) 100
No Information {18 {3

* Question # 14 b
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TABLE 8.19
CHANGE IN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE BY DISTRICT $IZE

Increase No Change Decrease

S$1ze Freq. 3 Freq. % J Freq. %
1 - 299 ( 5 100 - - - -
300 - 2,499 (s7) 8 (7 1 (1 2
2,500 - 4,999 ( 48) 92 ( 2) 4 (2) b
5,000 ~ 9,999 ( 50) 93 ( 4) 7 - -
10,000 - 24,999 ( 71) 9% ( 2) 3 (2) 3
25,000 - 79,999 ( 49) 93 ( 3) 6 (n 2
80,000 and over ( 26) 93 ( 2) 7 - -
Total (306) 92 {20) 6 (6) 2

Not Significant

TABLE 8,20

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE CHANGE 8Y REGION

Districts < 80,000 ~" Bistricts 2 80,000
Increase No Change | Decrease Increase No Change | Decrease

Region Freq. % | Freq. % |Freq. % LFreq. % | Freq. % | Freq. ¥
New England ( 22) 100 - - - - 1€ v oo - - - -
Mid East (u7y o |02 & {Cy)y 2 ||Cs) 100 - - - .
Great Lakes (59) 92 [ (5 8 - - 08 o0 - - - -
South East (s8) 8 ((5) 8 [{2) 3 ffan) 92| (1 8 - -
Plakns {27 9 j(1} & - - ¢ 1} 00 - - - -
Rocky Mountains ( 11} 100 - . - - - - - . . -
South West (200 8 {(3 13 - - Qe 50 | (1) 50 - -
Far West ( 36) 88 [ (2) 5 1{ 3) 7 (¢ 3 100 - - - L 4
Total (280) 92 |18 6 j(6) 2 _“FZG) 93 | {(2) 7 - -
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TABLE B.2)
REASONS FOR CHANGE IN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE *
Districts < 80,000 Distrliv.s 2 8u,ldv
Reason . first Reason All Reasons First Reascn All Reasons

Increased Expenditure | Freq. & of 256 | Freq. ¥ of 256 Y| Freq. % of 25 Freq. ¥ of 25
tnflatlon (78) 30 (81) 32 (8) 20 “( 5) 20
Increased costs (53) 22 (69) 27 {10) 40 {10) 4o
Salaries, Fringe Benefits! (56) 22 {105) 4 ( 5) 20 (15) 60
N i d
B cavlens T rosrams | (20) 8 (62) 24 (3) 12 (6) 2
Increased State funds (21} 8 (26) 10 (n 4 { 2) 8
Increased Local funds () 4 (22) 9 - - ( 2). 8
increased federal funds { 6; 2 (10) h - - { 1} 4
lncreased enrollment ( 5) 2 (13) 5 (n 4 (1) 4
‘Increased fundling-unspec.,| ( 3) 1 { 5) 2 - - (_1) 4
New or improved equipment

or faciltitles (1) e (m 4 B - (N 4
More Staff (n Aok (15) 6 ~ - {n 4
Smaller class size (1) AR { 2) ] - - (1N 4

Total (256) 100 (421) 164 {L(zS) 100 (46) 184
Decreased Expenditure Freq. % of & Freq. % of 6 Freq. 4 freq. ¥
Decreased Local funds (3 50 { 3) 50 - - - -
becreased Funding-unspec.| { 2) 33 ( 2) 33 - - - -
Decreased State funds (1) 17 (1) 17 - - - -

Total ( 6) 100 ( 6) 100 ﬂ - - - -

t Question # lhc
*% Less than 0.5%
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TABLE 8,22
PERCENT OF GRADUATES CONTINUING THEIR EDUCATIQN*
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION '

R X Districts < 80,000 Districts 2 80,000 :

Coni{;ﬁ?n Four-Year | Two-Year [Hon-degree Four-Year | Two-Year | Non~degree
9 College College [Voc./Tech. | Other | College College | Voc./Tech.| Other
. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. Freq. ‘Freq. Freqg. Freq|

0 - 10% 11 47 109 20 - b 12 2

1a - 19 22 76 78 ] ] 3 3 -

20 - 29 55 55 27 - 2 . 6 - -

30 - 39 57 i5 4 - 7 - 2 -

Lo - 49 53 I5 - - h - - -

50 - 59 36 9 ] - 2 1 - -

60 ~ 69 i3 -2 - - - - - -

70 - 79 7 - - - - ] - -

80% and over| 2 - - - - . - - -

Total 253 219 219 21 16 S I [ 17 2
Doesn't Apply 13 22 17 8l - - - 2
No Information | 66 81 86 217 15 16 - - 14 27
Grand Total 322 322 322 322 3 31 31 31

