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I. INTRODUCTION

During recent years ,- there has been a considerable amount of attention
'devoted't'o the problems of educational change, partic;uiarly how to get in-
novations adopted, inplemented, and maintained in classrooms. Researchers
and practitioners alike have been trying to analyze and systematize field
experience with the innovation .process. The matter is one of such clear ur-
gency and high priority that the National Institute of Education (NIii) has
devoted one of its major research programs to questions about knowledge,
production, and utilization in education.

Research for Better Schools, Inc. (RBS) has had extensive experience
with the innovation process as a result of its Network of School Districts
and Adrﬁinistering for Change (ACP) progrém. As part of its Fiscal Year '74
scope of work -for NIE, RBS undertook field research on the knowledge utili-
zation process in SChgbl districts. The work reported here is exploratory
and investigative in nature, but is expected to lead to a systematic re-

| search program designed to test the vali’cﬁty of propositio'ns- about the in-
novation process. The findings of this r:asearc.h are expected to have signi- - -
ficant implications for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers con-

cerned with questions of educational change.
Y

1. Research Focus: [Lxternally-Produced Innovations

Innovations are defined in this research as classroom curricular pro-
ducts that are new to the site (district, building, or classroom) and have
been conceived and developed outside of the school district in which the

adopting school is located. This definition should be kept in mind. Clearly,
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there i5 a considerable amount of 'innovation that goes on within school dis-
tricts -- most of it dévelopeii by classroom teachers for use within their
own classtoom and much of it shared with colleagues in the same school. |
However, the innovation process is quite different when innovations crigi-
nate outside the districf., and it is this latter type of ’innova‘t'i‘on that
concerns RBS. o

The focus on innovations developed outside the district is not intend-
ed to slight those changes designed by teachers for use within th€ir own
séhodls. Rather, the RBS focus acknowledges changes in the nature and
""‘structure. of educational RED in this country over the last ten years and
unsolved problems that- have accompanied these changes. A few words would
seem to be in order about thesé' changes,. so as to.make our purposes clear.

Prior to the last decade or so, innovations in education tended to in-
volve little more than ideas that were popularizéd and implemented in vari-
ous settings -- e.g., modular schedulmg, ungraded schools, 1nd1v1duallza-
tion of instruction. Such changes did not Tequire schools to alter their
"structural framework." To cite a 1960 study by Brickell, ''Few innc;vat1ons
embodied changes in the .'kind of people employed, in the way they were or-
ganized to work together, in the types of instructional materials they used,
or in the times and places at which they taught."*.-Since then, however,
there has been a proliferation of specialized R&D institutions devoted en-
tirely to the development of innévative products for scho:)1 syStemS. RED

laboratories such as RBS are only a part of this much broader network of

.ot
®

*Henry M. Brickell, Organizing New York State for Educational (hange (Alhany
State Department ochTxcatmn 1)61) p. 18
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public, quasi-public, and private institutions designing and disseminating
innovative curricular products. These products usually include complete
instructional systems and supportive .strat,egies -- e.g., instructional ma-

‘terials, strategles for classroom instruction, tramlng for teachers and

-
\

principals, procedures for implementation, and procedures for evaluation.
The new iﬁnov_ations are fully engineered and field tested systems that come
to schools from external sources, ready to implement, and often with some
information‘ about the results to be expected.

These new RGD institutions and their innovative products represent a
tremendous increase in the resources devoted to RGD functions. As yet,l_how~
ever, the payoff in educational change appears to be negligible in compari-
son to "this increased investment in R&D. One re;aso_n for. this-would siem’ to
be the limited adoption and 1mp1ementat10n of thesc mnovatlons 1nslde
classrooms, largely because of difficulties .encountered 1n the stages of
’ adoptlon, implementation, and malntenance of these innovations. RBS is con-
cerned about the limited payoff to date from th1s investment in R&D and
.therefore has designed its research to focus on th1slaspect of the innova-
tion process The study has been undertaken in the expectation that it
will suggest factors that can overcome obstacles to more effective utiliza-

tion of the products of this R&D investment.

2. The Need for This Research P&ject‘: Audiences to be Served

The need for this kind of research has been apparent to RBS staff mem-
bers for years as the ACP program has tried to assist school districts to
- overconé difficulties in attempting changes. RBS experience appears to be

10
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typical. The more one examines the literature on educational change and
the experience of practitioners, the more one gets a sense of the Kkinds of
problems that are faced. But as yet, knowledge about the change process is
fragmeritaxy and unsystematized.

The ACP program has a history of studying the literature on change.*
RB.S has alsd corducted meetings and seminars to listen to teachers, princi-
pals, superintendents, and state department of education officials as they
considered change. Our juflglnent of the inadequacy of the educational
change literature was corrg‘gc;rated in an October 1973 ACP symposium, 'What
‘Does Research Say About Getting Innovations Into Schools?'' Discussants
and presenters élike agreed that m>st of the change-related knowledge is in
the form of assumptions, hypotheses, and models, and 1little exists in the
form of ﬁard data. The few data-based studies that are available have heen
so loosely conceptualized én.d designed that their results are dpen- to a num-
bet of alternative explanationé anél, as such, generally offer little clear-
cut, concrete help to pfactitioners. |

However, the literature is helpful in providing suggestive clues about

~ the complex interactions that comprise the charige process. It is particu-

larly useful when viewed in conjunction with the insights gléaned from RBS & - -

*Iouis Maguire, An Annotated Bibliography of the Literature on Change
(Philadelphia: Research for Better Schools, 1970); Louis Maguire, (bserva-
tions and Analysis of the Literature on Change (Philadelphia: Research
for Better Schools, 1970); Sanford iemkin, An Evaluation of the Literature
of Comprehensive Planning: With An Annotated Bibliography (Philadeliphia:
Research Tor Better ochools); Louis Maguire, Sanford Temkin, and C. Peter
Cummings, An Annotated Bibliography on Administering for Change (Philadel-
phia: Research for Better Schools, 1971); and Sanford Temkin and Mary V.
Brown, What Does Research Say About. Getting Innovations Into Schools (Phila-
delphia: Research Symposium, 1973). '
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field experience. Of particular relevance is the literature that discusses
the role of linkiny change égents that serve as intermediaries betwcen the
R4D producers and the schools.* But what is missing from most of the 1i-
terature is an‘anqusis of the kinds of iocél‘stratéﬁies that are needed to
help school districts to relate to.externally-produced innovations.

RBS field experlence has suggested that the predominant local change
strateg)y in use today is what we refer to as the ”51ng1e building strategy"

for implementing externally-produced innovations. Characterlstlcally when

this, strategy prexal1s the central school district office plays 1ittlc role
in the change proccss Instead, a principal leamns about a c]dbsroom inno-

vation, decides that it ought to be 1ntroduced 1nto his bChOOl procecds to

involve teachers, train staff, and order materials, and‘generallyltakeb re-
-vsponsibility for all aspects of implementing the innovation. Centrai.officQ‘
linkages and approvals during the process are minimal, occurring only when

absolutely essential.

In all phases of this change process, RBS staff have found numerous
ptoblems that impair the effectiveness of the chaﬁges attempted, and often
nullify the innovetion effort altogether. Using a systems analysis ap-
proach to the process of managing educational innovations, we otganizéd the -
various hunches suggested by our field experience and generated ﬁrqm‘thesc
hunches a set of propositions that we exploredilh‘this study. Infenﬁatlon
about these propositions can help RBS develop a model of the change pro-

cess in instances where the "single building strategy" preVails. The model

*For instance, see: 'Ronald G. Havelock, The Change Agerits Guide to Innova-
tion in Educatlon (Englewood Cliffs: Educational Technology Publicatians,

1973).
1.2
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will urderscore, the problems encountered in each phase of the change pro-
cess, and suggest the kinds of strategies likely to be effective in over-
coming such difficulties.

This kind of information should be particularly useful for institutions

vlike RBS that are attempting to perform the role of linking change agent.

Had RBS staff members had this kind of information earlier in the history
of the ACP program, our attempts to work with school systems to implemént
changes might have been -ore effective and certainly would have proceeded
more efficiently.

In addition, the.kind of information provided by our research has di-
rect relevance to practitioners who have been trying to grapple with the
difficulties of implementing externally-produced innovations: more often
than not with limited success. It should help them improve the capability

of their schools to adopt, implement, and maintain innovative clasroom prac-

-

tices.

A third audience toward which we are targeting reports of our findings
is the commmity of educational researchers and research managers who have
been concerned with the innovation process, and especially with diffusion
issues. For this audience in’particular, we have outlined.some of the re-
search needs highlighted by our findings and particularly-the questions and
areas in need of systematic research. We have also considered a number of -
researchldesign issues that must be taken into account if this research
agenda is to be pursued. We have presented all these research-oriented is-
sues in appendices, along with technical information about the study's pro-
cedures and design. We have assumed that interest in these matters is con-

13
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fined largely to reséarchers, and therefore that such diécussions are in-
appropriate to the body of a report targeted primarily at practitioners --
both inside school systems and in institutions ser\r_ing as 1inking change
agents. |

In accord with thé RBS scope of work for NIE, then, the report that
follows has been written primarily for an audience of practitioners, with
technical appendices provided for researchefs > _and -research managers; par-
ticularly research managers with some influence an the policy decisions and
reseafch agenda to be supported by major funding agencies such as NIE.
Part II of the report sets the stage for our discussion of the RBS field
research with NIE. Part III enumerates the propositions explored in the
RBS research and how they were derived from RBS field exper%_encc. Part I’V
describes briefly the study procedures. These are claborut/cdb more extensive-
ly in Appendix A. The findings of the research are reported in Part V.
part VI concludes the body of the report by considering some of the inpli-
cations of the research for practitioners in Schoolvdistricts, institutions
performing roles as linking change agents, and researchers and Tesearch
managers. The research inplications are discussed in more detail in Appeii-
dix J. Appendices to the report provide information of interest primarily
to researchers and copies of the study instruments and supporting documen-
tation.

In reading the subsequent sections of this report, the exploratory na-
ture of the work rcported here should be kc;ebt.in mind. RBS' workscope was

to ve completed during FY '74 and FY '75. No pretext is made that RBS has

11



completed, in FY '74, a rigorously desig;ed, methodologically sophisticated
study that will produce definitive knowle%ge about the innovation process
‘in education. However, within the limitations of what was possibie under
the given circumstances, we believe that the FY '74 study reported here
contributes some inlporfant insights about the innovation process and -its
difficulties. It is hoped that our findings will make some small contribu-
tion to the accumﬁlatiqg knoWledge base on educational change. And of equal
-importance, we would like to beiieve that our findings point the way toward

the more rigorous research of FY '75 needed to test the validity of our con-

clusions.

15



II. BRIEF REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

What do research findings say about getting innovations into schools?
" RBS has long been.toncérned with the issues of how innovative practices not
only get into schools, but how they are implemented and supported. In Oc-
~ tober 1973,'we invited a knowledgeable group of persons to bring their in-
“sights and experience to a symposium called 'What Do Research Findings Say
About Getting Innovations Into Schools?''#*

Certainly RBS is not alone in its interest in this domain. NIE, when
faced with the near overwhelming task of taking a positi<n on how the RGD
outputs of its contractors would be utilized by the schools said:

.we want to suggest that the paradigm of R&D used
in past policy has been too narrow, and based on re-
strictive assumptions about how to help schools solve
problems. Further, we feel a revised context of the
'RED system' must include attention to how and by whom
problems get formulated in the first place. . . .and
to the organizational life of operating systems which

will affect the possibility of implanting a solution
in a problem.**

NIE's expression of extended missi‘:. :ias a reflection of current frus -
tration by all sectors of education. Research interest in this domain, how-
ever, was initiated years ago with the works of Paul Mort. Starting in the
1930's, he and his colleagues investigated the characteristics of innovative

school districts to determine why changes in response to felt needs took so

*The appendix to this paper contains a list of symposium participants.

**puilding Capacity for Renewal and Reform: An Initial Report on Knowledge
Production and Utilization in Lducation. Washington, D.C.: National
Tnstitute of Iducation, December 1973.

16
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many years to achieve widespread practice.*

In 1961, Henry M. Brickell conducted a comprehensive study in ‘the
schools of New York State. The purpose was to recommend to the State Com-
missioner of Education ways to (1) eﬁaluate new practices and devices, (2)
initiate and expand constructive experimeﬁtation in schools, and (3) faci-
litate and accelerate widespread use of practices and devices which had
been proved or'might be proved successful.**

Later, Richard 0. Carlson tried to identify why some innovations were
more successful in gaining acceptance than others.***

Orlosky and Smith examined major educational changes over a period of
'seventy-five‘years to find out why it takes so long for new practices to get
into schools and what is the knowiedge base on which to build investiga-
tions of this process.***#* |

As best we can tell, the first empirical study that focused on the ca-
pability of the schools to support innovative practices was conducted by
Gerald Becker, et al. Most of the previously cited studies were focused

on "why does it take so long'" and "what are the characteristics of the in-

*paul R. Mort and Frances G. Cornell. American Schools in Transition. New
York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1941.

**Henry M. Brickell. Organizing New York State for Educational Change.
Albany: New York State Department of Education, 1901, Pp. 1Z. :

xx*Richard O. Carlson. Adoption of Educational Innovations. Eugene: Univer-
sity of Oregon. B

k*%*Donald Orlosky and B. Othaniel Smith; "Educational Change: Origins and
Characteristics."” Phi Delta Kappan. March 1972.

-10-
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novativg schools?' Becker's study concluded that:

The principal’s lack of knowledge about the strate%
. to employ in effecting educational change is a critical
" factor in the current leadership crisis. The majority
or principals are confident of their ability to oversee
the routine operations of their buildings, but few have
any degree of confidence in their ability to assume a
leadership role in instructional improvement, *

Temkin, in his paper presented at the RBS symp&"’mn said: {:

What view of the R&D production process should an R&D
agency maintain? To what degree should the view be
through its own.eyes or through those of the schools?
Should the RGD agency develop a capability to advise
schools on the use of an innovation or should the
schools have their own capability to select and im-
plement innovation? It is the contention of ACP that
the R&D agency cannot hope to have schools implement
its wares as long as schools are unable to interface
with the new kinds of innovations being made availablé
to them. The view that knowledge utilization will
come about through linkages created by forces external
- to the schools assumes that they are to be recipients
of a content transmitted by structures that know their
wants and needs better than they do .

The Havelock conception is useful but 'by no means- suf-
ficient to enable a school district to deal with the
practicalities of an innovation. We agree it is essen-
tial. that the RGD agency and linking change agents
serving as intermediaries between the R&D producer and
its clients, understand the schools. Of equal impor-
tance is the need for schools to understand the poten-
tial contributions that R&D can make to.instructional
improvement. Still another view, however, is required
before school districts will be able to adapt to change
. A missing ingredient, then, to complement

knowledge utilization views, is a set of local strate-
gies that school districts can employ to relate to ex-

ternally-produced innovations.** -
¥

*Gerald Becker, et al. Elementary School Princiﬁals and Their Schools.
Eugene: University of Oregon, 1971, p. .

**Sanford Temkin, ''A School District Strategy for Ir’lterfacint, With Lduca-
tional R&D" in What Do Research Findings Say About Getting Ipgovations

Into Schools? (Sanford Temkin and Mary V. Brown, editors T Tadelnt (a:
Research for Better Schools. January, 1974, pp. 129-130. » ;Q;
18

~-11-




o ™1y,

In summary, there is a great need for NIE, R§D agencies, state agen-
cies, and the schools to 1egm about the problems faced by schools as theyA
adopt-adapt and i_mplemént innovative practices. While there are many re-
search strategié%?’;e feel that those that examine the schools as they build

their own capabilities to relate to innovative practices have a strong and

immediate payoff.

19
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III. PROPOSITIONS STUDIED AND RBS EXPERIENCE
ON WHICH THEY WERE BASED
In searching for a model of_sthool district_interface with éxternally—.
: prdduced innovations, RBS applied systems~ana1ysi; concepts to its.accunnr'
lated field experiénce with educational change. These concepts seemed use-
ful as an organizing framework for the range of behaviors from pre-adoption
decisicns ajl the way through to ﬁaintenance of an innovation and absofption '
into the regular school program and budget. Most formulations of the sys -
tems approach to problem-solving are similar, but the one RBS found parti-
‘cularly useful was laid out by Roger Kaufmanﬂ* Kaufman described six steps
as follows:

1. Identify problem (based on documented needs).

2. Determine solution requirements and solution altematives.

3. Select solution Strategies (from among the altematives).

4. Implement selected strategies {tc achieve required outcones) .
5. Determine performance effectiveness.

6. Revise as required at any step in the process.

These six steps are énalogous to four phases of the innovation process,
as it unfolds in school districts. The first phase is one we refer to as
pré-planning. Idéally, it should encompass the first three steps in Kauf-
man's systems model (i.e., identifying problems and possible solutions, and
selecting a particular solution Strategy from among the alternatives). ‘This

ould seem to be the point in the innovation process when school districts

*Roger A. Kaufman, Fducational System Planning (Englewood (liffs: [Prentice
llall, 1972).

-13-
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wog;d_detefﬂdne what they need and what the proposed innovatién implies‘in
terms of operational, organizational, and perhaps persomnel changes in - the
district. If the adoption of innovations were a fully rational and ra-
tionalized process, this phase would entail determination of objectiveé in
‘terms of the outcomes of the district's needs é;;gésment, and delimitation
of the outcomes expected from a given innovatioh, the resource requirements,
and the implementation requirements for success. Also during this phase,
it would seem reasonable to expect some discussion of the implications of
the proposed changes among school board members, administrators, teachers,
parents, and commmity groups, and perhaps input by these groups into the |
implementation plans.

However, RBS experience suggests that little of this pre-planning ac-
tually occurs prior to the decision to adopt:an innovation. Instead,
adoption decisions appear to be made on limited evidence, with minimal fore-
thought, discussion, or planning for the proposed changes. The principal
of a school tends to be the one to make a decision to adopt an innovation,
and with minimal hard data about the innovation he proceeds ﬁo do what he
has to in order to get the innovation into his school. Usually, he can find
the funds needed to pay for the innovatian from external funding sources.
Therefore, his adoption decision requires little consultation with central
office administrators and little of the kind of open commumnity and school
board discussion required to ''sell' a change that will entail use of local
funds. Since li£tle prior discussion of the innovatian is needed, fewer
questions are raised about the changes to be expected from the innovation

or the implications of the changes for teachers and others. The lack of

-14-
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discussion and involvement tends to result in a lack of commitment to the
iﬁnovation by a broad base of school personnel, school board'members, cen-
tral office administrators, and parent and commmity groups. Thereforé;,
when the special funding is terminated after the end of the initial denmn—
stration phase, the limited following generated for the innovation in this
initial stage'may %ell mean few advocates for it when later funding battles
must be fought. And too, less commitment to the innovation as a result of
lack of involvement in planning for it, may mean less effort devoted to its
success‘during the implementation stage. It is our assumption, then, that
many of the_diffic&lties encountered later in the innovation process are
traceable to this lack of adequaéé pre-planning.

The second phase of the .innovation process, as RBS conceives it, is
the stage Qe refer to as training and implementation, preciseiy the samc as
Kaufman's implementation step in his six-stagé scheme. RBS experience has
underscored the seriousness of problems reléted to lack of training é}ior
to and dﬁring the implementation stage. Not only %s training lacking as a
priority item, but there appears to be an inadequagé éppreciation of the
importance of training in carrying out plans for educational change. ILven
where an extermal change agent such as RBS is able to persuade a district
ofnthe usefulness of initial training when an innovation is first imple-
mented, continuous' training needs tend to be neglected. Initial training
is perceived as necessary to familiarize personnel with the'new curricular
‘products and the specific competencies they require. However, what tends to
. be overlooked is the training needed for the innovations as process as well

as product. For instance, coordination of change functions is important
22
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for central office personnel, especially when several schools are involved
in the implementation. Such coorgg;ation is difficult and can be facili-
tated with the right kind of training. Similérly, principals and teachers
need aﬂclear understanding of how the central office can support the imple-
mentation of inno&ations in classrooms. And the various administrators in-
volved need to learn how to monitor classroom implementation to determine
the extent to which instructional strategies are targeted at the student
outcomes expected by the district. Much of this kind of functioning appro-
‘priate to the change process does not come naturally, and much of it fails
to matefialize at all without training. Therefore, RBS would argue that
the innovation process often falters because it is not managed properly, and
that this problem can be overcome with adequate training.

The next phase of the innovation process is what Kaufman described as
determining performance effectiveness, or what we refer to as evaluation.
Systematic evaluation is essential if school districts are to have the kind
of information they need about the innovation's effectiveness as a basis
for deciding whether;to continue, terminate, or expand a given prOgram. 
RBS believes that an evaluation plan should be prepared by a district as
'séon after the pre-planning phase as is practical. And further, the plan .
should be adhered to closely and the necessary data reported to thosc im-
plementing the program and thosé responsible for decisions about its future.

However,.RBS experience suggests that few districts engage in this
kind of evaluation activity. Few have the internal capabilities to conduct’
such evaluations. And equally important, implementation tends to be seen

as so important that all energies are devoted to program implementation and

_16_
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. evaluation needs are ignored. ‘Later in the school year, when it becomes
apparent that evaluation information is needed, it is too late to design
evaluations that can produce the kind of information needed. Consequently,
program decisions tend to be made ;ith little hard evidence about program.
outcomes. |

The final phase of the innovation process is what Kaufman describes as
revision of plans. We describe the phase as one of updating, i.e.,vrecon-
sidering the merits of an innovation, taking into account community, staff,
and student perceptions of the changes, and considering changes in such
important areas as funding patterns. RBS experience suggests that innova-
tions tend to fall by the wayside at this point in the process: few dis-
tricts replace an existing practice with a new practice even when the 1uttor
has been demonstrably mere effective. And in the absence of strong evidence
of the success an innovation has had within a district -- the kind of in-
formation that might have been generated by evaluative research -- there is
even less of a case that can be made for the maintenance much less the ex-
pansion district-wide of the innovatien using local monies.

Based on staff discussions of these impressions gleaned from RBS field
experience, these and other impressions were formulated in a series of pro-
positions. Formalizing our thoughts in this form suggested other hunches
about the innovation process that we added to this list of propositions.

" In all, 35 propositiohs were formulated describing our iﬁpressions and
hunches about the four phases of the innovation process -- pre-planning,
-tréi;ing and implementation, evaluation, and updating. Our research was
designed to explore these propositions and.particularly to suggest how
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linking agents such as RBS might assist school districts to more cffectively. ... .. -

use and more permanently assimilate externally-produced curricular innova-
tions into their ongoing programs.

The 35 propositions follow:

Pre-Planning

1. The adoption of an innovation almost always depends on sources of
funding other than the regular state appropriation and locil-revenue.

2. The school board's role in making dec151ons to adopt an innovation is
different from 1ts role in making dec151ons to maintain an innovation.

3. When one school bulldlng is involved in the adoption of an innovation,
central office administrators exert little or moderate influence on the
decision.

4. When more than one school building is involved in the adoption of an
innovation, central off1ce admlnlstrators exert strong inftluence on
the dec1510n

5. Innovations are adopted for a variety of reasons. It is likely, i
many instances, that supporting hard data, related to student out-
comes, are not prominent among. these reasons.

6. Teachers, principals, and central office administrators perceive ex-
temally-produced RED classroom innovative practices as having a greater
payoff potential than Innovations that have not been the result of such:
developmental processes, '

7. Principals and teachers prefer to see an innovation in use before de-
ciding on the adoption of the innovation for their schools.

8. The greater the number of administrators and teachers involved in the
adoption decision, in relation to those who will participate in the
implementation, the greater the success of implementation.

9. The greater the number of administrators and teachers involved in the
implementation planning, in relation to those who will participate in
the implementation, the greater success of implementation.

10. Central office admlnlstrators are less aware of the innovations avall—
able to. them than are Erlncqgals.

-18-

25

v



11. Administrators do not perform evaluation of 1nnovat10n> available 'to
“them before making adoEtlon decisions. .

Training and Implementation

12, Successful implementation of an innovative classroom practlce is asso-

’ Ciated with a number of pre-conditions. These include extemmal pres-
sure, internal tension, a previous atmosphere of change and an outside
expert with a positive image.

13. When someone from a group outside of the school district plans the

adoption of an innovation, the success of the 1mplementat10n will be
less t an if it were planned by staff w1th1n thé"

14. When someone from a group outside of the school district plans the
implementation of an innovation, the success of the implementation will
be less than if it were planned by staff within the district. :

15. When someone from a group outside of the school dlstrlct, who is com-
pletely knowledgeable of the innovaticn, works closely with staff with-
in the district in planning the adoption of an innovation, the success
of the implementation will be greater than if it were planncd totally
by staff within the district.

16. When someone from a group outside of the school district, who is com-
~ pletely knowledgeable of the innovation, works closely With staff with-
in the district in planning the 1mpIementat10n of an innovation, the ..

success of the implementation will be greater than if it were planned

totally by thé staff within the district.

17. Teachers believe they lack some of the skills and competencies needed
to implement an innovation.

18. Central office administrators believe that they lack some of the
skillsfand competencies needed to adopt and implement an innovation.

19. Principals believe that they lack some of the skills and competencies
needed to adopt and implement an innovation.

20. Central office administrators desire training in order to acquire some
of these skills and competencies.

2}t Principals desire training in.order to acquire some of these skills
and competencies.
.,"j‘
¢22. Teachers desire train ing in order to acquire some of these skills and
competencies.

26
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23. There is a direct relationship between the level of implementation and
the quality of continuous tra.mmg during implementation.

24. A higher level of i _rrplementatlon of innovative classroom products will
occur in schools and/or school districts which provide incentives to
teachers and administrators for successful implementation of such pro-

ducts.

25. Principals who have participated in a successful implementation of an
of an innovation are usually willing to 2110.. other innovations. The
converse 1s true of principals who have had unsuccessful experiences.

26. School administrators and teachers are not well prepared by their pre-
service education to perform new roles required by innovations.

27. A school begins by adopting an innovation and ends up by adapting it.

28. Principals prefer to pilot an innovation in one or a few classrooms,
before implementing it school-wide.

29. School administrators and teachers perceive field consultant services,
such as those provided by RBS, as being essential during the f1rst
year of implementation.

Evaluation

30. School administrators do not perform process evaluation of innovation
during their implementation. .

31. School administrators do not perform product evaluation of an innova-
tion after its implementation.

Updating Plans

32. Central office administrators generally exert moderate to no influence
on decisions regarding an ongoing implementation.

33. Central office administrators exert strong mfluence on decisions about
whether or not to malntain an innovation.

34. Successful ongoing implementation, without extemal field consultant
service, is feasible under certain conditions (the task is to identify

these conditions).

35. Administrators.do not replace old practices with mnovatlons even after

pilot has been successful.
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Iv. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF STUDY PROCEDURES

Ten school districts participated in the pilot study conducted in
October 1973. The results ofMthe_pilot study were used, along with recom-
mendations from consultants, to revise the pilot instrument. The most im-
portant change was the division of the total set of pilot items into two
instruments, a mail-out questionnaire and én orally-adminigtered interview
inventory. A copy of the pilot instrumént is provided in Appendix B.

The content validity of the study instruments was determined by prac-
titioners. Included were teachers, principals, and central office adminis-
trators who had some experience with the imovation process. Item validi-
ty was determined by agreement of four or more of the eight practitioners.

RBS network schools were then invited to participate in the study.

Of 80 schools in the network, 29 were ineligible for participating in the
final study because members of either their school or district headquarters
staff had participated in the pilot study conducted in FY '73. Of the 51
remaining schools eligible for inclusion in..the study, eight declined to
participate. Two other schools were eliminated because the principals of
these schools held dual network principalships and thus responded to RBS'
questions for one network school. Consequently, a total of 41 schools par-
ticipated in the study.

When each of the 41 schools agreed to participatg in the FY '74 study
early in May, the principal ﬁrdvided background information about two class-
Toom innovations implemented in his/hef school, one developed by RBS (IPI

Math, Reading, or Spelling -- whichever was first introduced into the
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district) and a second innovative classroom product developed by an agency
other than RBS. A copy ol this background form completed by the principal
is provided in Appendix D.

Questioﬁnéires were then mailed to all participating schools, along
with a glossary of key terms used in the instruments (e.g., adapt,‘adop-
tion, evaluation, implementation, influence, innovation, installation, main-
tenance, and successful implementation).€4Copies of the questionnaire and
glossary are provided in Appendix G.

In each participating school, written questio@naires were completed
- by the principal and thrcc teachers who were involved in the implementation
of the designated innovations in the school. In addition, one or two mem-
bers of the central office staff of the schetl district completed ques-
tionnaires. RBS specified that these central office staff members must be
knowledgeable of the innovations identified b}_the principals and the fund-
ing which supports their implementation. The questionnaires were followed
up by orally administered 6n—site interviews of the study pafticipants and
observations of classroom implementation of the designated iﬁnovations. A
copy of the intervie@ inventory is provided in Appendix H. The written
questionnaires completed by the principals and central office staff members
were mailed to RBS and reviewed prior to the interviews. The teachers'
questionnaires were completed on the day prior to the scheduled interviews
and reviewed by RBS personnel on the day of the scheduled interviewing and

‘classtoom observations. The interviews and observations were conducted be-

tween May 20 and June 20, 1974.

e



For more detailed elaboration-of the study procedures and for some dis-
cussion of the research design decisions that were made, the reader is re-

ferred to Appendix A.
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V. KEY RESEAR(H QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS

The RBS research reported here explored most phases of the innovation
process and the key decision points in that process. The study instruments
pose a wide variety of questions about who was involved and how much in-
fluence each had in the decision to adopt an innovation, and later, to
maintan, expand, or terminate an innovation, and decisions about how an in-
novation was to be implemented in a given school. In addition, the instru-
ments solicitea information about the "climate" fot innovation in the par-
ticipatiﬁg school districts: the attitudes of the participating personnel
toward innovations and the likelihood of their having significant impact,
the internai and external pressures oh school personnel that encourage or
. inhibit use of innovative curricular products, the incentives that exist to
stimulate and encourage use of innovations, and the liabilities perceived
by participants as inevitably accompanying the implementation of an innova-
tion. Questions were also focused on other factors that affect the likeli-
hood of a district considering and deciding to adopt, expand, or terminate
an innovation -- for instance, funding patterns tied to a given innovation,
channels available to district personnel to.inform them about available in-
novations, whether or not district personnel saw the innovation in operation
prior to adopting it, the availability of outside consultants to work with
district personnel in the various phases of the innovation process, the
quantity and quality of training provided to help district personnel to im-
plement a given innovation, and the quantity and quality of evaluation and
evaluative feedback that accompanied the implementation effort.
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Other mattefs explored in the instruments included the following: how
well the college preparation of respondents prepareg them for finding and
implementing inﬂovations; innovation adoption and diffusion practices within
a &istrict (for instance, whether_innovatioﬁs ére tried in one school and
then diffused to others, or whether they are implemented in several schools
at once).

W? shall report here some of what we learned. In addition, we shall
consider a number of kéy questions that we consider to be the focus of the o
research. These questions concern the factors that relate to effective im-
plementation of classroom innovations, particularly how the level of imple-
mentation relates to: (a) the change climate in.thigﬁchool district (e.g.,
internal and external tensions), (b) parg%%Epation in decisions regarding
adoption and implementation; (c) levels of influence of key persons, (h) éx-
tent of evaluation, (e) presence of incentives to encourage and support in-
novation, and (f) use of outside consultant supportd has condu;ted data
analyses designed to indicate how various plannigg variables are related to
levels of implementation of RBS innovative classroom products and what key
variables discriminate between schools with higﬁhand low indices of imple-

ﬁnmentations of the innovations.

The. key dependent variable in these analyses is Eevel of implementa-
tion as measured by ratings made by RBS staff members who observed class-
rooms in these schools where the iqnovations were in use. Ratings of degree
of implementation were recorded on the Consultant Diagnostic Instrument.
(CDI). This instrument enabled RBS staff to calculate Composite.éébres for

each RBS innovation observed. Each score indicated:t degree to which the
-
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classroom implementation of a given RBS innovation reflected the model pre-

scribed by those who developed the innovation. The raw CDI scores wefe then
collapsed into three categories reflecting high, medium, and low degrees of

implementation.

It should be understood, then, that the defining criterion for judging
degree of implen¢ntation was the model of implement?tipn prescribed by the
external developer. The more thé innovétibn was adapted either to suit
what district personnel defined as local needs or to conform to their pre-
dilections about curriculum or teaching strategies, then then the lower the
degree of implementation under this scoring system. Since the concemn of
RBS was with the diffusion of externally-produced innovations, we assumed
this was a reasonable apprcach. However, we know that innovations are
usually adapted to some degree or other to local needs and predilections
and that therefore research should also consider questions about implemen-
tation of locally-adapted versions of the developers' model. We shall re-
tumn to this point when we consider research needs and propose a research
agenda for the fUtuée. |

We shall describe some of our more interesting findings in the remainder
of this section. At thé outset, we will provide a brief description of the
schools and districts that participated in the study. We shall then consi-
der what we leamed about the innovation process from the individual items
in the instruments. We shali also include some observations here about the
degree of agreement among the perceptions of the three different groups who
participated in the study -- principals, teachers, and central office staff
members. We shall then turn to some of the relatiénships we uncovered

33
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between the level of implementation of the RBS innovations in these schools
and a number of variables we perceive as central té understanding‘the inno-
vation process and its difficulties. ‘
First, a few words about the study participants. The 41 participating

schools were located in 33 school districts spread across 21 states. The

distribution of respondents can be summarized as follows:

’

: No. of
No. of No. of Persons Questionnaires
Position Interviews Interviewed Returned
Central Office Administrators 32 ' 40%* 34
-Principals 37 37 36
Teachers 40 113+ 115
Total - 109 190 185

*Two or more persons were interviewed together.

The questions answered by the respondents concerned two specific in-
novations implemented in their schools: one an RBS innovative curricular
program; the other a non-RBS program. The responses with regard to RBS in-
volved three IPI programs: 25 of the schools reported on IPI Mathematics;
13 others reported on IPI Reading; and two others responded with regard to
IPI Science..

Why were these participating school systems recéptive to these innova-
tions? What factors help us to understand what makes a district willing

and able to adopt, implement, and maintain externally-produced innovations?

_27_
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The data shed some light an these questions.

A significant factor in the explanation would seem to be found in the
attitudes of school personnel toward innovatians and the outcomes likely to
follow from their implementation. Data on these attitudes are summarized
in Tables 1 and 2. (The tables show the numbers of reépondents in each
subgroup and in totalvwho agreed and disagreed with each statement.) ‘The
significance;of the dependence between response and personnel subgroup (i.e.,
teachers, principals, and central office st;ff administrators) was tested
Dy a chi-square test of significance. If the total group yielded a signi-
ficant dependent, subsequent analyses taking the subgroups in combination
were conducted. When only one degree of freedom was involved (a 2x2 table),

The overwhelming response of all three subgroups to these statements
in all these districts that had implemented innovations was favorable to
innovations and optimistic about the improvements to be expected in educa-
tion, especially from innovations.. For instance, 87 percent of the re-
spondents agreed that ''...the coming years will bring major.improvement in
American éducation,” and 87 percent indicated the belief that where innova-
tions are implemented, the schools are ''more desirable places to work."

The overwhelming majority of the respondents disagreed with statements cri-
tical of externally-produced innovations: 80 percent rejected the view
that the developers of innovations "...don't really understand problems of
working in a classroom', 71 percent disagreed with the complaint tha; in-
novations are often "...'cut and paste' activities providing little sub-

stantive change." However, principals seemed to perceive innovations in
-28-
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Perceptions About

TABLL 1

‘The Climate For Innovation

Number Who 2 Group 2
Statement Group | Disagree ree 'I’otal X To Groupy X
People who develop innovations T 85 24 109
don't really understand pro- p 28 8 36
blems of working in a class- C 27 4 31
room. — - -
TOTAL 140 36 176 | 1.320
A significant problem of T 47 68 | 115 T-C  [9.939#*
American education is that P 16 20 36 T-P 0.035
it has hot been concemed C 25 9 34 P-C 4.956%
with innovation until the _ - IR '
past few years. TOTAL 88 97 185 [11.402*¥
[t is futile to introduce T 89 26 115 T(P+C) |6.394%
innovutions in schools be- P 33 3 36 T-P 2.740
cause they are usually can- C 32 2 34 T-C 3.777
celled or lose their funds : —‘
without a good explanation. TOTAL 154 31 185} 7.538%
I think that the coming years T 15 99 114
will bring major improvement. P 3 33 36
in American education. C S _26 31
TOTAL 23 158 | 181
Often innovative classroom T 90 23 113 T-P 8.714%
practices are simply the P 19 17 36 T-C 3.604
result of "cut and paste" C 21 13 34 P-C 0.268
activities providing 1it-
tle substantive change. TOTAL 130 53 183 [11.317**
tenerally, administrators T 59 52 111
are reluctant to allow P 22 14 36
teachers “to participate c 23 10 33
in making decisions ahout
tmportant innovations, TOFAL 104 76 180 | 3,059
Groups T-Teadhers, P-Principals, C-Central Office Administrators.
"Disagree: The  total responses of 'strongly disagree' and "disagree".
UAgreets The total responses of "strongly agree" and "agree".’
% .
e 055 2df, X2 = 5,091 1df, X2 . 3.841.
kk 2 . 2
P=o005 2df, X7 = 9,210; 1df, Xc * 0.635,
-29-
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TABLE 2

Perceptions About The Implementation Of An Innovation

Statement Group Disagree Agree Total X2
Teachers generally do not fully implement T 65 49 114
an innovative classroom practice because P .16 19 35
of the disorganized manner in which they C 23 10 33
are oriented to the innovation. N
TOTAL 104 78 182 3.988
School districts ofteri do not replace T 51 57 108
old practices with innovations even P 11 - 24 35
after a pilot run has been successful. C 11 23 -l
TOTAL 73 104 177 4,093
Schools where innovations are imple- T 20 90 -110
mented are more desirable places to P 1 35 36
work. c 3 |® | 3
TOTAL 24 154 178
Teachers are too overloaded to spend T 54 58 112
much time on planning the implemen- P 17 19 36
tation of innovations. : C 20 pr3 3
TOTAL 91 91 182 1.313

Croup: [-Teachers, P-Principal, C-Central Office Administrators.
"Disagree': The total responses of ''strongly disagree" and "disagree'.
""Agree'': The total responses of ''strongly agree' and "agree'.

*p=.05; 2df, X = 5.991

*p=.01; 2df, X° = 9.210

)
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'cut and paste' terms significantly more frequently than teachers (53 per-
cent of the principals agreed with this statement, in comparison to only 20
percent of the teachers). J

| The question as to whether or not American education has been inno-
vative until recently.and whether or not this has been a serious problem of
American education produced no wmanimity of responses. However, there was
more agreement on the innovation process as a worthwhile undertaking for
the present and future. The overwhelming majority of respondents (83 per-
cent) rejected the oft-héard complaint that "it is futile to introduce in-
novations...because they gfe usually cancelled or lose their funds without
a good explanation.'" Teachers, however, agreed with this contention more
frequently (23 percent) than principals and central office staff (only 70
percent of these two groups together).

The attitudes of school personnel, then, woﬁld seem to be an important
element of the ''climate' that makes a school district receptive to innova-
tion. Whether in fact these attitudes are any different from those held
by school personnel in districts that have not implemented innovations is
an empirical question in need of testing - one that cannot be answered
from these data. However, our data suggest that these attitudes may be im-
portant in making some districts more receptive to innovation than others.

Added support for this interpretation was provided in the interview
responses to-questions about specific innovations and what led to their
adoption. The overwhelming majority of respondents in all subgroups agreed
that a positive atmosphere for change existed in each district prior to the

implementation of each innovation. Administrators particularly agreed with



P
-

this statement. The positive atmosphere was described as one in which the
teachers and administrators felt the need for a better program and wanted

to make a change. The districts were described as generally change-oriented

and looking for progressive programs. And too, success with one innovative

&

“participate in decision-making about innovations, and teachers agreed with

program such as IPI made them even more receptive to other innovations.

In additiqp&’it is likely that certain patterns of interaction be-
tween teachers and administrators may help us differentiate between school
districts that are and are not likely to have success in adopting and im-
pleménﬁing externally-produced innovations. For instance, in these dis-
tricts that had implemented innovations, more respondents (58 percent) dis-
agreed that '"...administrators are reluctant to allow teachers to partici-
pate in making decisions about important innovations." It is interesting
to note that sizeable minorities of all three respondent groups agreed with

this statement and perceived administrators as reluctant to let teachers

even greater fre&uency than. administrators. (The subgroup percentages
agreeing with this statement are 47 percent of the teachers, 39 percent of
the principals, and 30 percent of the central office administrators.)

What happens during the impleméntation phase that may later affect the
chances of an innovation's maintenance after the demonstration period? Lven
if an innovation has been piloted successfully, it appears that it fails to
significantly affect district functioning over the long run. 'The majority
of respondents (59 percent) agreed that school districts tend not to re-

place all practices. Principals and central office staff agreed with this
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statement (69 percent and 68 percent respectively) with even greater fre-
quency than teachers (57 percent). These findings are particularly in-
teresting in view of the respondents involved. All these respondents “
worked in school districts where innovations had been adopted and imple-
mented. Even in such school districts, it appears, there is a strong feel-
ing that innovations, though tested and_proven,uaften fail to replace al-
together the old ways.

Why would a successfully piloted innovation have so little long-range
impact? [s the problem attributable to inadequate teacher training. Over-
all, the majority of respondents (57 pércent) rejected the view that inno-
vations are not fully implemented "...because of the disorganized manner in
which [teachers] are oriented to the innovation." llowever, it should he
noted that 54 percent of the principals tended to agree with this statcment.
Is the problem one of time and work overload? The respondents. split 50-50
percent on whether ''teachers are too overloaded to spend much time on plan-
ning the implementation.'" Only central office administrators (59 percent)
tended to disagree with this contention.:

Perhaps the problem is also traceable to internal and external ten-
sions and pressures that affect willingness to innovate. For instance, 18
percent of the teachers disagreed that schools where innovations are imple-
mented are more desirable places to work. Why is this so? What tensions
are created within districts that make innovations seem undesirable to

them? When questioned about an IPI imnovation in their school or district,

intemnal tensions were reported by 62 percent of the teachers, 68 percent of



the principals, and 47 percent of the central office administrators. .eal-
ousy among schools or within the school itself was frequently reported.
Other factors contributing to internal tensions cited by the respondents
were: (a) teaéher anxiety and apprehension, (b) teacher fear of being
forced into IPI, (c) fear of more work for teachers, (d) conflict with exist-
ing programs, (e) increased noise and confusion in classrooms, (f) teacher
opposition to reductions in teacher staff for aides, and (g) one school or
program seen to be getting funds at the expense of others. |

Internal tension was reported less frequently for the non-IPI innova-
tion. A minority of each subgroup -- teachers (41 percent), principals (23
percent), central office administrators (42 percent) -- reported internal
tension for this innovation, which, in many cases, was implemented after the
IPI innovation. Many of the same contributing factors mentioned for the
IPI innovation were repeated here. Fear of technology, fear of teacher
evaluation, central office pressure, and threat to acadeﬁic freedom (Earti—
cularly the teacher's freedom to determine sequence and methods) were addi-
tional factors mentioned.

Though internal tensions may be a serious-problem for the innovation
process, extemal pressure during the implementation of an innovation was
seldom reported by our respondents. [ixternal pressure was reported more
frequently in relation to the IPI innovation than the non-IPI innovation,
and more frequently by teachers than—principals or central office staff, hut
the range of percentages for any subgroup reporting external pressure on
either the IPI or non-IPI innovation was only 8 percent to 32 percent.