He&n 35'5 }9-0 l0l2 3!? 36-] 20-? 9»14 z‘no

* Question #10

ol
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TABLE B.23
MEAN PERCENT OF GRADUATES CONTINUING THEIR EDUCATION
BY DISTRICT SIZE

Four-Year Two-Year Non-dagree
College Cotlege Voc¢./Tech, Other
Slze H‘ean‘g Mean % Mean % Mean %
1 - 299 49.0 22.0 15.0 -
300 - 2,499 32.9 21,1 0.9 3.7 ..
2,500 - 4,999 36.6 14.5 10,1 3.5
5,000 - 9,999 32.5 19.1 10. 4 2.5
10,000 - 24,999 37.8 20,2 9.4 5.3
25,000 ~ 79,999 36,8 18.8 10,1 3.4
80,000 and over 36,1 20.7 9. b k.0
Total 35.6 19.1 10,1 3.7 .
Significance Leve! N.S, N.S. N.S, N.S.
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TABLE B.24
MEAN PERCENT OF GRADUATES CONTINUING THEIR EDUCAT ION

BY REGION
Districts < 80,000 Districts 2> 80,000
Four-Year | Two-Year | Non-degree | Other Four-Year | Two-Year [Non-dagree | Othe
College Coltege | Voc./Tech, College College |Voc./Tech,
Reglon Mean Mzan 4 Mean % Mean % § Mean % Mean % Mean 2 Mean
New' England 38.3 16.9 10.8 4.0 27.0 4,0 9,0 1.0
Mld East 37.0 16.4 7.5 3.0 37.0 17.3 3.7 3.0
Great Lakes 36.6 15.4 10,3 2.5 30,7 15,0 5,0 3.0
South East 33.7 5.3 11.0 2.5 38.4 19. 4 11.8 2.5
Pla‘ns 32-8 2'12 “.5 6|3 .- - - 510
Rocky 48.6 21.3 1R 2.0 °f - - - -
Mountalns
South West 38.9 23.9 10.) - 4.0 - 12,0 1.0
Fa!' h’est 30-2 29|3 I°|2 - - 70|0 - 3|0
Total 3.5 19.0 10.2 3.7 36.1 20,7 9.4 4.0
Significance
LeVel, F‘Test P<|05 P<|00°I NnSu N-S| N-S| N.S. N|S| NiSl
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Paragraph
No., 350: A, Justification of Form

The pnecd for the questionnaire, “"Innovations from the Sur rintende.
Viewpoint'" arises out of the focus of the entire pProject on the processes
of InnovatIOn*In education. 1t 1s essential to collect emplrical data on
aspects of Innovation procedures and barrlers which operate in different
types of school systems.

The questlonnalre will be used with a natlionat sample of school
systems for the purpose of meeting the objectives clted below:

1. To provide an empl}ical base for speclflic recommendations

to USOE on priorlty needs in research and Jevelopment on

the knowledge dissemination and utillzation process. Such
recommendations will be of use to the National Center for
Educational Comnunlcation In the determlnatlon of priority
applled research and development for the future and to those
OE offlclals responsible for planning the National lInstitute
for Education.

2, T; create a set of baseline data on processes In the
dlssemlnation and utilization of educational innovations
to-assist In possible future monitoring of innovation in
education,

3. To pretest the questionnaire and to determine the feasibility

of the proposed method of analyzing results,

') nnovation'' is defined as a major change introduced for the purpose of improving
the quality of education within a district. This change may have involved any of
the following: (a) a substantial reorientation on the part of the staff, (b) a
reallocation of resources, (c) adoption of new Practices, programs, or technology.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



No.

351

a2} This project Is part of a sequence of logleally related studles
by Havelock to Improve the quality of educational dlssemlﬁatlon and
utilizatlon. The flrst study, begun in December of 1966 and concluded
with a,500 page 'report In July, 1969, review.d over 4,000 studies and
publicatlons relevant to DEU In all fields of practice: education,
medicine, Industrial technology, mental health, etc, The final report
synthesized thls materlal, and from the sQnthesIs derived speclflc gulde-
11nes for educational research, development, practice and pollicy.

Opce such a synthesls is mude, however, 1t must be tested and re-
worked on the basls of empirical data, Educétlonal Innovatlon processes
have been studled emplirically In the past {Mort, 1964; Carlson, 1965;
Lin, et al,, 1966}, Such studies provided part of the knowledge base
for the )l1terature review and synthesis. However, such studies are not
adequate as baseline data for current OE policy planning for a number
of reasons:

1, all these studies used reglonal or local samples

rather than a natlonal sample: hence generallzatlon
for natlopal policy purposes is questionable;

2. almost all of these studies are ten or more years

out of date, not reflecting any changes which mlght
have come about as a result of Federal legislatlion
in the 1960's;

3, these studies were not generated out of a compre-

hensive theoretical framework for D&l analysis such as

Is offered by the Literature Survey report (Havelock,

1969) .