Where external pressure was reported, the more frequently cited pressure
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was from parents, sometimes for the innovation and sometimes against. When
commmity groups were reported to have exerted pressure, it was for better
p%giiams -1“i.e., for innovations;

From what sources do school personnel obtain information about ex-
ternally-developed curricular innovations? The sources most frequently
cited were: professional publications, professional meetings and conferen-
ces, direct contact with publishers, dhiﬁéfsity courses and graduate pro-
grams, and visits to other schools. The respondents also frequently men-
tioned one another -- teachers learned about innovations from other teachers,
from principals and from the central office; principals mentioned other
principals and the central office staff; the central office administrators
mentioned various members of the local staff. Interestingly, IRIC was men-
tioned very infrequently.” -

When asked to identify and rank school district personnel having the
best information about externally developed innovations, principals werc
mentioned more frequently by all three groups of respondents. When the data
were analyzed in terms of rankings on 'best information" rather than simply
frequency of mention, those ranked most highly (even above principals) were
the district's superintendent, assistant superintendent, director of ele-
mentary education, director of federal pfograms, and a district curriculum
developer or specialist. (See Table 3;)

In addition to these questions about the best intemal district sources
of information about innovations, thc respondents were asked to indicate

who had been responsible for the initial thrust to get each innovation

adopted. Regardless of which innovation or which group of responder.cs we
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TABLE 3

School District Perscnnel Ranked As Having The

Best Information About Externally Developed Innovations

The Five Positions

Respondents Named MosE“Frequently Ranked Most Highly
Teachers 1. Principal 1. Superintendent
' 2. Superintendent 2. Director of Elemen-
' tary Education
3. Assistant Superintendent 3. Assistant Superin-
tendent
4. Teacher 4. Director of Federal
Programs
5. Director of Elementary 5. Principal
Education
Principals 1. Principal 1. Superintendent

2. Assistant Superintendent
3. Teacher

4. Superintendent

'5. Reading Coordinator

or Specialist

2. Curriculum Director/
Specialist

3. Assistant Superin-
tendent )

4. Director of lilemen-
tary Lducation

5. Principal

Central Office
Administrators

1. Principal
2. Assistant Superintendent

3. Superintendent

4. Curriculum Director/
Specialist

5. Director of Elementary
Education

1. Superintendent

2. Assistant Superin-
tendent

3. Director of Elemen-
tary Education

4. Curriculum Director/

Specialist
5. Principal
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consider, the principal was named more frequently. Central office adminis-
trators tended to be named with second greatest frequenéy. Other responses
invoived various combinations of teachers, principals, and central office
administrators.

The persons identified as making the initial thrust for adoption were
reported to have done one or more of the following: (a) visited other
schools demonstrating or implementing the innovation and took teachers on
visits, (b) attended workshops on the innovation, (c) brought in films and
materials about the innovation, (d) discussed the idea with teachers, (e)
set up special in-service sessions for staff, (f) wrote a funding proposal,
(g) talked with central office administrators, and (h) presented the idea
to the board of education.

A series of questiohs were asked about the responsibilities teachers,
principals, and central office administrators should have ideally in the
innovation process. There was a high degree of agreement among the réspon-
dent groups about these responsibilities: When an innovation is being con-
sidered and adopted, teachers should see the innovation implemented in
classrooms in other schools and become knowledgeable about it -- knowledge-
able enough to be able to experiment with it in their classrooms and com-
pare it to other programs. Teachers should play a major role in the adop-
tion process and in the decision itself, including the prerogative to
decline to participate in the program. This teacher '‘veto'" power was con-
curred‘in by all three groups, but was expressed more strongly by teachers.

The responsibilities of principals dur%nguthis adoption phase were,

4

according to our respondents, to initiate, -stimulate, and facilitate.
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Principals should be aware of innovations, observe them in action, and ar-
range for teachers to observe them. They should gather information and
serve as resource persons in providing supportive guidance to their staff.
They should know the needs of their students and the abilities of their
staffs, and should identify the resources needed to conduct the program.
And, too, the principals must sell the program an<! obtain the backing of
his/her teachers, the central_office, and the commmaity. All agreed that
the principal was the key person in the process and must provide the neces-
sary leadership. And, given that role, principals should make the final
decisions about whether or not to implement particular iﬁnovations‘in their
schools.

The roles of central office administrators were conceived as largely
,suppo;tive of teachers' and principals' efforts. ‘They should be familiar
with innovations that are available and call attention to them. ‘They should
evaluate the programs for consistency with board policy and determine what
can be learned about their likely long-term effects and costs. They should
present the programs to the board and set up the approval procedures for
making the adoption decision. In the course of implementation, they should
provide the time and money needed for in-service training and be willing to
allow mistakes to be made.

During the implementation phase, there was strong agreement that teachers
should be thoroughly fémiliar with the program and dedicated and conmi tted
to it. They should work closely with their students to prepare them for the
program and also reassure parents about the innovation. Their rusponsibili-

ties were also seen to include working closely with the principal and outside




Aab.
experts to evaluate the program. One area of disagreement among respondents
was the extent to which teachers should try to implement the innovation pre-
cisely as designed and packaged by the developers, cr whether instead they ¢
should, after giving the program a fair chance ageggitten, adapt the materi-
als to suit their needs. Central office administrator§ tended_po feel that
the programs should be implemented as written, whereas teachers and princi-
pals were more inclined towérd local adaptation of the materials.

The overall responsibility for implementation of the program was agreed
by all to rest in the hands of the principal. This responsibility included:
preparing budgets, organizing resources, ordering materials, setting up in-
service training for the teachers, monitoring and evaluating the program,
consulting and evaluating the program, consulting with teachers about pro-
blems, and providing encouragement and support for the teachers. - The prin-
cipals' responsibilities were also seen to include keeping "the central of-
fice informed and obtaining community support for the program.

The functions of central office administrators in this phase were de-
scribed as: providing resources (time, money, and personnel) and support
for the progrgm and encouragement for the staff; developing criteria for
the program's evaluation, working with evaluators, and commmicating with
teachers and principals about the progress of the program; and interprec-

- ting the program to the community.

The respondents were asked a series of questions about the people who
participated in the various decision points in the innovation process and
how much influence each category of participants had. Although all these

respondents were involved in their districts, they were not all knowledgeable
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about the roles of various groups in the decisions made. This was especial-
ly true of teachers. Where respondents did provide answers to these ques-
tions, there was usually close agreement in their respoﬁses. Table 4 sum
marizes the data on the participation in the adoption process.

One is immediately struck by the variability among schogls revealed
by these data. For instance, as few as one or as many as 50 or 60 teachers
participated in the adoption process in different schools; as few as one or
as many as 350 to 550 parents participated; as few as one or as many as 50
representatives of commumnity groups participated. However, the large-scale
participation characterized the pattern iﬁ very few of the schools. On the
average, the participants in thevéaéption process included the principal,
one central office administrator, and 10 to 12 teachers. Rarely listed as
participants in the adoption process were representatives of community. or-
anizaticﬁs, or parents. Howcvér, for the few cases in which they were
listcd; the average number of participants of each category can be sumiari ~ed
as follows: 8 to 13 parents, five to nine representatives of teachers' or-
‘"génizations, and one representative of a commmity organization.

The ratings of influence on the adoption process indicate that princi-
pals clearly have the greatest influence on the adoption process. Teachers
and central office administrators were rated second or third in influence:
in some cases teachers were rated as more influential; in other cases cen-
tral administrators were perceived as more ihflueptial. In general, ratings
of little or no influence were given to representatives of teachers' organi-
zations, parents, and representatives of commmity groups. Only central

office administrators tended to perceive representatives of teachers' or-

-40-

47



. * sjued
-1o1318d JOo $9T10393BD 9S8YJ JO OpEW SBM UOTIUSU OU ¢S9S8D 1SOU UT ‘ISASMOY ‘paUOTIUSU. oIaM
- $9T10893BD 9SaY} SI8YM 3SEBD 9Y} 10J BIEP OY3 dzTIBUUMS SITI039IBD 9SSY] 10F USATS SOTISTIRIS

A

T = 9poy 0S-T T = 9poy §1-T ) ¥sdno1y
* ATunuwo) Jo saATielussarday

8 = UBTpa| 0SS-T ¢T = UBTPIY Ommyﬂ . xSIUdIed

6 = weTpey §z-1 " 5 = ueTpan $z-1 #SUOTIRZTUERIQ

,SI9yoea] Jo saaTiRluasaxdsy

T = 9poN 8-1 T = @poy 8-1 SIOJBI}STUTUPY 81TIF0 TBIIU)

T = B8P 6-T T = 9poK L-T stedroutig w ..%

0T = UeTpajy 05-1 71 = UeTpajy 09-1 s1alPEa],

PO/ Ue TPaly agduey | PO/ UE TPy aguy

SjUBRdTOTIIBd JO °‘ON syuedIoT3dBRd JO O\

UOTICAOUU] [d]-UON _ .mmm

ssaooxq uotidopy ayjy uy uorjedrotixed

b J1dvL

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



ganizations 4s exerting any significant influence, and then usually focused
on protecting feachers' security.

Table 5 summarizes the obtained data on participation in the implemen-
tation stage of the innovation process. There is little difference in the
pattem of the data for the two innovations: principals were rated as hav-
ing the greatest influence on the implementation process, followed next by
teachers, and then central office administrators. Neither teachersi or-
ganizations nor commmity groups played much of a role at this stage. ‘lhe
usual number of parent participants was 6 to 12 (in a few rare cases, though,
as wany ‘as 50 to 90 parents participated).

Once an innovation has been implemented and the demonstration phase ‘is
passed, who participates and has influence on the critical survival deci-
-sion cf terminating, continuing, or even expanding the scale of an innova-
tion within the district? Most teachers (51 percent) felt that they had
little or no influence on financial decisions affecting their schools, but
on non-financial matters a majority (54 percent) felt that they exerted
“soﬁe” or ‘‘moderate’’ influence. Most principals (67 percent) perccived that
they had "'strong' influence on continuation decisions affecting their own
schools so long as financial matters were not involved. However, one finan-
cial questions entered the decision, there was less agreement among the
principals as to how much influence they had on these continyation decisions:
36 percent felt they had "'strong" influence; 19 percent rated their influ-
ence as 'moderate'’; and 19 percent stated that they had "little or no in-

fluence" on financial decisions involving continuing innovatjons in their

schools.
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TABLE 5

Participants In The Implementation Of Innovations

Group:

Teachers

Principals

C.0. Administratprs

Innovation:

IPI

Other

IPI  Other

IPI

‘Other

Number* of participants
in the planning phase.

Perceived influence of
these participants
(0-4) **,

Number* who actually
did the work required
to install and use the
innovation, but not
involved in the plan-
ning.

Number* who installed
and use the innova-
tion but not involved
in the adoption deci-
sion.

8-10

[ RT]
N

6-11

9-10

5-10

3.4

5-10

9-33

R
~g
AR

1-4  1-4

-
1

w N
N o

1
4

*Number: The range given for teachers is based on the median number of
teacher-participants identified by each respondent subgroup. The number
of principal-participants and of central office administrator-participants -
is based on the mode number of participants identified by each respondent

subgroup.

**Influence: The rating given is the range of mean ratings assigned by each

Trespondent subgroup.
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| When continuation decisions involved district-level innovations, most
teachers (66 percent) perceived that they had little or no influence. A
considerable number of principals (36 percent) also felt that they had lit-
tle or no influence on district-level decisions, but a majority (53 per-
cent) perceived thét they had "strong' or "moderate' influence on these de-
cisions. Most central office administrators believed that they had "strong"
or "moderate" influence on these decisions.

Respondents reported a number of means they had found effective in in-
fluencing non-financial decisions for continuing innovations, including:
(1) pﬁblicizing the gains produced in student achievement and attitudes;
(2) inviting parents to observe the program and keeping them informed of
the program's accomplishments; (3) showing how ehthusiastic the staff is
about the program, how committed they are to it; and how confident they are
in its effectiveness; and (4) creating good commmication links to the
board, the superintendent, parents and the community, and other principals

'

and teachers in the district.

When financial decisions were invoived, our respondents emphasized'the
importance of ''selling'" the program to thé/board of education. Central of-
fice administrators reported the effectiveness of relating evaluation data
to district priorities and especially using cost-benefit analysis. Some
suggested that the threat of discontinuing a popular innovation had, in
their districts, prbduced sufficient public pressure on the board to assure
continuance of the innovation.

As an agency that had supplied field consultants to work with school

districts in implementing IPI, RBS was particularly interested in the signi-
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ficance school personnel attached to the services of éuch copsultants. th
all respondents were aware of these coﬁsultants working with school person-
nel in their districts. This was especially true of teachers. Those re-
spondents who did know of such consultants working with the district reported
them simost as frequently for the non-IPI innovation as they.did for IPI.

I% would appear that the experience of these districts with RBS-type con-

can play: 87 percent of the respondents indicate! the belief that the ser-
vices of an RBS-type consultant are essential during the first year of im-
plementation of a classroom innovation. Of those respondents who did not
see the need for school consultants, almost all acknowledge that some form
_of assistance was needed. For planning the implementation of an innovation,
73 percent of the respondents favored a joint effort by consultants and
school personnel; only 23 percent felt planning should be done internally,
by school personﬁel alone.

The respondents listed a number of ways in which an RBS-type field
consultant might help the school during the first year of implementation.
Teachiers suggeste
ferences with each teacher; (2) give reinforcement and be aware of tensions;
(3) work directly with teachers on the mechanics of the program, classroom
management, and record keeping; (4) conduct demonstration classes with stu-
dents; (5) show how the program can he adapted to local nceds; (6) tél] how
to relate the program to other areas; (7) help with supply problems; (8)
suggest specific supplementary materials; and (9) show how to use personnel

(i.e., aides and a floating teacher) better.
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One principal noted that "the consultant is the most important part of
the program." Principals suggested that the consultant (1) assist in train-
ing the teachers, especially in the initial stages; (2) identify strengths
and weaknesses in the implementation and provide honest feedback on the
status of the program; (3) keep teachers on their toes, but be supportive;
.14),show how best to use classroom aides and ways to work without them; (5)
assist the principal to become more effective to the program; (6) provide
or help develop a planning model, a monitoring system, and a model for
evaluating Both the process and product of the program; (7) act aé a liaison
between the school and supplier; (8) share ideas and experiences gathered
from other schools using the program; and (9) help adapt the program to lo-
cal needs. |

Central office administrators’added that the consultant should: (1)
identify problems and possible solutions; (2) provide alternative strate-
gies; (3) be sensitive to the needs of different districts; (4) help‘tcaéhcrs
run the program as it wés intended; (5) help in the management end of the
program -- budgeting, materials, monitoring, and evaluation; (6) help orient
the commmity; and (7) present an evaluation report to the centrai office.

RBS has been strongly committed to training as a critical component
of implementing any classroom innovation. We were tﬁerefore interested in
determining the kinds of training respondents perceived as necesgéfy to
assist them in the innovation process and how they rated the training they
had received. All respondents were asked questions about how well they
felt their college tréining had prepared them for the competencies needed

to get innovations adopted and implemented. Regardless of which subgroup

-46-

53



or which phase of the innovation process is cdnSidered, the pattern of re-
sponses is the same. Clearly, if these'participants'are at all ;epreSenta-
tivé, educators are not being prepared for change processes in general or
for coping with innovations in particular. Most respondents indicated that
their preparation had been ”boor.” |

Most respondents reported that training sessions were conducted during
the implementation of innovatiéns in their schools (95 percent of the IPI-
related respénses; 66 percent of the non-IPI-felated responses). The IPI-
related training in parficular was reported as high in quality. On a scale
of 1-4 (4 being‘high), the'respondents rated the quality of the IPI tfainf
ing sessions as 3.4 to 3.5; the non-IPI training was rated 2.8 to 2.9.

BBS has believed that the kind of training needed tb.help school per-
~somnel cope with innovations is broaaer than the specific training needed
to familiafize them with a given innovation. Therefore, it was gratifying
to see what our respondents had to say about the kind of training they
viewed as necessary to help them fulfill their roles in the innovation pro-
cess. g Er Y

Several areas of training were‘outlined as necessary for teachers. To
help them in the.adoption phase of the innovation process, teachers neeged
to have knowledge about the innovation and its philosophy and also stfength
in the subject area of the innovation. But in addition, the following
areas were mentioned: understanding ''change' and how to make curriculum
changes; human awareness and ability to work with other people; basic
knowledge of curriculum and instruction; knowledge of current trends in edu-

cation; knowledge of children's needs and how they learn; and knowledge of
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observation and evaluation techniques. Many respondents placed considerable
importance on the need for teachers to have an open attitude toward changc
and to have a positive self-concept. During the implementation stage, em-

| .asis was placed on the need for training specifically geared to the inno-
vation itself, with particular attention to classroom operation, management,
and control of the new techniques. Also stressed were needs assessment,
diagnostic skills, and sensitivity to the needs of students.

The training needs of principals were seen particularly to emphasize
leadership competencies: leadership training for bringing about change;
interpersonal skills, organization and evaluation skills: and public rela-
tions and commmnication skills. During the implementation stage in parti-
cular, principals were seen to need the kind of leadership training that
would permit them to train teachers, conduct workshops, and organize person-
nel. In addition, vafious general areas of background training were seen
as uSefule for instance, knowledge of curriculum and current trends in
education. An open attitude and receptivity to change as well as background
of creative classroom experience were indicated as of great importance for
helping principals to work with teaéhersﬂengaged in the innovation process.
During the implementation process, training focused on how to install an
innovation was seen as particularly important along with the- kind of as-
sistance that would thoroughly familiarize him with the program and how
best to administer it.

Central office administrators were also seen to be in need of various
kinds of general training to preparc them for the adoption process:

knowledge of curriculum, supervision, and current trends in education;
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skills in needs assessment, research, and evaluation; and knowledge of
budgefing and financial management. In addition to training in understand-
ing the specific innovation, emphasis was placed on training that would
promote a number of critical attitudes: willingness to accept change, to
take risks, and to assume responsibility, and open-mindédness. During the
implementation sfage, the training needs of central office administrators
were described as: how to provide supervisory support, knowledge of manage-
ment systems, and understanding and sensitivity to the ramifications of
change.

The information gathered from these training-related questions should
be useful in helping RBS and other agencies design training programslto
facilitate the innovation process. Equa11Y useful, especially to school
district administrators, are the responses to a series of questions about
the rewards and liabilities associated with the innovation process.

The questionnaire provided 1lists of possible rewards and liabilities
perceived by the respondents to accompany participation in implementing an
innovation. ‘The respondents were asked to rank the various items in the

lists. The results are summarized in Table 6. There was fairly close

agreement among the subgroups. The subgroups ail agreed on their first and

second most desirable rewards, "incréased student achievement' and '‘profes-
sional or personal satisfaction.' Teachers ranked '"additional funds...."
third, while principals and central office administrators chose ''released
time for planning.' |

In the interviews, respondents were requested to suggest other rewards,

not included in the questicnnaire listing. Teachers frequently listed
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TABLE 6
"Desirable Rewards' And "Liabilities'" In Implementing

Classroom Innovations

Aggregate Rank Order

Wc
Teachers Principals C.0. Adm. All

Desirable Rewards: N=110 N=35 N=34 N=179
increased student achievement 1 1 1 1
Professional or personalv

satisfaction 2 2 2 2
Additional funds for

classroom-materials
-and activities 3 4 4 3
Released time for planning- 4 3. 3 4
Increased saléries | 5 5 5 5

COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE L024%%
Liabilities: N=111 N=36 N=24 N=181
Extra work heyond 2 1 1 1

classroom duties 2 1 1 1
Creation of organizational

problems 1 2 2 2
Resistance from community 4 3 3 3
General disappointment if

there is failure in the

implementation 3 4 4 4

COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE N/A
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-(1) improved student attitude and self-image, (2) greater student self--
direction, and (3) positive parent reactions. Principals noted (1) improved
student self-image, (2) increased student interest? (3) esprit de corps, in-
creased teacher commitment, (4) provision of teacher aides, (5) greater
commmity involvement, and (6) more recognition for the school. Central of-
fice administrators also listed gains in the affective domain and recogni-
tion for the district. They noted the aura of being comnected with innova-
tive programs as a desirable reward.

"Extra work....'" was seen as the number one liabilify by principals
and' central office administrators. Teachers narrowly ranked 'creation of
organizationél problems' above ''extra work...." in first place. Teachers
were frustrated with classroom management and supply problems in a number
of Schools. Teachers also disagreed, by a narrow margin, with principals
and central office administrators in their ranking of ''resistance from com-
munity' and "general disappointment if there is a failure....'" The ad-
ministrators saw ''resistance....' as the greater liability. (See Table 6.)

Most (76 percent) of the respondents reported that their school dis-
tricts did not provide special incentives for the successful implementation
of innovations. In those districts where incentives were provided,. the
respondents listed (1) pay for attending Qorkshops, (2) summer pay, (3)
teacher aides, (4) released time, (5) additional materials, (6) trips for
teachers, (7) in-service credit, (8) scholarships, (9) mini-grants for re-
search, and (10) additional salary.
| We had assumed that a critical element in the process of evaluating an

innovation prior to adoption would be observing it in operation in another
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school. Table 7 summarizes responses to our questions about whether or not
the innovations had been observed prior to adoptionﬁ In the case of IPI,
most of the respondents (57 percent) reported that they had observed the
innovation, but in the casc of the non-IPI innovation, only 32 pércent had
seen the innovation in operation. Principals and central éffice administra-
tors were more likely than teachers to have observed the innovation.

In a significant number of cases, principals were perceived to prefer
a4 limited trial of an innovation prior to adopting it school-wide. Reasons
listed for preferring a limited trial were: (1) cost (lack of funds for wi-
der adoption); (2) a desire to see if the innovation would work; (3) a de-
sire to give teachers a choice by involving only those teachers most willing
to try it; (4) a desire to iron out the 'bugs" on a small-scale trial per-
mitting better control; and (5) a desire to use the trial as a way to train
teachers to help other teachers later. Reasons for not preferring a limited
trial were: (1) confidence in the program; (2).greater ease of adopting an
'innovation school-wide rather than in piece—meafﬁfashion; (3) lack of time
for a trial, and (4) the opening of a new school with a totally new program.

The IPI innovation was adopted for a variety of reasons, such as: (1)
a desire for an individualized program; (2) dissatisfaction with the pre-

_sent program; (3) a desire for a continuous progress program; (4) the avail-
ability of predeveloped materials; (5) perception of the program as a com-
plete package with detailed plans and staff training included; and (6) per-
ception of the program as "teacher proof." Recommendations from teachers,
princibals, and superintendents were factors supporting the adoption. Some
teachers, however, feclt that the program was adopted in their schools because

59
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TABLE 7

Observation Of Innovations Prior To Their Adoption -

Observation Prior To Adoption
"Yes'" "No"
Respondents Fr. (%) Fr. (%) Total X2
IPT LINNOVATION
T - Teachers 49  (44) | 62  (56) | - 111 T-P  17.647%*
P - Principals 31 (86) | 5 (14) 36 P-C  1.669
C - Central Office
Administrators 21 (70 | 9 (30) 30 T-C  5.324%*
TOTAL 101 (57) | 76 (43) 177 T-P-( 22.013%*
OTIER INNOVATION
T - Teachers 21 (26) T-P 0.023
P - Principals o (30 P-C  2.759
C - Central Office
Administrators 13 (56) T-C 6.097%
TOTAL 43 (32) T-P-C  7.579%
#p=.05; 2df, X* = 5.951; 1¢f x
##p=.01; 2df, X = 9.210; 1df X°_

(¥s)
1)
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.

of a central office mandate.

The.non-IPI innovation was adopted for similar reasons, e.g., desire
for individualized program and dissatisfaction with present program. De-
sires for a consistent school-wide program, for an effective program, and
for a prepackaged program also were cited as reasons for adoption. Recom-
mendations of support from teachers, principals, and superintendents and
the influence of IPI also motivated the adoption of the non-IPI innovation.

Once an innovation is imﬁlemented, to what extent are its process and
product evaluated? Table 8 summarizes the reports provided of the evalua-
tions of these innovations. Significantly higher percentages of reSpondenfs
reported evaluations of IPI than the non-IPI innovation, but a majority of
respondents reported process and product evaluations for both and a majori.-
ty or near majority reported the evaluations as ''good" to "'extensive'' in

thoroughness.

TABLE 8
EVALUATION OF INNOVATIONS

Non-TPI .
IPI Innovation
1. (a) Respondents reporting process
evaluation. 66% 53%
(b} Respondents reporting product
evaluation. 84% 56%

2. (a) Respondents reporting process
evaluation who judged the
evaluation "'good" to "exten-
sive' in coverage. ) 58% 47%

(b) Respondents reporting product
: evaluation who judged the eval-
uation '"good" to "'extensive'
in coverage. 53% 50%

61
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For both innovations, the innovation process was evaluated by informal
means -- teacher discussions, observations, attitude surveys, and question-
naireé to students, teachers, and parents. The evaluation of the product
depended primarily on achievement tests (usually standardized tests) and
attitude measures. Observation and teacher-principal evaluations were .also
used. In a few instances, pre- and post-test comparisons were made and re-
sults from the program were compared to those from other district programs.

Respondents who reported that the process had not been evalﬁated cited
a variety of reasons:. (1) they see no need to do a process evaluation; (2)
suitable instruments were not available; and (3) there were other pressures
and no time. IAMCGSes where the product had not been evaluated, the rea-
sons offered were: (1) no standards were available to judge cffectiveness;
or (2) no suitable instruments were available (standardized tests were not
considered valid for this purpose).

The question of whether RED products are implemented exactly as designed
by curriculum developers or -adapted to locally-perceived needs is an impor-
tant question that we considered earlier. In answer to our questions about
this, 65 percent of our respondents indicated that IPI was implemented
exactly as recommended. Precisel& the same percentage gave this response
for the non-IPI innovation. However, some of these respondents qualified
‘their remarks as follows: (1) the program was implemented as recommended
in the first year but changed in the second year; (2) supplementary materi-
al was used; (3) the grouping pattern was changed; and/or (4) an altcrnate
program was set up for students for whom the IPI program was not suited.

Wherc Tespondents reported local adoptions, the changes made included the
62 |
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following: the district (1) also used supplementary material, (2) adjusted
the time schedule, (3) operated with fewer aides than desirable, (4) did
not use all the prescribed materials -- they either were not available or
were too costly, (5) changed the record keeping forms, and/or (6) used
volunteers instead of paid aides. Some teachers repofted that changes were
madé-because they felt IPI reduced their role to purely mechanical tasks.
Similar, but often less specific, comments were made about the adoption of
‘the non-IPI innovation.

Observers f{rom RBS sought to establish the extent to which IPI innova-
tions had been implemented in the schools. An instrument called Consultant
Diagnostic Instrument -- i.e., a checklist of features of each IPI innova-
tion as devcloped by its designers -- were used to record observations of
IPI in the participating schools. If 90-100 percent of the features were
observed, the school was judged to have a "high'" degree of implementation;
from 75-89 percent was rated as "moderate' implementation; below 74 percent

was judged ''low" implementation. Table 9 summarizes the resultant ratings.

TABLE 9

Degree Of Implementation Of Three IPI Innovations

Degree of Implementation

High Moderate Low Total
IPI Mathematics 4 14 7 25
IPI Reading ' _ 3 8 6 17
IPI Spelling 4 1 6 11
TOTAL 11 (21%) 23 (43%) 19 (36%) 53
_56_
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Only 21 percent of the implementations were rated as 'high' in adherence to
the developers' guidelines, but the combined 'high" and ''moderate' ratings
is similar to the percentage (65 percent) of respondents who reported that
the IPI innovation was implemented ''exactly' as recommended -- suggesting
that some degree of adaptation is considered inevitable and not significant-
ly affecting the developers' model.

However, our concern with getting the optimal payoff from the RED in-
vestment represented by such externally-developed innovations suggested
that degree of implementation was an impbrtant consideration that we should
explore in greater depth. If RED products are conceived as totally de-
signed and tested products for intervention into school systems, then im-
plementation of the products precisely in accord with the developers' recom-
mendatigqs may be the critical influcnce on success or failure. Can de-
velopers facilitate a high degree of implementation by functioning in par-
ticular ways? Are some school districts more predisposed to this kind of
interface than others? What sorts of operational and attitudinal variables
are critical here?

To explore these issues, we correlated the school ratings on degree of
implementation of IPI with a number of key variables in the adoption and im-
plementatien phases of the innovation process. Table 10 summarizes a few of

the relevant correlations. None of the variables investigated were signi-
ficant in explaining district-to-district variability in level of implemen-

tation of IPI.

Further evidence along the same lines is apparent from the data on two

other questions of particulaf concern to RBS: How good was the training
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TABLE 10

Sample Correlations Between lLevel Of Implementatlon
And Selected Variahles

VMMW

Variable

e,

Correlation with lLevel
of ImpjeMentation
: of 1PI
A I P N T

Who made the initial thrust for
adoption of the innovation --
teachers, principals, central
office administrators, or .other

groups ?

Was the immovation funded wholly

by the district or jointly by
the district and another agency?

Did the staff perceive them-
selves as adopting or adapting
the innovation?

Shouid impiementation be planneu
by an external agency, the dis-
trict alone, or jointly?

-.04

17

.22

16
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provided to support thg implementation of an innovation? Does successful
implementation need an RBS-type consultant during the first year? Tables 11
and 12 summarize theSe data in relation to level of implementation of IPI.
The data suggest that satisfaction with the training provided district per-
sonnel was somewhat constant across levels of implementation. Similarly,
the pattem of responses to the question of whether successful implementa-
tion needs an RBS-type consultant during the first year was the same across
the three levels of implementation.

FEqually constant across levels of implementation were attitudes about
who would make the best development team if a district wants to develop its
own innovative practices for the classroom -- administrators, a team of
teachers, teachers and administrators, or district persomnel in conjunction
with an RGD agency. These data are summarized in Table 13. Regardless of
which group of school personnel was asked the question of whether the level
of IPI.implementation in their distyict was low, moderate, or high, the re-
sponses tended to be the same. All rated the principal as the best developer
for a successful innovation. RED agencies, working alone or with district
persomnel, were given the second highest ratings. Teachrrs tended to be
rated last.

It would seem, then, that the various attitudinal, planning, and implc-
mentation variables we examined werc neither significantly related to the
degrce of implementation of IPI nor helpful in distinguishing between dis-
tricts that could be rated as high, medium, or low in implementation.

We suspecf, however, that these weak findings arc attributable to the
measures used and the rescarch methodology employed. We would argue most

66
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TABLE 11

Showing The Rating (4 to 1) Of Training Related
To levels Of Implementation

Level of
Implementation Rating of Training*
Low 3.2
Moderate 3.5
* High 3.8

*Training was rated by teachers on a scale

of 1-4 with 4 being "high."

TABLE 12

Frequency Responses Of Teachers, Principals, And Central Office
Administrators Regarding The Need Of An RBS-Type Con-

sultant For Successful Implementation Of An Inno-
vation During Its First Year

67

Level of Mo ! .
Implementation Yes No Dn't Knm Total
Teachers 9 4 1 14
= Principals 3 0 0 3
3 C.0. Administrators 4 1 0 "5
B Teachers 31 0 6 37
e Principals 9 0 1 10
= C.0. Administrators 8 0 4 12
5 Teachers 9 0 0 9
= Principals 3 0 "0 3
* C.0. Administrators 3 0 0 3
Total 79 5 12 96
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TABLE 13

Best Development Team

Teachers' Ratings

level of
Implementation 1 2 3 .
Low Principal R&D Teacher
_ Moderate Principal R&D Teacher
N High Principal R&D Teacher
Principals' Ratings
level of
Implementation 1 2 3
Low -Principal R&D Teacher
Moderate Principal R&D Teacher
High Principal RED Teacher
: Teacher
Central Office Administrators' Ratings
Level of
Implementation 1 2 3
Low Principal R&D Teacher
Moderate Principal R&D Teacher
High

08
-61-




strongly against interpreting our data to mean that the propositions we for-
mulated have been disproved. We will say more about these matters in our
conclusions and appendices. At this point, it would seem useful to summarize
how we think the data reported here tend to support these propositions in at
least a general way.

Support for the "single building strategy' and especially the key role
of the principal pervades the data. The principal is rated by virtually all
ﬁersonnel as the key person involved in all phases of the innovation process
.mxd as the most important individual in determining the success of an imple-
mentation attempt. Therefore, of critical importanée are tho change-oriented
perspective of the principal, his awareness and familiarity with innovations;
his leadership capabilities in persuading 6thers oflthe value of a proposed
innovation, and his skills in managing the change process. It would seem,
then, that if the change process is to be successful in education, iinking
change agents must focus a considerable portion of thelr energies onncom-
mmicating with, training, and providing support for principals in their
roles as change managers.

The data p01nt to some of the areas of school management that requi-e
concerted attention in the programs of linking change agents who are working
with principals to support the innovation process. Training for teachers
and administrators is of major importance, a priority linking change agen-
cies tend to recognize. Illowever, equaliy important is development of appro-
priate management strategies that reinforce the rewards of the immowvation |
process and overcome the liabilities. Unless attention is given to teachers'

anxieties, organizational tensions created by the change process, and concrete
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operational problems that burden teachers engaged in the innovation process,
innovations will likely be ineffective in implementation and short-lived in
lmpact.

The data also underscore the significance of the political aspect of
the innovation process. They suggest that innovations tend to be terminated
rather than maintained after the first few years of trial adoption becduse
s0 little commitment to theﬁihas been generated during the initial years.
Adoption decisions tend to be made by the principal and a few administrators,
with highly selected rather than widespread participation from other groups .
Equally limited participation characterizes decision-making during the im-
plementation stage. Although our analysis did not test this directly, it
would seem reasonable to surmise that lack of strong commitment is the out-
come, ieaving the innovation with few strong advocates to fight for it when
a termination decision is in the offing.

Our data suggest, then, that innovations fail to have long-term impact

because the innovation process is not adequitely managed.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

This exploratory investigation has provided at least suggestive support
for the RBS model of the innov‘;tion process and its difficu.lties, as de-
scribed earlier in Section III. The model is, in'a sense, two models --

(1) a normative model of the innovation process as we think it should proceed
if it is to be effective and (2) a descriptive model of the process as it

does in fact function. The models are in need of further elaboration, and a
considerable amount of research is needed before they can be validated and
translated into concrete tools for helping school districts manage the changes
they are implementing. With this qualification in mind, the models can be
‘reviewed here and discussed in terms of their implications for practitioners,
policymakers, and researchers.

The models describe the innovation process in terms of four stages:
pre-planning, training and impleméntation, evaluation, and updating. In the
‘normativ. model, pre—planniﬁg should involve needs analysis and implementa-
_tion analysis -- how well the innovation relates to district needs, what
outcones- are to be expected, and what resources, operational, organizational
and personnel requirements are needed for successful implementation. In the
normative model, this is also a phase requiring extensive political activity
-- discussion of the proposal and its implications with all groups in the
district- hav1ng a v1ta1 1nterest in- the innovation, and the changes it might
bring (e.g., teachers, administrators, school board members, parents, and
commuhity'groups). .This is the point in time when the conndtneht of these

groups to the innovation process can be generated, and this requires their
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involvement and input. Without such widespread commitment, it is likely
that the innovation will either fail to win adoption or more likely will be
terminated after the initial trial period.

The descriptive model of what actually happens during this pre-planning
period suggests weaknesses of the process as it actually takes place. Adop-
tion decisions tend to be made by principals with little consultation or
discussion with others. Given the day-to-day pressures and problems faced,
it is small wonder that little needs analysis or implementation assessment

is done and virtually no planning. The lack of consultation tends to mean

little political attention to soliciting the kind of long-range support needed

t5 sustain the innovation effectively in the implementation period or to
maintain it when soft funding is terminated.

RBS would contend that considerably more attention needs to be devoted
to this stage if problems that crop up in later stages are to be avoided.
Agencies like RBS that perform the 1inking-change-égent role need to expand
their technical assistance roles in this stage and view the informal train-
ing they provide to principals in this stage to be as critical as the for-
mal training provided in the next stage. The practitioner must become sen-

sitive to the critical nature of the groundwork that is or is not laid at

this pdint in the process. Policymékergywho fund the work of linking change -

agencies must provide the resources needed to expand the technical assistance
function at this phése in the process. And researchers have a fruitful area
of investigation to explore, e.g., the precise nature of the relationships
between various types of technical assistance and future success of the in-
novation process. What types of political strategies work best in various
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kinds of school-commmity contéxts? What types of needs analyses and imple-
mentation analyses have what outcomes? Until such research is done, we can-
not provide practitioners with the kinds of concrete help they need in re-
lating to externally-produced innovation.

The second phase pf the innovation process, training and implementa-
tion, is fraught with major problems in change management. In the normative
model, training should not only be provided in implementing the sjecific in-
structional strategies required by the innovation, but also in handling the
management needs of the changes required. Along with that training in the
normative model, linking change agents should be able Fg;provide=school dis-
tricts with technical assistance in creating effective incentive structures .
‘to support the innovative process. Our data contain a good deal of specific
information about both the rewards and liabilities in the innovation pro-
céss perceived by school-district personnel. Successful implementation re-
quireé not only overcoming the initial attitudes of school personnel that
make them resistant to innovation, but also dealing with the real problems
those innovations pose for them in performing their jobs in a manner they
find satisfying.

Our descriptive model of this phase, however, suggests that although
RBS-type consultants are frequently used to provide training at this point
in the process, little of the other kinds of necessary technical assistance
are provided. And, more often than not, the training provided is tied to
the specifics of .an innovation rather than to the change process in a general
way.

Of all the stages in the innovation process, this training and imple-
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mentation state is given the greatest amount of thought by participants in
the process. However, this stage is so fraught with difficulties that it
would seem to require many times the amutx.t of attention it now receives.

Practitioners are ir need of concrete strategies for dealing with such
minagemeitt problems as teacher anxieties, fear of work cverload, and the like.
RBS-type linking chanige agents need to develop sucEJstrategies. AndApolicy-
makers concerned with the innovation process must provide the funds for ex-
panded research anu development in this zrea. Researchers must test out al-
ternative incentive structures for overcoming resistance to innovations and
implementation problems. We cannot develop concrete strategies on the basis
of our data. But our data do suggest the specific rewards and liabilities
perceived by participants in the innovation process, and therefore provide

- a beginning for design of a policy¥re1evant RGD agenda.

The third phase of the innovation process, evaluation of the innova-
tion, provides some further illuatrations of the gaps between the normative
and descriptive model, but less serious gaps than those indicated for the
‘earlier phases. Ideally, we believe, échool districts should have their own
internal evaluation capabilities and design evaluationé of the éffectivenesé
of a given innovation to meet their particular needs. According to our
normative model, evaluation planning should be done along with planning for
“the implementation stage and should have equally widespread participation of
all interested parties. Monitoring feedback should be continuous and find- -
ings should be available whenever needed. Formal reporting should be tuned
to meet the district’s decision needs. And by the time a decision must be

reached on termination or maintenance of an innovation, a considerable body




of evaluative data should be available on both program impact and the ef-
fectiveness of various implementation alternatives.

In fact, however, evaluations are given only minimal attention and the
kinds of data that should bé used to make decisions on terminztion or main-
tenance are rarely available. Few districts have the internal capabilities
to conduct program evaluations. They tend to employ external evaluators.
According to cur data, both process and product evaluations are conducted
generally. A majorify or near majority of respondent; rated the evaluations
as ''good" to ”extensive” in thoroughness. However, whether or not decisions
as to the fate of the innovation are determined by the outcomes of these
evaluations is another matter, and there is suggestive evidence that such
data are not significant determinants of decision outcomes.

Although our respondents have generally rated the work of external eval-
uators as thorough, we, believe that the most satisfactory way to provide
evaluative data attuned to district needs is to develop internal evaluation
| capabilities. We believe that linking change agents like RBS should provide
technical assistance to help districts develop thesg capabilities. There-
fore, this role must be planned for in the design of technical assistance
programs, and policymakers must provide the needed resources to permit this
development. Important research questions involve the relative effectiveness
of internal and extemnal evaluation approaches and how best to structure an
internal evaluation function. We would like to be able to make concrete sug-
gestions to practitioners on how best to do this, but until research findings

on these questions are forthcoming, we can simply argue for the hunches that

comprise our normative model.
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In the final phase of the innovation process, the normative model calls
for use of evaluation findings to update plans -- i.e., either to terminei:
an innovation where it proves ineffective or to revise its implementation
where maintenance seems warranted but improvements are in order. In reality,
however, our descriptive data suggest that the decision is usually one of
termination rather than maintenance. And, the data suggest, the basis of
the decision is usually fiscal -- when soft monies end the burden to support
the program is transferred wholly to the district. Innovations tend to be -
costly. With costs as a strong point against mn innovation, and few advo-
cates to fight for an innovation on educational grounds, the decision to
terminate is almost inevitable. This outcome, however, might not be inevi-
table if the change process had been managed with more political acumen from
the outset.

The implications for practitioners are obvious. The precise strategies
to use, however, are less so, and we have been able to only suggest the kinds
of factors the practitioners must consider and the specifics that rust be
investigated by R§D agencies interested in assisting him.

Before leaving this topic, we would like to offer one policy optim we
believé policymakers should consider and policy researchers should study.

[f termination decisions are tied to the end of the inflow of "éoft“ monies,
might it be possible to develop new forms of fiscal incentives to éncourage
the maintenance of innovative progréms? We believe our data support our
hunch that this is indeed a matter of some significance.

The small study rcported here has not pointed directly to specific,

concrete strategics to help practitioners relate effectively to externally-

76

0 -



developed innovations. We believe an extensive research program will be
nceded before that objective can be met. Our methodology was designed for
“exploratory purposes -- largely to help RBS think through its experiences as
2 linking change agent and to suggest, largely from that experience, what
seems needed to develop this role more effectively. The empirical study was
undertaken largely to further that conceptual enterprise: understood in
that sense, the study was helpful to us. We hope, in some small way, the
study and the technical appendices help others further work in this vitally

important area of RGD activity.
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APPENDIX p

STUDY PROCEDyRES

The design and procedures RBS yseQ in this study of the
innovation process were selected for their simplicity, low
cost, and utility for the purposes RBS haq in mipd- As in-
dicated in the bpdy of this réport, the research was'intend—
ed to be exploratory rather than definjtive. RBg Staff
members had gleaned numerous insight5 from their field ex-
perience in the role of linking chang® agents. The purpose
of this effort was to develop these iNsights and hunéhes
into models of the change process in ©qucation. pOth Norma-
tive and descriptive models were of jifterest. The Qmpifical
study was intended to assiét us in thé development Of thesc
models -- to check our insights and 299 specifics from the
experiences of school personnel.

In planning this study, RBS could have chosen any of a
number of design options. (1) A systepatic, rigorOus,
hypothesis~testing apbroach might have been used, calling
for a carefully selected sample of gchOgls represeptative
of some larger population(s) of schoolS of some type(s)
relevant to the 1nnovatlon process. Foy 1nstanc0 SQho0ls
reputed to be high and low in innovatiOns might have been
compared. Or a sample of schools that had implemepteg Ipy

might have been matched or compared with a control Jgroup of
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schools thét had not implemented IPI. This design would
likely have called for a larger sample than we could afford
to study. But even more important, the state of existing
knowledge o the innovation process did not seem sufficient
to warrant an hypothesis-testing orientation. We felt more
exploratory work was needed and that we particularly needed
a form of investigation that would sharpen our intuitive and
conceptual model~building; |

(2) A second available option was intensive anthropolég—
ical field study of one or two diétricfs experiencing the
innovation process. This option was also rejectcd. For
such an effort to be productive, it would require a lengthier
commitment to the investigation than we were willing to make
given the specific needs that prompted the study. Even more'
to the point, a case study'approaéh of this kind seems most
useful for generating insights. Our past field experiences
had already enabled us to generate a large number of insights,
Our need at this point was for a research method that would
enable us to syntheSize -our insights into conceptual models
and use empirical data as a sounding boardhfor examining our
hunches and stimulating their elaboration.

(3) A third option was to use a survey approach to get
a large enough number of respondents to provide a broad
enough soundiné board, but not to attempt the kind of

rigorously controlled survey analysis described in option 1.
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The RBS network of schools provided us with easy access to a
large enough number of schools to meet our needs. Even more
critical from our perspective, use of this network eﬁabled

us to query school personnel in the very districts whose ex-
periences had been the basis of our hunches'and model-~build-
ing. Therefore, these were precisely the people we needed to
question to check and expand our insights. If we had been
interested in hypothesis-testing, we might have been con-
cerned about the representativeness of these school.districts
-= for if they represented any population of schools it was
only the population of schools linked to RBS, not a éopula—
‘tion of generalizable resea;ch concern. We therefore want
tO'undefscore the makeup of the school districts in our study
and make certain that there is no misunderstanding about
sampling or study design.

" The désign option, coupled with resource limitations,
somewhat determined the data-gathering procedures that were
feasible. Given the number of districts, the number of per-
Q;nnel in eéch district who would serve as respondents, and
the time limitation for the study, the mést intensive approach
possible was a combination of written questionnaires, oral
interviews, and classroom observation.

Reliability concerns werce somewhat eliminated by the com-
binat: n approach used. Questionnaire and interview responscs

were used together. The praviously-completed questionnaires
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were in the hands of the interviewers when they spoke with
the respondents. Many of the interview questons returned to
items covered in the questionnaire -- for repetition and for
elaboration. Inconsistencies in responses would therefore

be apparent immediately.

| We were more concerned about insuring the validity of
our instruments and therefore conducted a systematic valida-
tion study of items included ir the research. The content
validity of the study instruments was determined by using a

panel ¢f nine judges. The panel inéluded~judges representa-

(¢

tive of the three groups who would be responding to these
instruments. Tt incluged four teachers, twc principéls, and
two central office admiﬁistrators who were experienced with
innovati®dn. In addition, the panel included one expert on
ACP who hag not been involved in the development of the in-
strumenté. |
The ACP expert provided a narrative evaluation of the
instrument. Other members of the jury received copies of
the instrument guide and a validity scale for indicating
judgments of the validity of each item. For a copy of this
validity scale, see¢ Appendix (. Each judge independently
evaluated each item and expressed his judgment of that item
as "valid," "not valid," or of."dbubtful validity." The
"doubtful validity" response was to be used in cases where a

judge was uncertain about the item's validity. Comments
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about each item could be entered in Spaces provided in the

validity scale.