In thls study some of the questions from these previous ror-. '«
Investigations will be asked aqain, but, in additlion, there .e
several sets of new questions that will be asked relating both to the
developments of the 1969'5 ang to the hypotheses and models of DgU
outlined by Havelock.

From the empirical data derived from the proposed national s.udy,
OE will be batter able to formulate appropriate and needed policies
and programs In applled research and deveI;pment In educational

dlssemination and utilization.



Paragraph

No. 352: Justification of Method Used In Selectlng and Contactlng Those to be
Covered
Pllot Test:

The questionnaire and follow-up procedures will be pliot tested
usjng a sample of 9 school systems. These systems wll) be chosen
accordingly to the sampling procedures outlined below. Once chosen,
these systems wll) be removed from the study population so that there
will be no chance of thelr being Included In the main study,

During the pllot test perlod a codebook wlll be constructed in
which each questlonnalre item will be asslgned a variable number and
card/tape location. Once coded, speclflc questlionnalre ftems wlll be

referenced by thls varlable number.

In addltlon to providing Informatlon concerning expected response
rates and needed questlonnalre modiflcations, the pllot test will be

useful 1n "debugging” the code manual and In prellmlnary constructlion
of codes for the more.complex open-ended questlons.

Mail Out:

Once the sample has been manually se!scted. the contractor will
.access the master tape file, selecting all tape records whose ID numbers

correspond to those selected In the sample., The new tape file, or

""Master Contro! Tape File" will be used to print name and address labels

to be used In mailing all materials to respondents.®

*The first contact with the respondent will be a "commitment' letter In which the
contractor explains the study and asks the respondent if he would jJoin in the
proJect by filling out & questionnaire which wili be mailed at a later date. The
respondent is asked to Indicate his willingness to participate by returning an
endorsed form. After a period of two weeks respondents .not returning a commltment
form will be telephoned. At the completion of this process, the Master Tape File
will be updated to delete all superintendents who are unwilling to participate in
ftr study, and questionnaires will be mailed to the remaining names in the file.

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




An additional set of name and address labels will be used + .. ~rate
? printed card "Control Flle.” This flle wlll be updated da! , so that
the contractor will always know how many commltment letters and question-
nalres have been ralled, how many raturned completed or refused, how
many follow-up latters have been malled, etc., and In each case who the
respondent |s,

Expected Response Rate, Follow-up, and Non-Response $tudy:

"Some benaflts of thls survey wlll be answers to such Sasic g .esilons
as: What Is the résponse rate of supe;lntendents? What constitute the
most approprlate research Instruments and questlons to use In monltoring
of Innovatlon? What are the most efflclent and frultful follow-up "
procedures? It Is difficult to specify actual response rates 1n advance.
Therefore, what follows 15 & rough estimate, and the procedures outlined
will be subject to some mod]flcatlon. For this reason also the survey
of non-respondents becomes cruclal,

Approximately 3 days after the Inltlal mall-out of the questhnng}re,~
a8 reminder post card will be sent to non-respondents. After an adetionaI
two weeks, remalnlng non-respondénts will be malled a letter and @ second
questlonnalre. It 1s hoped that within 10 days of this follow-up the
response rate will have reached B0% leaving 100 non-respondents. At this
pelnt the contractor would attempt to contact each non-respondent by.

telephone and urge him to return a completed questionnaire.



Paragraph
No 355:
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The sampling procedure will be to draw a probabllity sample of
500 operating publlic school systems stratifled by enrollment size and
geographlic regions. - ' \

A, The_;tudv Populatlion

The study poputation s a1l operating publlc school systems In the
U.S.,; excluslve of those In Alaska, Hawall, U.S. Service Schools, Canal
Zone, Guam, Puerto Rlco, and the Virgln Islands, accordlng to 2 llst

obtalned from the Gffice of Education which will be used to pﬁepare the

Educatlon Dlrectory, 1970-71: Publlc School Systems.

B. Definltion of Terms

To assure maxImum comparaPIlJty, the concept of region, the categori-
zaf.!oosof pupll enroliment slza.l a_ﬂd the deflnitlon of public school
sf;tem Qere designed to agree generally with the categorles and terminology
of the followlng U,S. 0fflce of Education documents. Ffor the concept of

reglon, the document Statistlcs of Non-Public Secondary Schools, 1960-61,

U.S. Department of Health, Educatlon and Welfare, Office of Education,
National Center for Educational Statistics, 1963 was used. For the
concept of enrollment slze categorfes and the definition of schoo! system,

the document, Statlstles of Local Publle School Systems, Fall, 1970, .