Instructions to the judges indicated that the instrument

was designed "to gather information about factors that relate

to effective implementation of classroom innovations." They

were told also that the inStrgment was to be administered to

teachers, principals, and central office administrators who

have been involved in the implementation of cne or more in-

novations in their school distrijicts.

Ten criteria were specifieq for use in judging the valid-

ity of

1.

10..

each item:
The item relates to the research objective.

The respondent poSSesses the knowledge and information
required by the item.

The iteni is unambiQuouys.
The item is not a leading guestion.

The item is not loaded with Social or professional
desirability.

The alternative resSponses show a reasonable range of
variation.

The item is sufficiently inclusive.

The type of foim (Open-end, closed end) of the item
is appropriate. ST

The item docs not demand sensitive matcrlal that the
respondent may resist rcvuallng.

In relaticn to the other items, the position or order
of the item is logical, &
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:The.original instrument containes ¢ tOta) of ¢3 items,
including suggestions. The responses of the eight judges '
who completed the validity scale are SU™MAXji,.3 pelow:

~ 14 items rated valig By all eight judges

- 22 additional items rated valid by seven judges

- l3ﬂadditional itemé rated valid by six judges
In all, then, 49 items were judg- 1id by Six or more of
the eight judges. If the accept - utoff point was four
or more judges, then the enfire instrument Could be consider-
ed valid, s: . zll 63 items were rated Valig by at least
four gr mor-: & uyes.

-The "not valig" and "doubtful,validity" responses can
be summarized as follows: "Not valid" ratings were few in
number. Only six items received any ratings of "not valid.*®
in eacﬁ case, only one judge oyt of the eight gave a "not
valid" rating. No item receiveg more than One "not valid"
rating. However, 45 items received some ratings:of *Joubt-~
ful validity," i.e., the judge was uncert@in yhether the item
.was valid or not. These ratings were diStributed as follows:

- 23 “tems rated "doubtful validitY" by one judge
- 14 items rated "doubtful validityn by two judges

- 12 items rated "doubtfyl validity" by three
vvvvvvv judges

At this point, changes in the wordin9 ang arrangement

of items were made in order to overcome the Questions of
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validity raised by the panel. The revised instrument was
then discussed with the interview team. After practicing
with it, additional questions were raised about wording and

also about the length of the interview. Several items were

already in a format suitable for use in a questionnairé?“
Consequently, the interview inventory was split into two in-
struments: a questionnaire and an interview schedule. Aal1l
items were cross-matched to the original instrument and no
additions or substantial changes were made. These two in-
struments were used to collect the data in the field study.
it should be noted that tﬁéﬁoriginal single interview
inventory was used in the validity'study whereas the field
research used two instruments derived rrom the original
interview, i.e., the questionnaire ang final interview
schedule. No additional validity study was undertaken to
establish the validity of these final instruments. However,
fRB5 docs not view this as a serious problem. The changes
made between validation and final study were largely minor
wording changes and reorganizationvof the instrument dividing
it into two distinct instruments. Since the essence of
content v.:idity ls the judgment that the items in the in-
strument wifi elicit responses relevant to the stated pur-
poseé of the research, and the substance of the items is the
same in the original and final instruments, RBS has»premiseé

L its procedures on the assumption that the validation still

1holds.



In summary, the RBS instruments were validated by a pro-
cedure using a panel of judges represcntatiQé'of the respon-
dent groups to whom the instruments would be administered.
The criterion used in accepting the validity of an item was
that four or more of the eight judges had to have rated the
item as valid. Using that criterion, all items and subitenis
were judged valid. However, to improve further the validity
of the in;truments, minor revisions in wording were made to
take into account the questions raised by the judges. To
solve anticipated problems related to the length of the in-
strument, it was divided into.two separéte instruments for
the field research: a written questionnaire and an interview
inventory. Since the interviews were held after the com-v
pleted questionnaires Qeré reviewed by RBS staff and inter-
viewers, and required the respondents in a number of places
to elaborate on the responses they had given in completing
the questionnaires, this procedure provided some degree of
a test of reliability as well.

The reader is referred to Apgendices B and C for copies
of the original interview invcntof;, the validity scale, and
the final instruments.

In addition to the questionnaire and interview inventory,
the CDI (Consultant Diagnostic Instrgmcnt) was preovided eo
field observers to insure systcmatié assessment of the farge

number of implementatic requirements RBS formulated for cach
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 IPI program. In retrospect, we believe the instrument it-
self to be highly useful andveffective for our purposes, but
we suspect that the use of thelséores in our analeis may
have bean inappropriate. Instgad of collapsing thé raw
scores into high, meéium, and low category ratings for each
school, we migﬁt have“iearned more from our data if we had
used the raw scores themselves apd~had greater wvariance tp
aralyze. ‘-

The techniques used in the data analysis were chosen
for ease of interpretation by an audience of readers. expect-
ed to include large numbers uninitiated in advanced statiéti—
cal approaches. Most of the analysis: then, involved ffe-
quency distrigutions, percentages, «nd means. Other tech-
‘niques, however, might have yielded additional insights;

One of the most significant yields of this study, ih
our estimation, was its contribution to helping us ﬁormu—
late a reésearch agenda for the continued study’of thegipno—

vation process. In Appendix J, we consider this agenda and

possible designs for its exploration.
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APPENDIX B

Pilc* Study Interview Inventory
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APPENDEX I3

ACE INMOVAT TON AWARLNLGL INVENTORY (ALAL)

Ihisn instrument Booaesi gned fo cnable ACE tield oiatf to gulher informalion
|

about factors that relate to effective imp lementation of classroom innova-=

tions. The AIAl i tased upon the propesitions contained in the research

design.

Tre ATAL i pre.ented in the vormat thal i usad by ACE tield ~tatf. Since

that forma! i-. tor csfa=uaihering purposes only, . map i needed to diuplay
the relation between items. in the ALAL and the proposition. themselve.

this map i+ provided in o section fhal foltow. the ATATL.

Diease note that o list ot five innsvations is used for many questicny,. The
_ormat for many questions, then, is repeated five times under actual field
conditions. The format that we provide in thi< report shows the question

format juST‘uﬂCP rather than be repetitious.
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ACE  INNOVATION AWARENESS INVENTORY

Developed oy
sraynle Fdwards, Redgearch Director

tdward Behrman, Field Concul tant

AIMINISTERING FOR CHANGD PROCRAM
santord Temkin, Uirector
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UILRVIEW  (To L nead to acAponden('by Lrbenvcewen)

AL we are tindying whal o happens whoen o b, -
toom intovalion. are introduced in chools.,  We
hope fo fearn trom your expericnces ond lhus
make this process ot change better understood

by other educators.

We have identitied some propositions and want
fo sew what your experience tells about fhem.
Where we use a term in a special way we will
of fer you an explanation."

(The gellowing (8 an introductony question. We are interested 4in a ghoss
deterumination o4 how the district 48 strctured.) =

. "Which organication srructure best characterizes the leadership in the

sinftrict?
L::7 Single superintendency
[::7 Dual superintendency (business manager reports to board)
[::7 Decentralized school district
/7 Other ‘ l

fRead Lite question %o ithe nespondent and follow-up with probing questions.
Be swre 2o define underlfined terms. )

2. "In your experience, who in the district has the best current information
about various innovations available to school-? Rank your responses in
the order af most knowledgeable.™ :

*
NAME POSITION
l.
2.
3.
4. ..
5.
*
- Teacher ' Central Office Administration
Principal Indicate the title of
“Instructional Specialist the position

Curriculum Specialist

Q . 2 _ . 9 1




(Read the probing quesition. )

. " : . . AR
"How do you obiain intormation regarding the types of innovalions that e 707

avari labfe "

(This (tem netates to funding arvangements and school boand decisions
where classhoom (nnovations are being for adoption, implementation, and
maintenance. You should try to Locate board minutes §on school yean
T973-74 == pexhaps April on May 1973 -- and school yean 1972-73 -- pen-
haps Apnil ox ‘May 1972. ! st the proposed innovations and the appropriate
. Anformation fun each Givvation. 1§ you are unabfe o obtain board
minutes, sce {f thene 48 another way forn you to obiain the information.
The business manager may be the administraton who can de ine most helpgul

to you.)

.".

"We are trying to learn sbout decisions to adopt, implement, and/or maintain
lassroom innovations in your district. |11 would be helpful if we can liut
some of the innovations considered by your district and then see if we can

describe what happened.”

(Complete Chart 3A on next page.)
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4. [Read the statement to the nespondent fon cach innovation Listed.)

TParticipation o adoplion docision and imp lemental fon planning i coaid T
boimportant. T posediblo, spleane provide s wilh The information Foequined
Ly this item.  Please select the tive innovationu which have been @i led.
On g vcale ot 0-1, rate the power ot those who participaled in the adoplion
decision ond planning of the implementation."

. Adopt * * x Power Rating
- . 'S .
Innovation Decision (1) (2) v (3) (0-4)
[w]
b
(' —
d
3
f
_ q .
Consul tand Implement s
Sarvice + Planning
/——- :7 \(e'.‘ A .\ -‘d
7 Mo : £
_ Nk/l f
/7 Uoes Knov
: a
Adopt b
Decision C B
d
€2 -
f
9
consul tant ' a
Service }mple@ent b
/—~7'Yus r ning C
p—— - d
/ / N() e
/__/ Does ﬁ?iw f
N g
e , *
Legend: (1)=Who Participated
T . (2)=How Many
32l“?ﬁh?réfz') (3)=Number of persons who actually
f:cr;Ti T Of;irn Administration. impiemented the innovative practicc,
;;T:acths Orgé;izafiona but did not particicate in the
e¥Communi+y/Paren¥q adoption and planning ot the imple-
f=Community/interest .Groups menfation.
g=0ther (explain) (USt DK WHEN RESPONDENT DOLS NOT KNOW)
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«

(Read the statement to the nespondent for each innovation Listed.)

in use prior fo making the adoplion

"Did you sev
{insent name of <{nnovation)

decision?"

/__/ Does Not Know

x X X

6. (Read the stat. rent to the nespondent for each Linnovation Listed.)
"In this item we are attempting to ascertain the extent and nature of the
evaluation prior to the adoption decicion. | will avk you some question:.
about. each liuted innovation.™

WAS 1T , oy \ ALUAT
: - ) E 2’ { ! .

Yoo,

~
N~

No

/__/ lLioes Not
Know




/. (Read the statement to the neApandént gon each innvvation Listed.)

“Inothiocitem we e dnlerested inoancer taining what pereon(a) or gronp of
people van be identiticd as mak g the initial thrust in gelting the innova-
tion adopted by the school or scaool district. | will ask you some questions,
about each listed innovation.™ :

{ % * * 3G oy 4 :
INNOVATION | (1) | () |5 THINGS HHLCH T ¥ DID 1N THL

* ‘ *
1y Formal Hole , (2) Adoption for School (Yes/No)
=T o - * .
N Te?chgr (3) Adoption for School District
b=Principal (Yes/No)
c=Central 0Ofi Iministrator <~

d=Teacher (..} wiasnization

e=Communi t v/ taleioyt Groups

f=Other (cxplain in *thingu. ..
location®

”

* % X

8. (Read the statement to the nespondent for each imnovation Listed.)

"In planning the adoption of the innovation, did an outside group, who was
completely knowiedgeable of the innovation, work closely with a staff from
within the disteict? We will answer this for each listed innovation."

INNOVAT ION RESPONSE

/ 7/ Yen / / No /__/ Does Not Know

It ye., briefly deweribe what the ouluide group did.




9. (Read the statement to the nespondent §or each Lnnovation Listed.)

"In planning the implementation ot the innovation did an outside group, who
was completely knowledgeable ot the innovatio:, work closcly with o «talf

Cdrom within the district? We will ounswer this for each listed innovolion."”
I
INNOVATION RESPONSE
/ [/ Yes / / No / / Does Not Know

If yes, brietly describe what the outuide group
did.

10. (Read the statement to the nespondent for each innovation Listed.)

"A rumber of factors may or may not have been related to the implementation
of innovative practices with which you have generally been involved. Please
indicate whether or not you- can associate any of these factors with the
classroom innovations currently in use in your school or school district.

We will consider each listed innovation."

| INNOVAT 10N FACTORS

l a. External Pressure
/ / Yes / [/ No / [/ Does Not Know

|f yves, explain briefly.

b. lInternal Tension
/ / Yes [/ / No [/ _/ Does Not Know

If yes, explain briefly.

(Ko
-1




INNOVATTON : : FACTORS

c. Previous otmosphere ot change
/ [/ Yes [/ [/ No [/ [/ Yoes Not Know

If yes, explain briefly.

d. Outside expert with a positive image
/ [/ Yes [/ [/ No [ [/ loes Not Know

It yes, explain briefly.

* % *

1. {Read the question to the hespondeiit and follow-up with response categoiieh.
"Innovations ure developed by school districts. To give the innovation the
greatest chance., for success, the district uses staff in different ways. Which
vtaff uses give the greatest chances for success for a home-developed inncva-
tion? Here we will rank the possibilities."’

__'a. classroom teacher working alone

“b. teacher-administrative committee

(g]

research and development ag%pcy

d. teacher committiee intra-district

e. teacher commiftee inter-district

f. teacher committee within @ single schocl
other (specify)

h. unable to respond



9.

17. (Read the question and necord the nesponses.)

L.

"Jescrlbe the participatory roles that you believe are imporlant in adoption
decisions. Who (i.e., Central Oftice Administrator, Teacher, l'arent,

Principal, etfc.) Ghould play those roles indicated?"

PARTICIPATORY ROLE BY WHOM

15.  (Read the questivon to the nespondent. 1§ at all possible, try Lo use
" the innovations previously Listed. Herne the key idea (s adaptativs. )

"What invovations are currently in use and:have been in use for a year or
more? Please cite the innovation and indicate whether and in what ways
they have been adapted to your schocl(s)."

*
INNOVAT 10N ADAPTED WAYS THEY HAVE BEEN ADAPTED

§ )
Yes e
No

Does Not Know

e
o



10.

l4a. [Here the intention is to ascentain the Level of <involvement of re-
spondents when an innovation is adopted for a single school. Read
the question to the nespondent and see 4if you can get him to sebect
one of the categories. Also be swre to follow-up wi th probing ques:
tions to the nespondent.) '

"What influence do you have, in general, on innovation adoption decisiony for
_ . Y ’
just one school?"

[::7- Strong Influence

L::7 Moderate Influence
L::?- Some Influence

/7 Little or no Influence

/ __/ Don't Know
14b. [Read the probing question.)

"who controls how much influence you can exert?"

F'LRSON OR GROUP HOW DO THEY CONTROL YOUR INFLUENCE?

- L3 VO WS REREUI - P T e - —
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" ac. (Read the probing question fo the respondent.)

MWhot are the most impor tant thing. lhat you generally do to influence the
adoption decivnion?” .

L

* X X

(Herne the intention 4s to ascertain the Level of 4involvement of re-
spondents. When an Linnovation is adopted fon more than one school,
nead the question to the nespondent and have him select one of the

categonics. ALso be sure to follow-up with the probing question.)

w
Qr

"what influence do you have, in general, on innovation adoption decisions
when more than one school is involved?"

'1::7 Strong Influence

[::7- Moderate [nfluence
[::7— Some Influence

/7 Little or No Influenge
/~ 7 Don't Know

5b. °(Read the probing question to the nespondent. )

"what are the most important thing:s that you generally do to influence the
adoption decision?"

Sy
* % X
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12.

I6a. (Here the intention is to ascertain the extent of 4influence of re-
dpondents when a decision about whether on not to continue an <innova-
Lion 48 being made. Read the quesition to the nespondent and have him

select one of the categonies. ALso, gfollow-up with the probing
quedtion to the nespondent.) N

"What influence do you have, in general, on ongoing implementation decisions?"

_/_—_7 Strong Influence

/__] Moderate Influence
C/— Some Influence

L7 Little or No Influence
/__/ Don't Know

I6b.  [Read the pnrobing question to the nespondent.)

"What are the most important things you generally do to influence the decision?

* X %

17a.  (Here the intention is Zo ascertain the extent of nespondent's <ingluence
- when a decisdion is being made negarding whether on not to maintain an
- 4nnovation. Read the question to the nespondent and have him select
one of the categories. Also follow-up with the probing question to -
the nespondent. This question 44 gon principals- and teachens onty.)

'IWha’r influence do you have, in geheral, on maintenance decisions?"

_[_:—/— S’rr_ong Influence

/_/ Moderate Influence
_/;__—7 Some I.nfluence

_/_7 Litfle or no Influence
/__/ Don't Know
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3.

{7b. "What influence do you have on maintenance decisions for your school?"

L::7 Strong Influence

[::7 Moderate Ianfluence
L::? Somemlnfluence

/7 Litile or No Influence
/~/ Don't Know

{7¢. (Read the probing question to the nespondent.)

o

"what-are fhe most important things fthat you do o influence decisions?”

* % ¥

.

[Here oun (ntention <3 to find out what kind of reasons administratons

18. .
and - teachens give fon adoption decisions. We are (nterested «n those
innovations that have been identified. Read the statement to tne
nespondent and see 4f vsu can get him to provide a response for each
0f $ive dnnovations that you have found 4in use in the schoot district. )
"|nnovations are adopted for a v.. <ty of reasons. | will mention the in-
novations which you and your colleagues have cited earlier and will ask you

what reasons you telieve supported the adoption decisijon. [If you are un-
certain or feel fthet you are guessing, pass on the innovation."

.3

INNOVAT JUN " REASONS

* K ®
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o : 14.

14y,  [Read the statement and present the options o the nespondent. Follow-

up with the probing question.)

"lypically, betore deciding on adopting an innovation, your qeneral proeference
ter seeing. the innovation in use is:" '
/  Strong

/ / Moderate
/ / Have No Preference

19b. (Read the probing quesiion. ) N

"Please cite the basis for your response above."

K * X

i s

20a. (Read the question tu th_‘é.}cc:-}puﬂdent. Follow-up with probing sta tements. )

"Do you believe thal you lack special skills end competencies needed in order

to adopt an innovation?"

/ Yes

/__/ No

/ Does Not ¥now

~

20b. (Read the probing statement. )

"Cite those ukills and competencies which you believe are ngeded and for whal
role function..”

SKILLS, LTG. .. ROLt FUNCTIONb
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SKILLS, 1L, ROLE FUNCT 1ONS

e * K *

2la. {Read the question to the respondent. Fo!béow—up with the probing

statement. ) '
"Do you believe that you need special skills and competencies to implement
an innovation?" .

Yes

~
\|

[@]

3

~

/ Does Not Know

21b. (Read the probing statement.)
"Cite those skills and compeféncies'which you bel ieve are needed and for
what role tunctions." ' h
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16,

*
Lol
s
toadt

SKiLLS, ETE. “ROLE FUNCTIONS ..

L

22a. (Read the quesiion o the neApbndeni and 50££ow—dp with probing queétiun:)

you desire training fto acquire some of these skills and competencies?"

PR

"Do

/ Yes

~

J

/

No ' o -
/ Does Not Know

22b. (Read the probing queAtibn to the nerpondent.)

"What kindw of. lraining and tor whal tunction:?"

TYPE OF TRAINING ROLL FUNCTTONS
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* * *

25. (Read the question to the nespondent. Follow-up with nating {nstructions.)

"Are continuous training sessions being conducted during the implemenialion

of the innovative classroom practice? We will answer thic for each |isled
innovation."
INNOVAT ON RESPONSE

a. [ /Yes [ [ No [ / Does Not Know

b. If yes, on a scale of 0-5, rafe the qual-
ity of the training.

Rating

* A #
24a. (Read the question tu the nespondent and §ollow-up with probing question. )

"How wel |l has your pre-service education provided you with The competence
needed to get'classroom innovation into your school?"
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[::f Good
_/__t:/_ }.rlil
/_7 'oor

/__/ Does Not Know
24b. (Read the probing question.)

"In what wayskhas it not prepared you?"

* % * R,
25a,  (Read the question to the neApbhdent and goLLow-up with the probing
- question. ) ' .

"How well has your pre-sarvice education provided you with the competence
needed to get classroom innovation into the schools of your district?"

/_/ Good
/_/ Fair
/ /] Poor

/ Does Not Know

~

25b. {Read the probing question.)

"In what ways has it not prepared you?"




9.

(Read the question to the /Le,éponden,t and folLow-up uu,th the p/wbacng
question. )

26a.

"How well has your pre-service education provided you with the competence to
implement classroom innovations?"

/7 Good
1::7 Fair
L::? Poor
/"7 Does Not Know

26b. (Read the p/wbwg que/.saon )

"in what ways has it not prepared you7"

27a. (Read the question to the nespondent. Follow-up with the probing
instrhuctions. ) . . . '

"Does successful implementation of a classroom innovation need an RBS-type
consuitant during its first year?"

/ / Yes .
/ / No
/ / Does Not Know

|

27b. (Read questions 27b and 27c if the nespondent has answered "no" 4in 27a.)

"Do you generally need help of any kind during the first year of implementation?"

[ ] Yes
[~ No
/7 Does Not. Know
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' ' . 20,
27c.  (Read the probing statement {f§ the nespondent has answered "yes" in 27b.)

"I’lease indicate the type of Bélp you would like to have during the first
yoar af implementation.” -

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE

% X X%

28a. (We are trnying here to aszcentain the kinds of assistance that an RBS-
iﬂpe field consultant can provide. Read the quesition and complete
e accompanying chart. ) ‘ e

"What kinds of help do you need from an RBS-type field consultant during the
first year ot implementation? Please limit your responses to-six areas of

support.” o

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE NEEDED

5.

6.

28b. (Read the statement and question to nespondent. Follow-up with the
next statement: 'Please siate the neasons for your answer.")

"An innovation can be adopted and implemented by means of planning done by
persons from outside the school distict, persons within the school district
or jointly (i.e., persons from outside working closely with persons from
within the school district.) Which, in your experience, has generally been
associated with successful implementation." :

/__/ Planned Externally

/ / Planned Internally
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21,
Planned JoinT»Iy

/7
/_7 -Does Not Know
/ / Other (explain)

28c. (Read the probing statement tov the nespondent.)

"[iease state the reasons for your answer."

¥ X *

2%a. (Read the“ﬁﬁﬁﬁze tu the nespondent, cite the options and follow-up with
the probing question.)

"Typically, before mowing to school- wnde adopflon, The principal's preferance
to try it in a few classrooms was ‘|

-

'_/___‘_ Strong

[____/— Mooerafe
L7

/ Totally Absent
29b. (Read the probing question.) A

"What is the baesis for your response?"
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22.

30. (Here we ane thying to obain evaluation Anformation ghom the classroom,
school, and school distnict. Read the statement to the nespondent.)

"It possible, please provide us with the information we are seeking. We
would like to compile data on the evaluation activities in your class,
school ‘or school district as they relate fo the classroom innovative prac-

tices cited earlier."

INNOVAT I ON TYPE OF " BRIEF DESCRIPTION DEGREE OF

EVALUAT ION OF TYPE OF EVALUATI!ON THOROUGHNESS
Process / -Extensive
/__/ Yes . / / Good
L::? No / / Moderate
/ / Does v /"7 Fair

Not e

Know ' / [/ Poor

¥ X *

31. (Read the statement and complete the charnt. Use those innovations which
wene cited eanlfien.)

"Please cite those reasons which are most responsible for the failure to
evaluate the ~novations."

. ' . IS EVALUATION
INNOVAT |ON REAS?§ FOR FAILURE TO EVALUATE  PLANNED?
Process [/ Yes
/_/ No
e — ,
Product /__/ Does Not Know

L I

- 32a. (Read the question to the nespondent and follow-up with the probing
quesiion. ) .

"Does your school district provide incentives, other than maximizing student
learning, for you to achieve successful implementation of innovative class-

room products?"

/_J Yes . /__/ No /__/ Does Not Know

»
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32b. (Read. the probing question to the nespondent if 32a was "yes".)

"What incentives are provided?"

x % %

(In the fullowing items we are attempiing fo obtain teacher nesponses
20 a numben of speculation. When necessary thy to force the ne-
spondent to select one of the options.)

53.

"Peop le who talk about innovtions don't really understand problems

o of working in a classroom."
_/_:__ Agree Strongly
_/_—___/ Agree
[__:/_ Disagree
_/:_7 Divagree Strongly
b. "The problem of American education is that it has not been concerned
with innovation until the past few ”\years."
[__;7 Agree STronély
_/_:__/_ Agree
[_:_7 Dizagree
_/::_7 Disagree STroﬁeg
c. "It is futile to infrodUCe inn0va*r.ions in schools because they are

‘usually cancelled or lose their funds without a good explanation.”

_{_—____/— Agree Strongly
_[____/_ Agree

_Z:_7 Disagree

/__/ Disagree Strongly
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24,

"I think that the comlng years will brlng major lmprovemenT in
Americon education.

/__/ Agrec Strongiy
/__/ Agree

[::;7 Disagree

/_/ Disagree Strongly

"Teachers are too overloaded to presenle spend fime on pldnnlng
the implementation of innovations.

/ / Disagree Strongly

"Often times innovative classroom practices are simply the result
of 'cut and paste' activities providing little substantive change."

"Schools where innovations are implemented are more desirable places
to work."

Dlsagree Strongly

"On the whole, administrators are reluctant to allow teachers to
participate in making decisions abouT important innovations (i.e.,
those that require extensive role éhanges, human ond material

resources)."

Agree Strongity

113
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Agree
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0

Disagree-

J

/ Disagree Strongly

i. "Teachers generally do not fully implement an innovative classroom
practice because of the disorganized manner in which they are
oriented to the innovation."

L::? Agree Strongly

[::;7 Agree

[::7 Disagree'-' N
/~ / Disagree Strongly

|

* % *

305, (This statement is foh central office administratons only. Read the
statement and foflow-up with the probing quesiion.) ‘

"Schoo! districts generally do not replace old practices with innovations
even after a pilot run has been successful."

. —~

/ Agree Strongly
/ Agree
/ / Disagree

||

/__/ Disagree Strongly
34b. [Read the probing question fo the nespondent. )
"It you agree, what do you believe to be the reasons responsible for the

fajlure to replace these old practices? if you disagree, pleéie indicate
instances where you know these replacements have taken place."

. )
Give name of innovation, what practices were replaced and length of time it
"has been utilized by the system.

x & % 7
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26.

(Read the question to the nespondent and foLEow-up with the probing
question. )

Sha.

"Jtilizing the options listed below, what do you consider to be the most
desirable rewards for carrying out an innovation successfully? Rank the

uptions provided below."

increase student achievement

release time for planning

additional funds for classroom mater-—
ials and activities

increase salaries

- personal satisfacTion

350, |Read the probing siatement o Zhe nespondent. )

"please cite, it possible, four (4) additional factors, in rank order, that
you believe are of grearer importance than those listed above."

fst

2nd

3rd

4th

#* % X

36a. [Read the statement to the respondent and foLLow-up. )

"Utilizing the options listed below, rank the variables from greatest to The
least, as to the extent to which you perceive them to be | jabilities in
imp lementing an innovative classroom product."”

extra work beyond classroom
duties

resistance from community

creation of organization
problems

disappointment as a result of failure
in the implementation
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27.

36h.  (Read the probing statement. )

"Please, it posuible, cite four (4) additional Jiabilities, in rank order,
that you belicve fto be more significant than those given directly above."

.....

st

Znd

3rd

4th

* % %

[Read the question to the nespondent and follow-up. )

Sla.
"Having been invelved in the imp lementation of an innovative classroom prac-
fice, would you be interested in piloting another innovative classroom
practice?" '

/ / Yes

/ _/ No

/_/ Undecided

5/b.  (Read the probing question tv the nespondent.)

ative classroom practice prior

"Have you successfully implemented an innov
l?ll

to the present innovations that are being imp lemented in your schoo

Yes

J

|

No

~
\l

|

3840, (Read the yuestion to the nespondent and follow-up. )

"How would you rute the influence of the teacher organization(s) on decivions
that relate to the adoption ot innovative classroom products that are extern-
ally produced.”

/ Sirong Influence /_/
' / Moderate Influence /
/ / More Than One

Single Building / / Some Influence
/ Littie or No Influence

/ Does Not Know

J

Building <=

~~
\I
\I
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28.
305,  (Read the probing statement Lo the nesnondent.)

"1 oyou petceeive the teacher ! organiczation's influence as ranging from
modorate fo s lrong, Fisi some of the things that it does in exerting ity
intluence.

. R

SINGLE BUILDING MORE THAN ONE BUILDING

* ¥ %

59a.  {Read the question to the nespondent. )

"How would you rate the influence of teacher organization(s) on decisions
that relate to the ongoing implementation of inrnovative classroom products?"

/ Strong Influence [/
/~ / Moderate Influence /7
Single tuilding - /77 Some Intluence / / More Than One
ot : Building
> / / Littte or No Influence /

K /7 Do Not Know | /

S~

|

s9b. (Read the probing question 1o the neApondent.)"

"t yod perceive the teachers organizations' influence a5 ranging from moder-
ate to strong, list some of the things that it does in exerting its influence."

SINGLE BUILDING : MORE THAN ONE BUILDING

b s Lot e = e e i s e I
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29,
Wa.  {Read the guestion to the nespondent and fullow-up. )

Yow woud boyou tale The intbluence ol Teacher organizationC) on dec i done,
that Toelate Toomainlaining an innovalive o Losegoom produc b

/ Strong influence /7
[/ Moderaﬁe tnfluence o/
Sing'e Building / / Some Influence ./ __/ More Than (Cne

- Building
/__/ Little or No Influence /. /=

G Not Know | ‘ /7
d0b.  (Read the prebing statement to the nespondent. )

"1 you perceive the teacher organizéTion(s) influence as ranging. from moder -
+ ute to strong, list w.ome of the things that it does in exerting its influence."

LENGLE BUTLDING MORE THAN OME DBUTLDING
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M (CROSS- REFERENCE) SHOWING ‘THE RELATTON -
RIFIWEEN [TEMS IN T (ATAL) AND THE

PROPOSTTTON 1O BE CTESTED

FEEM NO. A B C PROPOS I'TION
o X -
N X X X 10
3 X X 1,2
4, X X o 8,9
5 X X -
0. X X 11
7 X X -
s. - |7 X X 15
Y X X 10
0. X x | x| 12
I X X X 6
12 X X X -
13 X X X 27
14a X X X 3
Lib X X X -
1dc. X X X -
. 15a X X 4
15b. X X

I. A, B, and C denotes the threc forms of the in-
strument which will be administered to central
office administrators, principals and tcachers
respectively. '

2. An (X) in the colum indicates that item will be
in that specific form, i.e., item # 2 will be in
forms A, B, and C; but item-# 1 will only be in
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PROPOSITION NO.

I'IEM NO. A B. C

16a. X X \( 32
1ob. X X X -
17a. X X 33
17b. X X 33
17¢. X X X

18. X X X 5
19 X X X 7

19b ., X X X 7
200, X X X 17, 18, 19
20b. X X X -
21a. X X X ‘17, 18, 19
21h. X X X -
220 X X X 20, 21, 22
22b X X X - ,\;j-
23, X X X 23
24a X X 206
24b. X X -
25a X 26
25D. X -
26a X 26
26b. X -
27a. X X X 29
27h. X X X

27¢ X X X
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PROPOSITION NO.

(g} ~
~ ™M
[~ ] <t [¥p] (%2}
- o3 - oy o o
<t [ae]
~ M
Q Lo ¢
m < ] < > > ]
< > < >< ><
o
N . . » » - ] ] . . » . . . . . . . . . . .
. o A L O o o 3
= o o o o ™M ™M ™M (2] ™M ™M ™M [\g] ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M ™M M. ™M [\a] ™M ™M
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ITEM NO.

(@]

PROPOSITION NO.

38a.
38b.
39a:-
39b.
40a.
40b.

<o} d

o T o]

P T .
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APPENDIX C

AIAI Validity Scale
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ATAI VALIDITY SCALE

Name ' Position

Please evaluate éach item from your perspective as'a
teacher or administrator. If you pelieve the itcm reasonably
fulfills the criteria for content validity, check the response,
"yalid," on the scale. If the item fails to meet the criteria,
check ™ot Valid." If you are uncertain about the item's
validity, check "Doubtful validity." Please record any comment
which would improve the item in the space provided. :

‘Your thoughtful assistance in evaluating these iltems 1is
greatly appreciated.

Item Valid. Not Valid Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.

1. ;

2.

b
4.

5 ]
Or— ——— ————
.

6.

Te —_— — —
8. . — —_—

g.
_— _— J—

10.

12. . —_—
13,
lia.,
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ATAT VALIDITY SCALZ (Continued)

Item Valid . Not Valid - Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.

15a. ' v

b. - . -
l6a. ____ . -
be _ _
17a. - _— —
b. _ .
Ce _— —_— —_—
18. R —_— —_—
19a. — R P
b. - S —
20a. - — —
R — —_—
2la. - —_— _;_
b. —_ —_— —_—
22a. - o S
b. - —_— —
23, _
oha. . __ —
v, —
25a.. I — —
b. — —_ —
26a. ___ _ _—
b - —_ —
27a. - —_
b. . A —_—
o. - — —_—
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ATAT 'VALIDITY SCALE (Continued)
Ttem Valid -Not Valid Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.

28e. _ . .
be — —
Ec. .

29a. S - -
b. - _

30. - L L

31, -

328a.. -
b.- o

33a. o
Ce -
d. S
e, -
T -
B —_—
h, - . - *
1. . —_—

34a., o . —

b. . T
35a. . — —
b o

36a. — S

De - -




ATAT VALIDITY SCALE (Continued)

Item Valid Not Valid Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.
37a. — . - _ ‘
b.
38a,
b, -
3%a.
b.
40e., -
b.
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APPENDIX D

Letter Soliciting Participation




.

ESEARCH FOR BETTER SCHOOLS, INCORPORATED -

May 9, 1974

[

During recent years, a considerable amount of attention has
been given to analyzing the processes which facilitate or inhibit
knowledge utilization in schools. Research for Better Schools, Inc.,
(RBS) of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, one of the regional laborato:ies
established by ESEA, Title IV, 1965, has had exte Lve experience in
this area as a result of its involvement with the BS Network of
School Districts. The National Institute of Education has commissioned -
RBS, through its Administering for Change Program, to conduct field
research from which one can glean a more comprehensive analysis of the

key variables which are operative in knowledge utilization in schools.

RBS has been involved with schools in your district as a result
of their using RBS curricular products. We believe that stnf{ members
of those schools as well as specific members of your central staff can

provide us with valuable information regarding their experiences in the
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adoption and utilization of these curricular materials. For this
reason we are requesting that you permit designated members, as

specified below, to participate in our study.

The demands that this research activity will make on your staff

and other descriptive information follows.

1. School Level.

We will be interested in primary and intermediate
elementary grades using curriculum products developed
and/or field tested by Research for Better Schools, Inc.

2, Schools Involved.

3. Personnel Involved and Their Activities

a. Principal: The principal of ea:h school will identify
two classroom innovations, one developed by
RBS and one other that is in use in the
school. The principal must be knowledgeable
of activities that led to the adoption and
implementation of the identified innovatioms.

The principal will also complete a question-
naire in two phases: Phase-1 would be a
written questionnaire and Phase II would be

an interview estimated to be one hour in length.

b. Teachers: Three teachers from each school will complete
a questionnaire in two phases: Phase 1 will
be written and Phase II will be an interview
to be conducted with all” three teachers
simultaneously.
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c¢. Central Office Staff: One or two staff members who
are knowledgeable of the innovations
identified by the principals and funding
which supports their utilization will
complete a questionnaire in two phases:
Phase I will be written and Phase II will
be an interview. If one person in the
district or area office is knowledgeable
of these innovations and funding, it will
suffice to interview that individual. The
interview 1s estimated to be one hour.

4. Descriptive Title of Project.

Variables which influence the level of implementation of
innovative curricular products.

5. Procedure.’
Given a mutually agréeddﬁpon time schedule, we will come
into the district and interview:

a. the principal during the school day. The written
questionnaire will have been received by mail and
completed prior to the interview. ‘ '

b. the two (2) central office staff members during the
scheduled working hours. The written questionnaire .
will have been received by mail and completed prior
to the interview.

c. the three (3) teachers shortly after the school day
1s over. A written questionnaire will be completed
during the day prior to the interview.

Oﬁr mode of data collection will comprisé an orally administered
questionnaire. Carefully trained Ph.D candidates in educational adminis-
tration at Temple University and RBS field consultants will be conducting
the‘interviews under the direction of Professors Ovsiew.and Walters of

the University's faculty.

6. Expected Starting and Finishing Data.

We would like to initiate our interviewing on May 20, 1974
and terminate our activity on or about Jume 20, 1974.

-3-
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interesting and“provocative. The nine qetwork schools in wnich the
original questionnaire was administered found it to be relevangi_”We
believe that the findings can be informative to you, RBS and NIE and
we intend to~sbape them with you. It should be understood that all
data for individuals and/or schools are not to be mentioned by name
or in any manner yhich will permit thelr identification by the reader

of any report written as a consequence of this study.

So that we may complete our interviewing expeditiously and
effectively, it will be necessary for you to provide us with some
information immediately. A form letter is enclosed for your response.

Please forward this information to us immediately by calling collect:

(215) 561 - 4100

Mr. Graynle Edwards ext. 267
Mr. James Phillips ext. 256
Mr. Hurley Hanley ext. 297

This information 1is needed by May 15, 1974.
Please join in this project.

Thank you for your consideration; it 1s greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

GRAYNLE D. EDWARDS
Director of Research
and Product Evaluation

GDE:hjb
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Explanatory Correspondence to District Coordinators
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k. Ignore the IPI and non-RBS innovation selected by the
other RBS-network demonstration school.

o
c. Give the questicnnaires and the accompanying Appendix to
the designated respondent(s). Principals should select
only those teachers who were present during the first year
of the IPI implementation by arranging those teachers in
alphabetical order by last name and selecting in alphabe-
tical order the first three teachers that are willing to
participate in the study.

d. Request that they complete the questionnaires and present
them individually to the interviewer at the time of the
interview. N

2. If you are the person who is coordinating the study at the central
administration office level and have only one RBS-network demon-
stration school in your district---

a. Contact the principal of that school and obtain the first
IPT iInnovation which was adopted by that school and the
“ non-RBS innovation which that principal has selected. Re-
fer to those two (2) innovations when you complete the
questionnaire.

b. Follow the instructions listed under (1c) and (1d) above.

3. If you are the school principal of a school or have the adminis-
trative responsibility for operating that school---

a. Follow the instructians under (1c) and (1d).
The interviewing sessions will take place some time within the imme-

diate future. A field consustant will be in contact with you to make the

Sincerely :
Mﬂ

GRAYKLE D. EDWARDS
Director of Research
and Product Evaluation

final arrangements.

GDE/ms
Enclosures
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Glossary of Terms
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APPENDIX - IEFINITIONS

1. ADAPT: Alter the innovation fram the model
prescribed by the developer.

2. ADOPT (ADOPTION): Decide to use an innovation. The
adoption phase begins at initial
awareness of the innovation and ends
just prior to installation of the in-
novation in the classroom.

3.  ADMINISTRATORS: _ Building administrators and central
office administrators.

4. BUILDING ADMINISTRATORS: Persons designated as line adminis-

’ ' trators responsible for a given atten-
dance wnit. Most generally, principals
and assistant principals. A teacher
given, for instance, ''roster time"
for quasi-administrative functians is
considered to be a teacher.

S.  CENTRAL OFFICE Persons responsible for management of
ADMINISTRATORS: an aspect of district operation that
involves more than one building.

6. CURRICULUM DEVELOPERS: Persons working for the Lab to produce
classroom innovations.

7.  EVALUATION:1 Determining the congruence between per-
formance and objectives, especially
behavioral objectives; operationally,
focusing on the behavioral development
of children, teacher and administra-
tors and the procedures which influ-
ences that development (15).

8.  (EVALUATION, PROCESS): Assessing the educational procedures
which directly or indirectly influence
the behavioral development of children.

Ipefinition originated by Ralph W. Tyler in "Basic Principles of Curricu-
lum and Instruction, Syllabus for Education, p. 69, cited by Stufflebeam,
Gephart, et al. in Educational Evaluation and Decision Making, p. 11.
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

(EVALUATION, PRODUCT):

EXTERNAL GROUP:

FIELD CONSULTANT:

FUNDING:

INTERNAL GROUP:

IMPLEMENTATION:

(ON-GOING

‘IMPLEMENTATIQN) :

INFLUENCE:

INNOVATION:

f

Assessing the behavioral development
of children.

A group or institution not legally
charged with responsibility for
policy-making, management, or parti-
cipation in the operation of the
school district, i.e., local level.
External groups mclude NIE, State
Department of Education, the Lab and
universities and colleges.

A representative of the Lab who visits
the school district to support activi-
ties to adopt, implement and maintain
a classroom in the schools.

The provision of revenue to underwrite
the costs of innovation.

Persons who share a common position
of common affiliation in the school
district. Examples of internal
groups are: principals, central of-
fice administrators, teachers, school
board members, and curriculum coordi-
nators. Other groups include parents
and commmity.

Operate an innovation during the first
year according to a model prescribed
by the developer, school district or

school.

Operating an innovation after one
year.

Have impact on the direction of deci-
sions.

A specific means to accomplish speci-
fic instructional goals. It is new to
the site (district, building or class-
room),, imported from outside of the
school district and has direct or in-
direct i pact on children.
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18.

19.

20,

21.

23.

24.

25.

27.

28.

29,

INSTALL (INSTALLATION):

LEADERSHIP:

MAINTAIN (MAINTENANCE):

PRODUCT:

PROGRAM:

RBS:

_ SQIOOL BOARD:

SUCCESSFUL
IMPLEMENTATION:

SUPPORT:

TRAIN (TRAINING)

TRAIN (CONTINUOUS) :

Act upon a decision to adopt an inno-
vation by refining physical plant;
initial training of administrators and
teachers; scheduling; selecting student
materials; including first year.

Assuming the risks involved in adopt-
ing, implementing and maintaining an
innovation.

Continue operation of the innovation
after the initial funding sources
have been greatly reduced or discon-
tinued.

Activity by the school district to
try out an innovation.

Another name for innovation.

The sum of instructional activities.
Example: IPI Reading is a product
but may only be part of the school
district reading program.

Research for Better Schools, Inc.;
one of several regional laboratories.

Persons, either elected or appointed,
who have legal responsibility for
the governance of the school district.

A state in which the district achieves
the strategy sought according to the’
model prescribed by the school dis-
trict, school or product developer.

Activities to help those responsible
for implementation to achieve success.

Skills, competencies and critical
understandings needed to perform
change-related roles prior to imple-
menting the innovation.

Training which takes place periodical-
ly during the entire first year in
which the innovation is being imple-
mented. ‘
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ACP INNOVATION PROCESS QUESTIONNAIRE
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ADMINISTERING FOR GHANGE PROGRAM
Sanford Temkin, Director
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- INTRODUCTION

We are studying the educational change process in the expectation
that understanding it will better enable all of us in education to cope
with its difficulties. This questionnaire is the first of a two-part
informatiqn-gathering effort. Thé sécond will be an interview.

We will be asking about innovéfions which we define for our re-

search purpose as classroom curricular products that have been conceived

and developed outside of the school district in which the adopting school
is located. IPI Math, IPI Sﬁelling, or IPI Reading are the innovations to
be considered.

Please respond to the questions which follow for either IPI Math,
IPI Spelling, or IPI Reading. Use the first IPI innovation adopted by the
district. Also, respond for one other non-RBS innovation which the prin-
cipal designates. If there is more than one RBS network school in the
school district, the central office administrators should respond to the
two innovations identified by the principal of the first school in which
the initial IPI innovation was adopted. It is essential that each prin-
cipal, using an alphabetical list, select the first three (3) teachers on
that iist who participated in the first year of implementation of the inno-
vations to serve as respondents in the study.

We have tried to simplify and clarify these questions the best we
can, but as you will see they do still require more than a little of

your time and thought. We are grateful for your cooperation and trust

" that professional satisfactions will be rewarding. Indeed, some ques-

tions ask for your best professional judgment in a general way, and we
value these as much as the factual data we ask for.

(It would help both you and us enormously if this questionnaire is
completed before the interview!) Definitions are provided in the Appen-

dix to assist you in completing the questionnaire.
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A.  GENERAL INFORMATION

1. Which of the following best characterizes your district's adminis-
trative organizational structure?

[ ]Single superintendency
[ ]1Dual superintendency (business manager reports to board)

[ ] Decentralized school district

[ lother (Specify)

2. Who in the school district has the best information about externally
developed products (innovations) currently available to schools.
(List up to five persons in rank order.)