U.S. Department of Health, Educatlon and Welfare, Office of Educatlon,
National Center for Educatlonal Statistlcs was used.

c. Sampling Unit

The sampling unit is the operating public school system. The selection
of this unlt makes [t possible to direct questions to the school superin-
tendent about the process of innovation, adoption, and management of

educational change in the schootl system.
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Schoo! distrlicts will be the unlt of study and analysls for (. :

following' reasons:
l. major policy decisions for educatloﬂa‘ change are
made at the schoo! district Vevel;
2. when support or funding 1s glven for educatlonal
innovation, It 1s frequently provided at the school
district level;
3. a natlonal listing of school dlstricts was avallable
for sampling. No such list 1s avallable for individual
schools or other types of educationa[ units.
D, Sample Size
Consldering the budget resources and the rescarch obJjectlves of the
fnvestigation (to get acceptable re[labllity for estimates of means,
proportlons, and measures of assoctatlon), the contractor decided to draw
a stratifled sample of 500 school systems Qlth probébility proportionate

of pupil enrollment,

L]

E. Type of Design: Stratified Single Stage Sample wlth Varying
Probabilities ' '

1
H

1t is assumed that :ducatlonal change is likely. to vary from region
to region, and among school systems of different Sizes. 1t was deemed
deslrable to reduce sampling errors in estimating means and percentages
for the population to be Studied. The assumption of Ipw'varlabilltf_
within region and within the pupil enrollment size category provides for
greater precision of estimates as a result of stratification of these
factors. Further, the contractor wanted to insure adequate representation

of regiors, and school systems of different sizes.
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The foregoing consideration leads to the formulatlion of the following
sampliny procedures. The sample of school systems wlll:
1. give proportlonate representation to th; elght
reglons of the U.5,;
2. glve proportionate representation to the six pupll
enroliment slze classes;
3.  use pupll enrollment to measure proportlonate
representation,

F. Sampling Frame

The operating publlc school systems are to be stratifled according
to the elght regions and slx classes of pupil enrolliment size.

G. Sampting Procedure

The sample wlll be selected manually using the following procedure.
it Is glven that there are 44,753,426 pupils dlstributed among 17,467
public school systems with probability proportionate to pupl! size
stratified according to reglon. J

Speclfically the total number of pupils Is dlyided by the sample

size in order to determine the number of pupils that each sample system

will represent:

Total fiumber of ouplls by, 753,426
Sample s)ze B £00 r 89,506.85

Thus, each public school ;ystem selected would represent._approximately
89,507 puplls. B8ut since some school systems have enrollments larger
than‘89,507. it is felt that these should all be fncluded with certainty
rather than sampled, Looking at the distrlibutlion of enrollment slzes,
the contractor declded to choose a natural cutting off point for this

selection and Include with certainty all school systems wlth enrollments
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of 80,000 or more. These systems then will have weights proporticr ste

to thelr actual enrollment size and hance will represent oaly emselves.

In contrast the remalnlng systems in the sample, the '"'nun-sclf-representing"
school systems, represent not only themselves, but also other school

sysfems belonglng to the same stratum from which they are selected.

H, Listing of School Systems and Sample Selection

The contractor has prepared a complete llst of all school systems
In the sampling size in each of eight geographical regions. He set aside
the #0 school systems with enroliments of 80,000 or more {to be included
wlth certainty) and then allocated the residual 460 systems across h8
cells, each cell representing one of the eight regions and one of the six
pupil slze categories. In each cell, the school systems are listed in
ascending order according to pupll enrollment size.

He will then determine the unlt welght, that 1s the number of pupils
that each sample system wlll represent. Using the formula listed, he
arrives at a rounded flgure of 81,695 as follows:

Total pupil enrollment in non-self-

representing school systems e . 37,579,703
Sample slze.mThus self-representing (500-50)=h60 81,695.007
school systems

The total number of systems to be selected from each cell |s determined
by dividing the total number of pupils in that cell by the unit weight
(81,695).

Total pupil enroliment in cell _ Number of systems to be
Unit weight selected from that cell

I. Mechanics of Sample Selection

Sample units will be selected by systematic random sampting method.
To do this the contractor first determines a skip Interval by dividing

the total number of pupils in a given cell by the number of systems to be

-
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selected from that cell:

Total puplt enroliment

in cell Sklp
Number of systems to be Interval
selected from that cell

Using a table of random numbers, he selects a random number which Is equal
to or less than the skip Interval. Looklng at the cumulative totals of
pupl) enrollment slze In the cel}, he locates the school system whose
enroliment size contalns thls random number, and selects that system as a
study unit. Then he adds the skip Interval to the random number, arriving
at a new number, and selects the next school system whose cumulative
enrollment contalns thls number. He continues thls process until he has
selected the requlred number of systems from that cell. Thls process |Is
then repeated across all the b8 cells. Selectlons-in each cell are made
in pairs for convenlence of calculating sampling errors (see Sectlion K).
If a cell does not contaln a total number of pupils large enough to glve
at least a palr of selection units (school systems) we sklp that cell,

J.  Melghting *

Because each superintendent represents 81,695 puplls, In the analysls
each superintendent 15 to recelve equal welght with the exception that
superintendents from districts wlth more than 80,000 puplls are to be
assigned weights in units of 81,695. Ffor example, a superintendent from
a system of 164,000 pupils would receive a welghting factor of 2, This
type of deslgn in which ;espondents receive equal weight greatly simplifies
data processing and analysis as éompared to o design that has numerous
sampll?g rates and consequently requlres that many weights be applled

before data can be combined across cells. Furthermore, the sample con=~

* After consulting wlith other researchers, the decision was made to
forego the welghting of the larger districts { 2 80,000) and in 1leu of
that technigue to treat them as a separate category throughout the
analysls, (See footnote on page 28 of the report.)




centrates among the larger school districts, and selected super.ntendents

tend to be those having the greatest Influence In terms of tie number of

i - .
A

;upi1s affected by their decisions.

K. Calculation of Sampling Errors

Sample selectlons are to be made In palrs to facllitate the caiculation
of sampling errors using paired difference technlque or a balanced repli-
cated half-sample technique (Kish, L. and Frankel, M.R., "Balance

Repeated Replications for Standard Error," Journal of the American

Statistical Assoclatlon, Yol. 65, Sept., 1970, pp. '07)-1094; Kish, L.

and Hess, |., "0On Varlance of Ratlos and Thelr Differences In Multi-
State Sampling,'" Journal of the American Statlstlcal Association, Vol, 5h,

.
June, 1969, pp. U416-4l6),




Paraqraph
No. 360: ¢C. Brief Description_of Plans for Collectlon, Tabulation, and Publlication
October 1: Mall Commitment Letter
October 15: Telephone follow-up
October 29: Update Master Tape Flle
November 1: Questionnalre Approved by OM8
November 8: Completlion of printing and reproduction of materlals

November 12: Mallout date

November 15: Postcard follow-up

November 29: Follow-up letter and questionnalre
pecember 13: Closeout &ate

December 14 - .
January 3: Time of quality check and non-response study

January 31: Completion data for output by data processors

fFebruary 14: Completion of requested tabulations

March 1: Completlon date of manuscript for review
March 7! Completion date for review and editing of manuscript
March 14: Date when coples of report will become avallable for

distribution




Paragréph
No, 362:

No. 363:
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Pata Preparation

Returned questionnaires will be ”ldgged“ on the contro: flle and
then coded by project staff according to the codebook directions established
during the pilot phase. Contractor's data processing staff in flatson
with project staff will coordinate the coding, key punching, and ‘computer
processing of all Information., Once ¢oded and Key punched, the data will
be read onto tape. This tape will then be matched against and merged with
the Master Control Tape File. Data records which do not match will be
checked for errors (e.g., miscoded 10 numbers) corrected, and merged

back onto the tape,

Analysis
After all records have been matched, preliminary analysils wlll be

made. {n thls phase, univarlate frequency and percent distributions on

all variables will be generated, No control variables will be used. Theas.
printouts will be scanned for '"illegal' codes and other obvious codlng
errors, Once this data '"clean-up' is completed the major analysis will

be made.

Throughout the analysis contractor wlll control two variables: the
geographic region and the school system size which eachvrespOndcnt repre-
sents. These wlll be comblned and collapsed into a composite variable
(e.9., perhaps using three enrollment sizes and four geographic reglons)
to reduce complexity.

The analysis will be divided into four sections:

1. System background |nformation

2. Correlates of lmnovativeness
3. Creation of an innovation Inventory
4,  How Innovations become adopted
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1. Backgrcund Information:

Thls sectlon wlil be llmited to slmple bivariate numerlc and percent
frequency distributions.
the controls speclfied above,

and dlfferences between means wlll be computed.

Included [n the background phase will be:

All variables 1lsted below wlll be run against
Where appropriate, tests of associatlon

Specifically the 1tems

Questlon

Number | tem Statistics

10 index of proportlon of graduates Mean, F-test
contlnulng education

1la, 1ib Index of dlfflculty 1n galnlng cltlzen Mean, F-test
support for flnancing educatlon

12a, 12b, ¥2¢ Occurrence of school dlsruptions Mean, F-test

124 Relatlonshlp of dlsruptlions t6 Chl-square
Innovatlons

13a{l) Grade Span " "

13a(2) Slze of student enroliment Mean, F-test

V3a{3) Number of teachers employed L "

13b Change In enrol iment size n "