NAME TITLE

(1)
(2)

(3

@

(5)

3. Please check the response for each item which you consider most
appropriate. S

""People who develop innovations don't really understand problems

of working in a classroom."

[] Agree Strongly
] Agree

L] Disagree

] Disagree Strongly
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4. "A significant problem of American education is that it has not
been concemed with innovation until the past few years."

[] Agree Strongly
DAgree
DDisagree
DDisagree Strongly
5. "It is futile to introduce innovations in schools because they are
usually cancelled or lose their funds without a good explanation."
L] Agree Strongly
. ] Agree
] Disagree
O] Disagree Strongly
6. "I think that the coming years will bring major improvement ‘in
American education." -
DAgree Strongly
DAgree
] Disagree

[ pis agree Strongly

7. 'Often innovative classroom practices are simply the result of 'cut
and paste' activities providing little substantive change.'

O] Agree Strongly
L] Agree
O] Disagree

U Disagree Strongly
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8. '"Generally, administrators are reluctant to allow teachers to par-
ticipate in making decisions about important innovations (i.e.,
those that require extensive role changes, human and material re-

sources) .

[_]Agree Strongly
DAgree

' 4
] Disé.gree

DDisagree Strongly
9. Please number the choices below in rank order.

Innovations may be developed internally by individual school dis-
tricts. Such innovations have the greatest chance for success if
they are developed by -- -

a. a classroom teacher working alone

b. a teacher-administrative committee

c. in cooperation with a research and development agency
d. a teacher committee (intra-district)

e. a teacher committee (inter-district)

f. a teachér committee (within a single school)

a combination of the above (specify

h. Other (specify
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B. ADOPTION OF INNOVATIONS

.10, Th following items deal with involvement in the process leading
" up to the decision to adopt the two innovations being studied.

Directions
(1) In colum (1) specify the number of.participants for each in-
novation (use 0 to indicate none).
(2) In colum (2) rate the influence of individual(s) or group(s) on

the decisions to adopt each innovation using a scale of 0-4
(4 represents the highest degree of influence).

INNOVATION #1 (Specify)
(1 (2)

Teacher(s)

Principal(s)

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

Community/Interest Groups

- Other (explain)

INNOVATION #2 (Specify)

Teacher(s)

Principals(s)

Central Office Administration

" Teachers' Organization

Commmity/Parents

Commumnity/Interest Groups

Other (explain)

1486




11.

12.

13.

How would you rate the influence of the teacher organization, e.g.,
local bargaining agent, on decisions that relate to the adoption of
innovative classroom products that are externally produced?

'] strong Influence O]
[] Moderate Influence ]
For A (] some Influence ] For
Single Building More Than One

[JLittle or No Influence (] =~ "~ Building
U pon't Know - ]

What influence do you have, in general, on decisions to adopt cur-

ricular innovations for just one school? (The you pertains to

professional status, e.g., teacher, principal, central office ad-
ministrator, etc.)

] Strong Influence

DModex;ate Influence

(Jsome Influence

DLitj;ire or No FIhfjluence E

CJpon't Knoi
What influence do you have, in general, on decisions to adiy i i
ricular innovations when more than one school is involved? {iuu
pertains to professional status, e.g., teacher, principal or
central office administrator.)

DStrong Influence

[IModerate Influence

[ISome Influence

[JLittle or No Influence

[ IDon't Know
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14. Prior to the decision to adopt the innovation, did you observe it
in practice?

: YES NO
Innovation #1 [_‘_'] [:]
Innovation #2 | [:] [:]

- 15. An innovation can be adopted through planning done by persons from
outside the school district, persons within the school district or
jointly (i.e., persons from outside working closely with persons
from within the school district.) Which, in your experience,
generally has been iie unst successful? '

[l Planned Externally
[] Planned Internally
(] Planned Jointly
| [JDon't Know

[Jother (explain)

16. How well did yoﬁr college preparation provide you personally with the
competencies needed to get classroom innovations into your school?
(Teachers and principals only need respond.)

[:] Good
[JFair
E]Poor

E]Don’ t Know
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17. How well did your college preparation provide you personally with
the competencies needed to get classroom innovations into the
schools of your district?

[ Good
[JFair
[Jpoor
DDon't Know

'18. Before moving to school-wide adoption of either one or both innova-
tions, the principal's preference to try it in a few classrooms was

] Strong
[ Moderate

[_]Totally Absent

4
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19.

-IMPLEMENTATION OF INNOVATIONS

The following attempts to distinguish between adoption decisions
and implementation. Implementation has both a planning phase and
a use phase. That is, after a decision to adopt is made there is,
typically, some planning for how the new practice will be imple-
mented, which is then followed by its installation and use. Here
we are concerned with the two phases of implementation.

(1) In colum (1) give the number of participants in the planning -
phase. (Use 0 to indicate none.)

(2) In colum (2) rate the influence, as you perceive it, of these
participants. (0-4 scale, 4 being the greatest influence.)

(3) In colum (3) give the number who actually did the work re-
quired to install and use the innovations, but were not in-
volved in the planning phase. '

(4) In colum (4) give your best estimate of the number of those
who installed and used the innovation but were not involved in
the adoption decision.

INNOVATION #1 (Specify)
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Teacher(s)

Principal(s)

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

Commmity/Interest Groups

Other (explain)

INNOVATION #2 (Specify)

Teacher (s)

Principal(s)

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

Community/Interest, Groups

Other (explain)




20.

21.

22.

23.

Were consultant services used during the planning phase of the im-
plementation of Innovation #17?

D Yes
D No

DDon't Know

Were consultant services used during the planning phase of the im-
plementation of Imnovation #2. -

[ ves

[ No

[ IDon't Know
An innovation can be implemented by means of planning done by per-
sons from outside the school district, persons within the school
district or jointly (i.e., persons from outside working closely with
persons from within the school district). Which, in your experi-
ence, generally has been the most successful? .

E]Planned Externally

[Jplanned Internally

[(Jplanned Jointly

[pon't Know

(Jother (explain)

Does successful implementation of a classroom innovation need an
RBS-type consultant during its first year?

D Yes
D No

D Don't Know
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24.

26.

27.

If you responded yes to question 23, omit this question. If your
answer was no, then --

Is help of any kind needed during the first year of implementation?
[1ves
CNo
[pon't Know

Having been involved in the implementation of an innovative class-
room practice, would you be interested in piloting another innova-
tive classroom practice?

D Yes
l:] No
[ JUndecided

Have you successfully implemented an innovative classroom practice
prior to the present innovations that are being implemented in your
school? (An implemented innovative classroom practice may be consi-
dered to be successful when both process and product outcomes, as
specified prior to implementation, have been achieved.)

D Yes
D No

Does your school district provide special incentives, other than
improving student learning, for you to achieve successful iinple-
mentdtion of innovative classroom products? .

D Yes
DNO

DDon't Know
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28. Teachers generally do not fully implement an innovative classroom
practice because of the disorganized manner in which they are
oriented to the innovation. ’

] Agree Strongly

DAgree

DDisagree

[]Disagree Strongly 2

29. School districts often do not replace old practices with innovations

even after a pilot run has been successful.
[:]Agree Strongly
DAgree
" IDisagree
DDisagree Strongly
30. Schools where innovations are implemented are more desirable places
to work.
[:]Agree Strongly
E]ﬁgree
DDisagree
[:]Disagree Strongly
31. Teachers .are too overloaded to spend much time on planning the im-
plementation of innovations. @
[:]Agreg Strongly
E]Agree
DDisagree

[_IDpis agree Strongly
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32. How well did your college preparation pfovide you with the competen-
cies to implement classroom innovations? (Teachers and principals
only need respond.)

[ very we11
[l we1l Enough
[ Fairly well

] Poorly
33. Place the following items in rank order (1 to 4), accordlné to the
extent to which you perceive them to be liabilities in 1mp1ement1ng
an innovative classroom product. (1 = greatest liability.)
extra work beyond classroom duties
resistance from commmity
creation of organizational problems
general disappointment if there is a failure in the

implementation

34. Place the following items in rank order (1 to 5), according to the
extent to which you consider them to be desirable rewards for car-
rying out an innovation successfully. (1 = most desirable reward.)

increased student achievement

released time for planning

additional funds for classroom materials and activities
increased salaries

professional or personal satisfaction

154

-13-

__________




35.

36.

Were training sessions conducted during the implementation phase of

each innovation?

INNOVATION RESPONSE
#1
Specify a. []Yes [ JNo (] Don't Know
b. If yes, on a scale of 0-4, rate
the quality of the training.
(4 = highest quality.)
Rating
#2
Specify ‘ a. [:] Yes [:] No [:] Don't Know
b. If yes, on a scale of 0-4, rate
the quality of the training.
Rating

What influence do you have, at the district level, on decisions re-
garding the continued financial support of innovations? (The you
pertains to professional status, e.g., teachers, principals.)

] Strong Influence

[ Moderate Influence

[:] Some Influence
Clrittie or no Influence

..DDon't Know
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37. What influence do you have on decisions regarding the continued fi-
nancial support of innovations for your school? (The you pertains to
professional status, e.g., teachers, principals.)

] Strong Influence
[JModerate Influence

(] Some Influence
[JLrittle or No Influence
DDon't Know

38. How would you rate the influence of the local teachers' organization
on decisions that relate to the continued financial support of an

innovative classroom product? (The you pertains to professional
status, e.g., teachers, principals.)

[ ] Strong Influence ]
For A D Moderate Influence [:] . For
Single Building More Than One
D Some Influence [:] Building

[Jrittle or No Influence ]
[ IDon't ¥now . ]
39. Wwhat influsnce do you have on decisions concerning the continuation
of innovative programs, exclusive of financial considerations?
(The you pertains to professional status, e.g., teachers, princi-
pals, central office administrators.)
] Strong Influence
DModerate Influence
[ some Influence

Bl,ittle or No Influence

DDon't Know
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40. How would you rate the influence of the local teachers' organization
on decisions that relate to the continuation of inmovativVe classroom
products, exclusive of financial considerations? (The 'you pertains
to professional status, e.g., teachers, principals, cenfral office

administrators.)
] Strong Influence ]
'DModerate Influence J
For A For
- Single Building - (] Some Influence 0 More ™ Than One
DLittle or No Influence D ~lE
[ JDon't Know [:]

41. Name of Respondent -
Position e
Name of School e
Name of School District P

City, Town or County, State

———

(Final publication will not give the names or respondents.)
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APPENDIX H

ACP Innovation Process Interview Inventory
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A.

pod

GENERAL INFORMATION

How do yoy obtain infosfation yegarding externally developed curri-
velar inngvatlons which are cyyrently available to schools?

e T B e I g P e T

N e Nt NSNSt NN TSt NS N st

A A s e e NN e N I et et N PPN et e e

ANETION O INVOVATIONG

#hat were the two ipnovstions t¢hat yoy designated on your question-

Aaire?

e S R, B S

fhe made the nitia] thyust in getting each Of these innovations
Adopted by your school ot school diStrict?

Insert _appropriate. Symbol(s)

INNOVATION (2) [OTHER]
A = Teacher (5)

N = Principal(s) \

A = Central Office agpinistraseris).
- Teachers' Organizgtion

# = Commmity/ Interssy Groups

ﬁ = Other (Specify}v\,\w\/\wM .
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What things did these individuals do in the initial thrust?

INNOVATION . (1) . [IPI] INNOVATION (2) [OTHER]

Describe any informal or formal evaluation procedures used prior
to the decision tc adeopt each innovation.

EVALUATION METHOD

(2)

~ m & 3 O
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0. Prior to the adoption ot each imnovation, Jdid an outside person or
group specially EﬁowIedgeable about the innovation, work closely
with the district's personnel?

(1) (J Yes [INo [Jpoesn't Know
I. If yes, briefly describe what the outside group did.
P
I
(2)
O o
'r .
H
E
R

Ny
T

7. What reasons do you believe supported the decisions to adopt each
innovation?

REASONS

(1)

(2}

~ o 3 0




What respons hilities should you have in the process of adopting
innovations? (The you pertains to the professional status of the
person or group being interviewed.)

Teachers:

Principals:

Central Office Administrators:

What special background or training do you feel is necessary to meet
these responsibilities adequately?

Teachers:

oy

Principals: ~

.Central Office Administrators:




10. (a) ‘Tum to question 11 of the:qucstionnaire, please.

(b) Which responses did you check? Specify

(c) If for either a single building or more than one building or
" both you responded "moderate'' or '"strong', describe how the
teachers' organization exerts its influences. (For all other
responses, omit this question).

Single Building More Than One Building

11. (a) Tumn to question 18 of the questicnnaire, please.

(b) Which response did you check? Specify

(c) What is the basis for your response?
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.12,

13.

[MPLEMENTATION OF INNOVATIONS -

In planning the implementation of each innovation did an outside per-

son or group, specially knowledgeable about the innovation, work
closely with the district's personnel?

1)
I
P
I

L) Yes [ONo [Jpon't Know
If you, briefly describe what the outside group did.

(2)

[ Yes [JNo [JDon't Know
If you, bri~tly describe what the outside group did.

What kinds of help do you believe an RBS-type field consultant might
provide during the first year of 1mp1ementat10n”

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE

<.




14. What responsibilities should you have in the process of inplementing
innovations? (The you pertains to the professional status of the
person or group being interviewed.)

Teachers:

Principals:

Central Office Administrators:

15. What special background or training do you feel is necessary to meet
these resnomsibilities adequately?

Teachers:

Principals:

Central Office Administrators:




16.  What ways have you found to be effective in influencing decisions
concerning the continuation of innovative programs exclusive of
financial considerations? -

17. What have you found to be effective ways to influence decisions re-
...wwgarding the continued financial support of innovations for your
school or district? '

18. (a) Tumn to question 27 of the questiennaire, please.

(b) Which response did you check? Specify

(If the response was No or Don't Know, omit the following
interview question.)

(c) If the response was Yes, o

4

What special incentives are provided?
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19.

20.

21.

(a) Turn to question 34 of the questionnaire, please.
(b) Are there any other reward factors which you believe are, or

may be in some situations, even more important than any of
those listed in the questionnaire? If so, list them below.

@)
(b)
(c)
(d)

Where in relation to the rank ordering on question 34 of the ques-
tionnaire would you place these additional factors which you have

just identified?

(Place (a), (b), (<), (d) on the following continuum. More than one
letter may be inserted in each space.) .

1 ' 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 . S
1 2 3 4 S

During the implementation of each innovation, was internal tension
created within the district?

(D [Oves LINo [JDon't Know
I If yes, explain briefly.

(2) [Jyves [ONo [JDon't Know
If yes, explain briefly.




22.

23.

.

During the implementation of each innovation‘was external pressure
exerted on the district? (Extemal refers to individuals or groups
other than district personnel.)

(1) [J Yes [ No [JDon't Know
I If yes, explain briefly.

; |

I

(2) "OYes [ No [JDon't Xnow
0 If yes, explain briefly.

T

o

E

R

Prior to the implementation of each innovation had there been a po-
sitive atmosphere for change in the district? ‘

@)) Oyes o [CJpon't Xnow
I If yes, explain briefly.

p

I

(2) [CJyes [ONo [pon't know
0 If yes, explain briefly.

T

H

E

R
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24. Was an outside expert associated with the implementation of each
innovation? ‘

(1 [Jyes [INo DDon't Know
- If yes, explaiu briefly.

(2) [(JYes [INo [JDon't know
Uf yes, explain briefly.

© 25. Was each innovation implemented exactly as recommended by the
developer?

] ves L] No [] Don't Xnow

If No, what changes were introduced to adapt the innovation to
Your needs? -

INNOVATION WAYS THEY HAVE BEEN ADAPTED

IPI

OTHER

' 170




B

26. Has there been an evaluation in your Clabb, school, or sthool dis-
trict of each innovation? If the response is No, proceed immediately
to question 27, If the response is Yes then’ omit question 27,

TYPE OF- BRIEF DESCRfPTION DEGREE OF
INNOVATION} EVALUATION | OF TYPE OF EVALUATION THORQUGHNESS
(1) ' Process [j .Extens i\}e
I D Yes [j Good
P D No . :‘.";' D Moderate
L (] Don't ' o (J Fair’
Know
[j Poor
(1) Product O Exténsive
I (] Yes [T Good
P [ No ' , ] Moderate
I ,
[] Don't (] Fair
, Know .
D Poor
(2) Process l:l Extensive
0 (7 Yes - (] Good
T (] No D Moderate
" .
E (] Don't : [ Fair
Know
R . ) D Poor
(2) Product D Extensive
0 (] Yes D Good
T (] No [:]Moderate
H i
. [] Don't [ JFair
) Know
R D Poor
171
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27. Would you please comment on why an evaluation has not been per-

formed?
INNOVATION | REASON FOR NO EVALUATION IS EVALUATION PLANNED?
(1)
IPI Process [] Yes ] No
[] Don't Know
(1)
IPI Product [lYes ] No
[]Don't Know
(2)
OTHER Process D Yes D No
[:]Don't Know
(2) .
OTHER Product [ Yes (I No
" []Don't Know

28.  If your school or school district has more than one IPI program and
these programs were not adopted at the same time, what major dif-
ferences were there in the adoption process for the second IPI pro-
gram? S

-13-




29. Name of School Distfiét

City, State

Names of Respondent(s) Position Name of School

(1)

(2)

. G)
30. Interviewer's general reactions, comments, perceptions, and obser-

vations regarding the respondent's general attitude, aside comments,
and views expressed during the interview.

173
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APpENDLX. I

Consultmnt Diggrostic Instrument
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CONSULTANT DIAGNOSTIC INSTRUMENT

INSTRUCTIONS

The Consultant Diagnostic Instrument (CDI) is a checklist
for the Eonsultant's use twice a year to assess the implementation and
to document progress of the appropriate IPI model in the Network Schools.
The Companion fiece contains a definition of each item.

t

Description of CDI

The first part (I. School Organization) includes items
concerning matgrials, space, administrative glanning, demographics and
school philoéophy and/or goals.

Ihe.second part (II. Instructional Elements) éertains to the
instructional aspects of program implementation. The instrument is
designed to proviée»for evaluation of thg implementation and the progress
of the IPI program(s) in the Network Schools. |

This instrument enables é consultant to assess the school's
implementation in relation to the specified items which constitute the
program’'s implementation model as defined by RBS. .Specifically, the
consultant will be able to assess the school's implementation at three
levels.

Level One -

The consultant will be able to identify the items
which the school model differs from the IPI model.

175
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Level Two -

The consultant will be able to identify the items
within a given area in which the school model
differs from the IPI model.

Level Three -
The consultant will be able to identify classrooms which;
a). adhere Géry closeiy to the IPI Model.
b). diffe? to a great extéﬁg)ffom the IPI Model. -
In addition, this instrument will facllitate the consultant's analysis
of the collected data and aid in the formulation of strategiles to be
presented to the school staff regarding the implications and/or consequences
of the consultant's findings.
The third part (III. School Implementation Summary) serves the

following functions:

(1) it provides for area torals in each curricular
subject;

(2) 1t provides for an explanation of the school's
goals;

(3) it provides for documentation of other
distinctive descriptors of a school;

(4) 1t provides for a written analysis of the
problems the consultant has identified in
the school; and

(5) 1t provides for written documentation of
School District contacts.

DIRECTIONS FOR USE:

" School Organization
The school organization is divided into four sectionms.
" Sections A, B, and C require a "+" in the appropriate box to

indicate a positive response. A "0" in the appropriate box indicates



i

. a.negative response. There is a place for two separate readings of

a

this instrument for each individualized program. The following is amn
example of a positive response for item A-4 and a negative response for

item A-5 on the first reading taken for the Spelling program.

o]
ol O
ol ol 2| 2l 8 &
Example: . =] M| B oA H
Ml Hp ] 3 O O
mp = ] =3 ©n} W
Haggmm :
mn‘nn
S =1 1 I I S e
) [RNY I e ) 21 A
MEMTEIENEIE 2| 8
] ] Rl pet i) Eye] Ry BES
4. Permanent student file +
maintained '
5. Adde work area is ‘ .
, . o
functional

Section D requires that the requested data be furnished on
the indicated black lines. Section D is to be completed only one
time during the school year. There is no space prov.ded for more than

one reading for section D.

There is an explanation for each item in Sections A, B, and |

—

C in thelgompanion piece for school organization.

DIRECTIONS FOR USE:

Instructional Elements

A separate Instructional Elements section will be used for

each program.

A random sampling technique will be used for selection of the

classrooms to be observed.

177




The columns on the right side of the page under the.hgading
Classrooms are used to reéord the consultant's evaluation of each item
in each classroom. The following are possible responses:

+ The condition or event described in the statement

is observed and/or assessed to be taking place in

the classroom.

0 The event or condition described in the statement
ig not occurring in the classroom visited.

X This denotes a item that could nét be observed.

The column, Item Total, is used to record the total number of
classroom: observed which had a posiéive response to each item.

The column, Area Total, is used to record the total number of
classrooms which had positive responses for each item in'a particular
area, e.g. Placement Tests.

The item, Total number of positive responses, located at the

bottom of each page 1s used to record the total number of ﬁositive.
responses for each.classroom observed. |

| The horizontal coiumn,.Classrooms, should contaiﬂ the classroom
number and grade level e.g. 101.1 meaﬁs room 101 and is a first grade

class.

DIRECTIONS FOR USE:

School Summary

The School Summary section is divided into five parts. 1In
the first part, Instructional Elements Summary, the foilowing information
should be recorded:
1. Area totals for each curriculum product.w‘wu

2. Total number of classrooms observed. -
A e
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In the second part, a full explanation of the goals of the
school sﬁould be placed.

In the third part, Other Descriptors.of School, information
which will give a more specific profile of the school should be placed,
e.g., special programs in the school, strengths, mode of personnel
utilization, school operational structure.

In the fourth part, Program Problems, the following information
should be recorded.

1. Tﬁe name of the Program.

2. Undefxthe heading, Problem, the problem upon which
action has been takex or will be taken in the near
future should be listed.

3. Under Recommendétiqns Made, Ehe advicé given or

suggestions made b the consultant chould be
listed.