13¢ Reason for change Chi-square

14a ﬁér pupil expendl tures Mean, F-test

14b Ch;nge in per pupl! expendlture " b

14¢ Reason for change Chl -square

2. Correlates of lnnovatlon:

In thls sectlon an Innovat(veness score based on the responses to

that part of question 5 asklng for total pumber of lnnovatlons wlil be

derlved. Thls number wlll be summed over all innovatlon areas to yleld
a slngle measure of innovativeness for each school system sampled. In
a
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addition, these scores will be averaged to obtain Mcan I1nnovatis .8
Scores for regions and Mean Innovativeness Scores for pupil ze groups.
In most instances product moment correlétions will be used to examine
the relationship between this score and variables such as use of internal
and external resources {question 6) and measures of system reward structure
{question 9), use of medla (question 8) and the background variatles,

To ald In the interpretation of these correlations, numerical and
percent frequency tables wlll be generated by cross-tabulating ezch of
the above variables with innovativeness scores,

3. Innovation Inventory:

In this section, the specific Innovatlons llsted in Question 5 will
be examined. An attempt wil) be made to codify these Into a workable
and meaningful Inventory to be used In subsequent monltoring efforts.
Analysis wil) consist of numerical and percent frequency distributions
of the responses given iIn ngstlon 5. An additional! control variable
wll]l be the content area of Innovation.

h. How Innovatlons become Adopted:

In this section we will examlne the innovation process by analyzing
the case study of a signiflicant [nnovation trled out in the respondent's
school system In the last year. )

Specifically analysis wili utillze the twa control variables or
some combined composlite of these and will éonsigt of .

1. Numeric and percent frequency distribution of the speciflc

innovation described in Question la,

2. Bivariate numeric and percent frequehcy distributions in

which specific innovations are cross tabulated with the

followling:
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Questlion

Number I tem Statlistics

b Actual consequence Chi-square

¢ Key factors in success or fallure - n "

d Recommendation to adopt thls fnnovation " "
Advice on adoptlon " t

2 Aspects of fnnovation procedures Mean, F-test

3 Barrlers to fnnovatlon e "

3. Factor Analysis of |nnovation Procedures (Questlion 2)
and Barriers to lnnovation (Question 3}.

. perlvation of Mean Factor Scores for each of the
factors extracted.

5. Use of F-test of the differences between these mean
factor scores across the varlous innovations |lsted

In Part 1 above.

ha Other major area of change Chl-square
b Utitity of checkllst " "

7 Use of resources Mean, F-test
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Poragraph
No, 370: D, Documentation of Consultation

To determine the suitability of the questions for this form, members
of the staff consulted with proctitioners in school systems and members
of the Research Advisory Commlttee on Innovation Processes in Educatlion.
A questionnaire was prepared and dellivered to the practitioners for their
comments and suggestions., Their criticlsms and responses were carefully
reviewed. Using their suggestions a second questionnaire was Prepared
and then formally presented to the members of the Research Advisory
Comml ttee on Innovation Proceﬁses in EdJkatlon as they are to be the
Immediate users of this Information. As a panel, thely‘reviewed the question-
naire with some of the revisions suggested by the practitioners and pro-
vided criticism.
Subsequently this revised version was reviewed by a secand group of
' super intendents; again, their detailed reactions were used to simplify and
clarify the form.

The practitioners who responded to the questionnaire were from
Michigan school systems which differ in enrollment size and populations
served. The systems were selected on their perceived degree of Innovative-

“ness In different areas of educational practice. The selection of these
systems was based on a discussion with Dr. George Mills who is a school
systems consultant at the University of Michigan, Bureau of School Services.

The persons who assisted In reviewing the pre-submission question-
naire from the practitioner's viewpoint were:

1. R.A. Montambeau
Supervisor, Research & Assessment
Livonia Public Schools
16125 Farmington Road
Livonia, Michigan 48154

2. Dr., Lawrence H., J. Valad
Superintendent of Schools

235 E. Thirteen Mile Road
Madison. Heights, Michigan 48071
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3. Jdames H. Rossmap
Superintendent of Schools
Plymouth, Hichigan

4. Carlo W. Helkkinen
Superintendent
Adrian Public $chools
204 E. Church Street
Adrian, Michigan 4922

5. Jack €, Meeder
Superintepdent
Albion Public Schools
709 N. Clinton Street
Albion, Michigan 49224

6. Elwood Larsen
Superintendent
Charlotte Public Schools
378 State Street
Chariotte, Michigan 48813

7. Malcolm Katz
Superintendent
East Lansling Schools

509 Burcham Drive
East Lanskng, Michigan 48823

8. Lawrence Gasnon
Superintendent
Ht1lsdale Community Schools
30 S. Norwood
Hillsdale, Michigan 49242
9. Kenneth W. Oslen
Superlntendent
Okemos Public Schools

4406 Okemos Road
Okemos, Michigan 48864

Prior to 6on5u1ting with the Resecarch Advisory Comm{ttee on 1nnovation
Processes in Education members, the contractor submitted the questionnaire
to OF for informal revicw. The Clearance Staff of USOE informally re-
viewed the questionnaire and suggested a number of worthwhile changes.

The amended questlonnaire and the Clearance Staff's comments were placed

before the panel for its comments and reactlons,




The panel members who invested a great deal of time and enar ¢ un
Improving the Questionnaire are:

Or. Richard 0. Carlson

Center for Advanced Stugy of Educational
Adminlstration

tiendricks Hail

University of Oregon

Eugene, Oregon 97403 Tel: (503) 686-5171

Or. Robert Chin

Human Relations Center

Boston University

Boston, Massachusetts Tel: (617) 353-2770

Or. Heal Gross, Dean

Graduate School of Education

Unlversity of Pennsylvanla

3700 Walnut Street

Philadelphla, Pa. 19104 Tel: {215) 534-7014

Or. Ronald Lippitt
Center for Research on Utilizatlon of
Sclentific Knowledge
Institute for Social Research
426 Thompson
Ann Arbor, Hichigan 48104 Tel: (313) 764-6108

Or. Matthew B. Hiles

Program on Humanlstic Education

State University of New York (Albany)

Retreat House Road

Glenmont, New York 12077 Tel: (518) 472-8680

Or. Everett Rogers

College of Communication Arts

Department of Communication

Mlichigan State University

526 South Kedzie Building

East Lansing, Michigan 48823 Tel: (517) 355-3480

4

Paragraph
No. 372: o0(2): The time necessary to complete the submitted form on the

average requires approximately 40 minutes.
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NTER FOR RESEARCH ON UNIZATION OF “CIENIIFIC KNOWLEOGE F INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH / T+c UNIVERSITY OF MICMIGAN
' ANN ARBOR., MICHIGAN 46106

Within the last year the U.S. Office of Education has established a ''Division
of Practice improvement.' The misslon of this new agency will be to provide rore
effective support to local school districts considering and Implementing innovations.
As a first step In thelr program they have asked the University of Michigan to
provide an accurate plcture of current innovation activities across the nation.
Because your district has been chosen as representative of dlstricts of similar size
in your region, | am writing to ask for your cooperation In the project.

The focus of this survey Is the process of change. Past studies have shown
that the superintendent is usually the one person in the best position to observe
and comment on this subject. For that reason we feel that federal pollcy guldance
should be based Initially on Information reported by peoplie llke yourself and
collected from a select national sample.

Results of the survey will be tabulated quickly by the Hichlgan survey team
in a way that protects the anonymlty of yourself and your district; these summary
results will be returncd to you within a few months and should be of specific help
in ptanning and guiding your own efforts next year. In other words, we see this
project as a two-way activity provlding guidance to the U¥.5. 0fflce of &ducatlon
and to you and your own staff at the same time.

The initlal survey form, whlich will be sent to you within a few weeks will
be four pages in length and should take about 30 to 40 minutes of your time. It
has been pretested and pared down to 3 minimum length. Most questlons require
thought, but you will pot be expected to dig through files or make extenslve
lnquiries among your staff.

4

Finally, { think you will find the qpestibﬁs interesting and provocative. The
sfew superintendents we have talked to sq far tell us that these are the questions
that are relevant for them today and they want the answers just as much as the USOE
does. : .

Witl you Join in this project? |1 would 1ike to have your response by return
mail if possible. ' ‘

Thanks for your consideration; it 1s greatly appreciated.

Yaurs sincerelys

Ronald G. Havelock, Ph.D.

RE?”” Program Director
closures: Reply Note and envelope
ERICE!osures: Reply envelop

IText Provided by ERIC
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Re: Project on Innovatlon Process for the Diviston of
Practice Improvement, U.S. Offlce of Education

To: Ronald G. Havelock
Program Olrector
Instltute for Socia) Research
Unlversity of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106

Y

Yes, | wlill be willing to participate In this project..

Srersie——g.

No, | will\gbt be able to participate.... . iviicinisneas

Reason for not particlpating:
Our rules do not permit this
I am not interested
| cannot afford the time
Other reason

| need more information about the project before | can
makea deCESEOﬂ- ------------ LR B I AL N BN RN I RS T T I T IR B A

How shoﬁld future correspondence regarding this project
be addressed?

10/71
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TER FOR RESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC XNOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH J THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

ANN ARBOR, M_ICHIGAN A8106
RS
t
November 9, 1971}

Dear Superintendent , -

Approximately 3 weeks ago we mailed you the enclosed latter
asking for your partlcipation In a major survey of changz in school
systems. Since we have had no response as of thls date, we thought
that the original letter might have been mislaid. Because the
study is nationally important ! hope you will be abie to participate.
In any case Wwe need to have your- response before we can procede wlth
the study. A duplicate response form and stamped return envelope
are enclosed for your convenience. {f this matter has already been

taken care of, | hope you will accept my apologles and disregard this
reminder.