4. The Follow-Up section is to be completed after a
subsequent visit to the school. Any further
actions taken, recommendations made or the state
of problem should be recorded here. '

The fifth part, School District Contact Record, should be

used for ‘documentation of contacts made within a district.
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A, Materials and Spau.r Allceation
1. Materials are systernatically organized and located for easy
aceesibility to students .
2. Supplementary frenzisare available to student and staff.
3. Appropriate.keys available to student and staff.
4. Permanent student file maintained.
5. Aide work area is functional,
6. Student folders are ¢ ~ onfy current materials,
7. ITL and IL kits cor -« a5 listed on inside cover.
8. SA cards are organ:: .ally in blue binders.
8. Audio Resources
1. Students have been trained in the operation of equipment.
2. Thescheduling comlplements the classroom schedule,
3. Students are scheduled for optimal use of audio schedule.
4. Audio materials are properly maintained.
5. Audio equipment is operable and accessible to students.
C. Administrative Planning and Control
1. Adequate schedule for teachers and aides.
2. Planning sessions are held regularly.
3. Areas established for specific student activities .
4. Monitoring system has been established.
5. Flow char-ts are prepared on a regular basis.
¥ _6. Reporting system to parents has been established.
D. Demographics and Statistics
1. Instructional minutes per day and days per week:
Mathematics
Reading
Spelling
Scie‘nce
2. Number of years in Individuatized Prograriis):

SCHOO. HRGANIZATION

Mathematics ————m———s
Reading ——
Spelling  ————

Scionce PR

[{4
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COMPANION PIECE
to the

CDI: MATHEMATICS

INSTRUCT1ONAL ELEMENTS

Lpuite

Placement Tests

1. Student orientation of IFI Math conducted prior to placement
testing. *

a. The individualized naturé of IPI has been explained
to students.

b. The purpose of placement testing has been explained
to students.

2, All plaéement tests administered according to RBS policy
a. Placement tests begun at appropriate level
The guidelines for beginning testing
have been followed. Any exceptions

have been based on estimation of.
abilities of students being tested..

b. Further testing administered according to results
Placement testing continues in each
area according to results recorded
unt ‘' nplacement occurs,

3. Tests scored correctly

Tests co:rectly scored by aldes against Placement Test Key

4. Tests recorded corréctly

Results cérrectly recorded on student profile by aides:

N
M indicates the student has placed

[EE;] indicates the need for further tusting
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5. Placement testing is rompleted for each student prior to
his first prescription.

.,B'. Pretests and Postests

1. Pretests assigned only for nonmastered units.

Each unmastered unit pretest is assigned separately and
in 1ts entirety.

2, Units assigned iq‘sequéntial order

. The unmastered unit lowestiin level and area is
always assigned first.

S

3. Postests administered.according to RBS policy.

The postest should be administered for every unit
in which the child has worked. The entire postest
should be administered the first time.

I1{ the student does not show mastery of all skills

in the unit on the first posttest, only those specific
skills not mastered need be retested in subsequent
administrations of the postest.

Prescriptions for additional instruction should be
written for all skills for which postest scores are

below mastery.
4. Tests scored correctly

Tests correctly scored by aide against key.

5. Testsz recorded correctly

'Skills not mastered are circled on appropriate column
of Pre-Post data form. Skills mastered a:+~ » -:iegd "M,
Date 1s recorded.

6. Teacher reviews with student his performance ¢i: #Li tests.

C. CET's
1. CET always a separate prescriprion

2. Performance on summary page assessed prior to preécription of
CET.

a. Summary page alays prescribed and reviewed by
teacher before a CLT 1s prescribed.

-2
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b. Diagnosis of poor performance on sSummary
page is the basis for prescription of
additional instructional activities.

c¢. Good performance on the summary page is
followed by CET.

W

3. Teacher and student interact prior to CET prescription

Before a CET is prescribed teacher confers
with student to:
a. Assess student's readiness for the CET.

b. Explain to student why teacher does or
does not prescribe a CET.

or
vlicit student's assessment of own

readiness for the CET. -

4, Performance on CET used to determine additional work in
skill.

If CET mastery criterion is met, no further
work is assigned 'n that skill.

If mastery criterion is not met, the student'’s

deficiencies on the CET are diagnosed and
appropriate work prescribed.

D. Prescription Writing

1. First prescription ‘s wrigten for lowest unit of
placement.

2. Teacher analyzes, diagnoses, and prescribes according to
student's deficiencies on most recent work on diagnostic
tests or skill booklets.

Teacher used student performance on Pretest,
Student Booklet, CET or postest as basis for
diagnosis, selecting most recent sample of
students work.

- 3, Teacher and student interact on each diagnos!s and prescription
e (when prescriptions written during class)




When diagnosiﬁg student needs and writing prescriptions
during class the teacher confers with the student to:

a. Pinpoint the nature of nis difficulty

b. Verbalize to the student the diagnosis and
prescription process

c. Gradually increase student responsibility
for ‘diagnosis and prescription process

4. Review (r) and teaching (t) pages are used as recommended.
Review pages are prescribed when:

a. ‘Student displays a specific difficulty
© treated on review pages. .

b. Teacher 1s aware of student's weakness in
the area treated on review pages.

Teaching pages are prescribed when student needs
instruction on specific concepts treated on those
pages.

5. -Instructional setting prescribed advances mastery of a specific
skill.

- Small group, large group, or peer tutor settings
are employed when the nature of the instructional
materials or activity requires a special setting.
Groups are composed of students needing work on
the same ski’".

6. When supplementary materials are prescribed for use in a specific
way, they support mastery of the skill.

When the student does not master an objective
through the instructional materia. in the Student
Booklet, supplementary materials are prescribed
which when used in a specific way, support mastery
of tne skill.

7. Students have been instructed on use and purpose of supplementary
materials.

Any-sipplementary materials {mgaipulative aides,
worksheets, games, etc.) to be used by students
“have been explained to students, so that they .
gre able to use them properly.

= -
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E. Classroom Management

1. Teacher has planned daily instructional schedule

Teacher demonstrates planning in the conduct and management
of the class by providing various activities and group-
ings appropriate to the learning needs of the students.

2. Needed materials gathered prior to c15§; (IPI and supplementary
materials).

Any needed materials required for that class period
can be found and used by students, without unnecessary
assistance or supervision.

3. Procedures established for beginning and ending of class.

The class opens and closes in a rapid and orderly
way. There is minimal delay in distributing
materials and beginning work, and in gathering
materials at the erd of the period and closing

of the class.

4. Room arrangement permits unimbeded movement.

Teacher ard students are able to move freely .
through the room without distrubing others. -

5. Teacher observes total class situation.

The Teacher is aware of nctivity of students throughout

the classroom, lookirg : 1fically at:

a. . Studer.zs who need help and are not asking

b. Independent group activities

c. ‘Students doing free-time activities

d. Balance of students needing prescriptions and
needing scoring.

6. Waiting-time minimal for students.

Students should not wait longer than a few minutes
for assistance.

7. Meaningful activities for students waiting for prescriptions
or scoring. .

a. Pupils should know what to do when they are
waiting for prescriptions or scoring.

b. "Waiting time" should be used for (1) practice
on math skills of a difficulty appropriate to
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the student's level on the continuum, (2) work
outside the IPI materials but within the student's
current math topic area. , saut

8. Teacher interaction with students for positive reinforcement,

Teacher ''makes contact' with students in the
class, positively reinforcing the student's partici-
pation in IPI.

9, Prescriptions written according to RBS policy

a. The amount of prescription writing done during
the class period should be kept to a reasonable
minimum. ,

b. Prescription writing is done during class if a
prescription is completed by the student or if
the teacher's interaction with a student causes
her to change or add to the original prescription.

c. All pupils should have the prescriptions they
need available to them at the start of the class

period.

10. Aide performs tasks defined in Aiding IPI Math

a. Aide scores student work on tests and on skill
sheets when students are not able to score own.
The aide may perform other in-class tasks
specified by teacher or school policy.

b. Aide scoring:

1. The sgtudent r:ed wait only a few
minutes for any scoring in class
that he cannot do himself.

2. Folders requiring scoring after

class are completed and returned
to the teacher on schedule.

F. Student Self-Management

1. Students are moving toward self-scoring or are scoring own
work.

-~

a. Students are being moved toward self-scoring.
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b. There is a definite procedure ‘for teaching
self-scoring.

c. Students are able to carry out procedure
of self-scoring,

d. 7Teéxcher monitors student s performance when
self-scoring.

2, Students are moving toward self-prescribing or are self-
prescribing

Students are being moved toward self-prescribing.

b. There is a definite procedure for teaching self-

prescribing.

c. Students are able to carry out procedure of self~
prescribing,

d. Teacher monitorg student's performance when self-
prescriblng.

3. Students av¥are of own progresé through continuum

Students can describe their current unit and (when
apProptiate) skill, and the.task being undertaken.
For efample: "I'm gbout to take a postest for
¢c-Muit+" "I'm working in the D-Ad.l/Sub-8 student
booklet., If I can do this summary page I'll
probably go to take a CET.

4, Students atltempt to resolve diffidulties with instructional -

tasks befor® seeking teacher help.

students attempt to work .out problems that are
difficult or confusing by:
a. dentifying the nature of the difficulty

b. RLQuesting help from peer if problem is
with reading or interpreting instructions

c: Re-reading instructionms

d. WoTrking example
e. LoO%king for earljer pages that explain the concept.

5. Students deMonstrate ability to perform instructionally-
related tasks in 1PI, . .

a. 'LoCating IPI materials prescribed ‘
"b. LoCating supplementary materials prescribed.
-7-
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COMPANION PIECE
to the

CbIl: READING

INSTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

A. Placement Testing

(New school or students new to the progranm.)

1. Student orientation to IPI Reading is conducted prior to
Placement testing.

a. Prior to implementing the reading program students must
be introduced to the materials and their role in the

program.

b. The purpose of placement testing is explained to students
prior to initiating the testing procedures.

2. All placement tests administered according to RBS policy.

(New school or students new to the program. )

a. Students with no prior school experience begin with
Programmed Reading Part I: Reading Readiness.

1. Kindergarten students or students in the
first grade who have never attended school
begin with Programmed Reading Part I:
Reading Readiness.

2. The work in this section is presented to
students through group instruction.

b. Students who have completed Programmed Reading Part I:
Reading Readiness work in Programmed Reading Part II:
The Pre-Reader. ’

1. Whether or not a student works in Part II
is contingent upon teacher's judgement of
the student's ability to perform the level
of student accomplishments as stated in
the Teacher's Guide to the Pre-Reader.

2. The work in this section is presented to
students through group instruction.

»
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New students with some school experience begin with
the End-of-~Book-Test.

1. Students who have attended pre-school or
kindergarten may fall into this category.
They are given the End-of-Book-~Test, if
they can perform at the level of student
accomplishments as stated in Teacher's
Guide to the Pre-Reader.

2. Other students with some school experience
who teachers feel may by-pass Stage I
are gilven the End-of-Book~Test for Place-
ment. The first test is selected by the
teacher according to her estimation of
the student's ability.

3. Students are placed in the first book in
which they do not achleve mastery.

New students will begin placement testing for Stage IV
if tney are reading at a 32 or 41 level.

It is reﬁommended that the student be reading
at the 3% or 41 level before entering Stage IV.

*(01d schools)

e.

Returning students begin with ﬁhé End~of~Book~Test for
the book in which they were working at the close of last

year.

If they do not achieve mastery, they are placed
in that book.

If they achileve mastery (90%), they are given
the End-of-Book~Test for the next higher
Programmed Reader.

Students previously in IPI Reading will begin placement
testing for Stage IV after the completion of Tapebook 20.

The pre-requistite for taking E~Level Placement
is the completion of Tapebook 20.

Students, previously in Stage IV Reading, are given the
placement test for the level in which they were working
at the end of the last school year.

1. For example, a student who was working in F-.
Literal Comprehension should be given the
Placement Test for F-Level. A student who
is working in G-Structural Analysis should
be given the G-Level Placement Test.

-2
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2. If a student achieves mastery (85%) df a
particular unit on a placement test, he is
given the placement test for the next higher

level.

*(All schools -~ new and old)

h. The entry in the column at the right-hand side of the
Placement Score Profile should.correspond to the level

of placement.

After the alde has finished the scoring and
recording of the test results, the teacher
indicates the students unit placement for
each area/level in the column at the right-
hand side of the Placement Score Profile.

3. All pldtement tests scored and recorded correctly.

4. Placement testing 1s completed for each student prior to his
first prescription.

Placement is established in all areas prior to
student's first prescription.

B. Pretest and Posttest

1. Pretests assigned for non-mastered units (I.R.).
An entire pretest is assigned for each unit.
2. Prescriptions written for non-mastered skills on test (I.R.).

A student.must demonstrate mastery of each skill
before he progresses through the IPI program.

3. Posttests administered according to RBS policy (I.R.).

The posttest should be administered for every unit
in which the child has worked. The entire posttest
should be administered the first time.

If the student does not show mastery of all skills
in the unit of the first posttest, only those
specific skills not mastered need to be retested in
subsequent administrations of the posttests.

Prescriptions for additional instruction should be
written for all skil : for which posttests scores

are below mastery. -

4. All tests scored and recorded correctly.

-3
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Pretests, posttests and End-of-Book-Tests are
properly scored and recorded according to RBS
policy. '

5. End-of-Book-Test administered upon mastery of all units within
a book (P.R.).

A student must demonstrate mastery of each skill
before he progresses through the IPI program.

6. Teacher reviews with student his performance on all tests.

C. Curriculum Embedded Tests (CET)

1. CET's are always separate prescriptions.

CET's are not prescribed until an assessment of skill
pages have been made by teachers.

2. Mastery criteria adhered to.
3. Student and teacher inte.act prior to CET prescription.

It is suggested that teachers confer with the
students on assigmments in that skill prior
to CET.

4. Performance on CET used to determine additional work in the
skill area.

When a st .dent begins to work in a skill, his pretest
is the only c¢iagnostic instrument analyzed to.deter—
mine his prescription. Once he has worked in the
skill and completed the CET, the analysis of his
performance on the CET becomes the basis for his

next prescription.

D. Prescription Writing

1. Teacher and student interact on each diagnosi§ and prescription
of the student's work (on prescriptions written during class)..

When diagnosing student needs and writing prescriptions
during class the teacher confers with the student to:

]

a. Pinpoint the nature of his difficulty.

b. Verbalize to the student the diagnosis and
prescription process.

c. Gradually increase student responsibility
for diagnosis and prescription process.

-
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2. Teacher analyzes, diagnosis, and prescribes according to
student's deficiencies on most recent work and diagnostic
tests and skill booklets. ‘ :

a. The teacher uses student work most recently
completed as the basis for diagnosis.

b The teacher bases the prescriptions on the
diagnosis.

c. The teacher confers with the student to pin-
point the nature of his difficulty.

3. Instructional setting prescribed advances mastery of a specific
skill.

a. Small group, large group, or peer tutor
settings are employed when the nature of
the instructional materials or activity
require a speclal setting.

b. Groups are composed of students needing
work on the same skill.

4. When prescribed, supplementary materials ald students in
achieving a specific skill.

Supplementary materials are used to help students
master a specific skill.

5. Students have been instructed on use and purpose of supplementary
materials.

Any supplementary materials (manipulative aides,
worksheets, games, etc.) to be used by students
have been explained to students, so that they
are able to use them properly.

D. Primary RéadingﬁInstruction

1. Students are paced through Book 1 and 2 in the Programmed
Readers. . : , ’

a. Group instruction is used to pace the students
through Book 1 and 2 with the teacher using the
procedures and suggestions which can be found
in the Teacher's Guide to Programmed Reading
Book 1. :

b. If students receive 907 on the End-of-Book-Test
for Book 1, they may work independently in Book 2.




Spot-checking of oral reading in programmed matorial vecura,

Teacher has student read at least one frame per page
aloud from the programmed material.

Students participate in tape lesson when assigned.

a. The student uses tape cassettes with corresponding
skillsheets in the tapebook to complete assignments.

b. The student goes to the audio room or audio center
within the classroom to use the tape cassettes.

Teacher reviews Unit Tests (CET's) with studemnt.

The teacher confers with the student to pinpoint
the nature of his difficulty.

The Unit Summary Chart is appropriately used.

The Unit Summary Chart is used by the teacher to
re;ord the student's results of Unit Tests and
End-of-Book-Tests,

The teacher ‘uses the Prescription Form in the Tapebook.as;
stated.

The prescription by the teacher follows the sequence
of materials found on the Prescription Form.

Asterisked material on Prescription Form is assigned only
when needed.

a. Additional cassette legsons and skillsheets
on the Prescription Form are marked with an
asterisk and indented.

b. Teacher assigns asterisked material based on
the results of students performance on the
unit test, oral test, and skillsheets.

c. When a student is assigned any asterisked work,
the reason is noted under the "comments"
section on his prescription. '

Students participate in group reading at assigned points.'

Students read a group story anytime after they
have completed designated pages in their
assigned programmed reader.

 Group Story Record is found in student's notebook and is
maintained by the teacher.

26—
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a. Group Story Record (Books 4 to 8) should remain
in the student's black notebook during the time
he is working in McGraw-Hill Books 4 to 8.

b. Group Story Record (Books 9 to 14) should remain
in the student's black notebook during the time
he is working in McGraw-Hill Books 9 to 15.

c. When the student finishes the group story, the
teacher marks the date and if necessary wakes
comments.

10. Student participates in indpencdent reading at assigned points.

a. When the prescription incicates, the student
gets a Study Guide for an independent story.

b. The student reads the story and completes the -
study guide.

c. The test for comprehension is completed by the
student,

11. Teacher Evaluation procedures are followed.

If the score on the test for silent comprehension
does not indicate mastery, the Teacher's Evaluation
found in the Teacher's Manual Books 4 to 14 and
Teacher's Manual Books 15 to 20 is used.

E. Intermediate Reading Instruction

1. TFirst prescription wirtten for lowest unit of placement.

The first presc' "ption written for each student
should correspouu to his lowest unmastered unit.

2. The activities involved in a directed reading lesson
follow the general progression of group-individual-group.

There 1s group reading (and often diécusSion) of
the selection followed by an individual assignment
which is academic or creatiye in nature, and than
a group session to share the inuividual assignments.
[ :
3. In Directed Reading, the "Pupil Evaluation Sheet" is maintained.

a. The selections read, the date and comments about
the directed lesson, independent assignement .
and follow-up are noted on this form.

b. Teacher is able to document a student's
performance for each selection, to periodi-

cally check continuous student progress
.y -
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and to document the type of selections
and activities with which the student was

successful.

4. Student choses his book for Selected Reading and the activity(s)
appropriate to his selection.

a. The selection is based on his placement in the
IPI Skills Continuum.

b, Attached to the inside back cover of each book
is a '"card" listing special activities appropriate
to the selection which can be completed by the
student, either independently or in a small group,
with minimal or no teacher supervision.

t. Activities of several types have been included
in the program, but all decisions in this area
are the students'; whether or not to do an
activity and which activity to do.

5. Selected Reading Diary is’maintained by student.
| a. Written record of all selections read.
b. Written record of activities.
c. Place to write original stories, put drawings, etc.
"d. Master list of activities.

“6. Teacher-student conferences -scheduled at the completion of
the Selected Reading book. :

This gives each student an opportunity to share
his understanding of an reactions-to what he has
read with the teacher in a private teacher-student

conference.

F. Classroom Management

1. Teacher has a daily plan governing. the activities for each
IPI class. . .

Teacher demonstrates planning in the conduct and
management of the class by providing various
activities and groupings appropriate to the
learning needs of the students.

2. Needed materials gathered prior to class (IPI and supplementary
materials).

Any needed materials required for that class
period can be found and used by students, with-
out unnecessary teacher assisgtance.

-8~
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3. Procedures established for beginning and ending of class.

The class opens and closes in a rapid and orderly
system. ‘

4. Room arrangement permits unimpeded movement.

Teacher and students are able to move freely
through the room without distrubing others.

5. Teacher observes total class situation.

The teacher.is aware of acfivity of students
throughout the classroom, looking specifically at:

a. Studénts who need help and are not asking for
help.

b. Independent group activities.
c. Students doing freetime activities.

d. Balance of students needing prescriptions
and needing scoring.

6. Waiting-time minimal for students needing teacher help with
instructional task.

Students should not wait longer than a few
minutes for assistance.

7. Meaningful activities for students waiting for prescriptions
or scoring.

a. Pupils should know what to do when they are
waiting for prescriptions or scoring.

b. "Waiting time" should be used for (1) practice
on reading skills to a difficulty appropriate
to the students level on the continuum, (2) work
outside the IPI materials, but in the student's
current reading topic area.

8. Teacher interacts with students for- positive reinforcement,

Teacher 1s careful to '"make contact" with most
students in each class to positively reinforce
the student's participation in IPI.

9. Prescription written before class. ’ .

Teacher has reviewed student's folders and all students
have the prescription they need available to- them at

the start of the class period.
-9~
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10. Prescriptions written during class.

In-class prescription writing done by teacher to
keep a flow of activities for students.

11. Alde performs tasks as defined for appropriate program.
7 a. During IPI classes:

Score and record tapebook pages, skillsheets,
and tests that are not scored or recorded by
- the student. '

- Assist student in obtaining materials in the
materials center when necessary.

Cooperate with the teacher, upon request, in
facilitating classroom management.

Supervise use of supplementary materials and
tape machines. '

b. Outside IPI classes:
Keep student folders current by completing the
scoring and recording of student work and by

completing record forms in the folder.

Pull and file completed student prescriptions
and tests as indicated by the teacher.

Keep an up-to-date file of permanent student
IPI records.

Prepare any materials needed by the faculty
for planning sessions (class flowchart, etc.).

Keep a current set of scoring keys for use by
aides, teachers, and students.

Organize, inventory, and order IPI insfructional
materials.

c. Minimal delay in aide scoring.

The student need wait only a few minutes for
any scoring in class that he cannot do himself.

C. Student-Self-Management

-

1. Students are moving toward self-scoring or scbring own work.
a. ’Sgudents are being moved toward self-scoring.

~-10-
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. b. There is a definite procedure for teaching
self-scoring.

c. Students are able to carry out procedures of
self-scoring.

d. Teacher monitors student's performance when
self-scoring.

2. Students are moving toward self-prescribing or are self-
prescribing.

a. Students are beiag moved toward self-
prescribing.

b. There is a definite procedure for teaching
self-prescribing.

c. Students are able to carry out procedure of
self-prescribing.

d. Teacher monitors student's performance when
self-presctibing.

3. Students aware of own progress through continuum.

Studentsgcan describe their current unit and
(when appropriate) skill, and the task being
undertaken.

4. Students attempt to resolve difficulties with instructional
tasks before seeking teacher help.

Students attempt to work out problems that are
difficult or confusing Ly: :

a. Identifying the nature of the difficulty.

b. Requesting help from peer if problem is with
reading or interpreting instructions.

c. Re-reading instruéﬁions.
d. Working example.

e. Looking for earlier pages that explain the concept.

'5. Students demonstrate ability to perform instructionally-
related. tasks in IPI.

a. Locating IPI materials prescribed.
b. Locating supplementary raterials prescribed.

-11-
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