Yours sincerely,

Ronald . Havelock, Ph.D.
RGH 1 rw Program Director
Enclosures

o
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CENTER FOR RESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH / THE UNIVERSITY OF MICH
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN #

December 10, 1971

Dear Superintendent

We are most grateful that you have agreed to partlé‘pate In the study
of Innovation.process for the Natlonal Center for Educational Communlcatlion.
As | Indicated in my letter of October 13, the enclosed form is intended
to cover the issues that are usually relevant to the management of innova-
tion In education. Up to now there have been few attempts to collect
Information of this nature. For that reason we are especially eager to
have your comnents on the questions themselves and on Important lssues
which you feel we may have overlooked.

Although most of the questlons are self-explanatory, an Instructlon
sheet is includad which provides additional clarificatlon. Uf possible,
we would )lke you to respond to every ltem on the form. However, If you
find that you ¢annot readily answer 8 particular question, we would like
you ‘0 [ndicate very briefly why you cannot respond to that Item,

If you encounter any difflcuities or have further questions, please
call me collect at (313} 764-2560. 1f | am not in the of fice whan you call,
Mr. Sripada RaJu, Mrs. Ellzabeth Markowitz, or Mr. Bruce Shaw should be
abie to help you,

Yours sincerely,

Renald G, Havelock, Ph.D.
Program Dlrector

RGH:rw

Enclosures
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RTER FOR RESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE / INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH i THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

. ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 48106
Pecember 16, 197}
As | indlcated In an 4darller letter, the Institute for Soclal Research

ls conducting a study of InRovation management for the Natlonal Center for
Educatlonal Communlication of\the U.S. Offlce of Education. The enclosed
form Is Intended to cover the: Issues which are usually relevant to the
management of Innovatlon. However, there have been few previous attempts

to collect Information of thls nature, and for this reason we are especlally
eager to have your comments on the guestions themselves and on Important
1ssues which you feel we may have overlooked. Results will be used by the
U.S, Office of Education In determinling how [t can best serve the needs of

L 9. - - the school districts of the nation in the Implementation of planned changes.
T Results wi)l also bs returned to participating school districts, and they
Nand may be useful in planning and guiding your own program for the coming year.

Full particlipation 1s necessary If the study Is to have validlty as
a national survey. Your dlstrict was chosen as part of a carefully drawn -
probabillty sample representing all regions and district sizes in the United
States., The procedure and the form have been carefully reviewed by the
U.S. Office of Educatian and cleared by the U.$., Offlce of Management and
Budget,

Although most of the questions are sel f-expdanatory, an instruction
sheet 1s Included which provides additlonal clarification. |1f possible, we
would llke you to respond to every ltem on the form, but extensive staff work
and flle searching are not expected. 1f you find that you cannot readily
answer a partlicular questlon for this or any other reason, we would like
you to omlt that Item indicating very briefly why you cannot respond.

The form may be completed elther by yourself or by some member of your
staff. It would be helpful to us if you would indicate the title of the
individua} who actually completes it.

| f you encounter any difflculties or have further questions, please call
me collect at (313) 764-2560. If 1 am not In the office when you call, =~
Mr. Sripada Raju, Mrs. Ellzabeth Markowltz, or Mr. Bruce Shaw should be
able to help you. -~

Yours sincerely,

_Fonald G. Havelock, Ph.D. o
' Program Dlrector
- RGH:irw .

.. Enclosures
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CENTER FOR RESEARCH ON UTILIZATION OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE {INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH / THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIG
ANN ARBOR. MICHIGAN 48!

January 18, 1872

We bave not yet had a response from you or your office since
mailing out the form on innovation process about three weeks ago.
We are very appreciative of your consent to partlicipate in the pro-
Ject and would llke to make your task as easy as possible. There-
fore, 1f you have encountered any difflculties, | hope you will
not hesitate to call me collect at (313} 764-2560. 1In the event
that this form has been misplaced, an additional copy is en:losed
for your conveniente. . '

. Sincerely yours,

Ronald 7, Havelock, Ph.D.
RHG: rv

Enclosures




Telegram sent to non-responding superintendents as part of the follow-
up procedures:

WE ARE STILL VERY CONCERNED TO INCLUDE YOUR DISTRICT AS

A PART OF THE NATIONAL STUDY OF JINNOVATION. WILL 1T BE
POSSIBLE FOR YOU TO RESPOND WITHIN THIS NEXT WEEK? A
REPLY WOULD 8 APPRECIATED. |F YOU NEED FURTHER ASSISTANCE
MY NUMBER 1S (313) 76h-2560.

RONALD G, HAVELOCK



