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I. INTRODUCTION

During recent years, there has been a considerable amount of attention

devoted to the problens of educational change, particularly how to get in-

novations adopted, implemented, 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 (NIE) 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 Administering for Change (ACP) program. As part of its Fiscal Year '74

scope of work.for NIE, RBS undertook field research on the knowledge utili-

zation process in school 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 validity of propositions about the in-

\

novation process. The findings of this research are expected to have signi-%

ficant implications for researchers, practitioners, and policymakers con-

cerned with questiOns of educational change.

1. Research Focus: Externally-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,



there is a considerable amount of innovation that goes on within school dis-

tricts -- most of it developed by classroom teachers for use within their

own classroom and much of it shared with colleagues in the sane school.

Haaever, the innovation process is quite different when innovations origi-
.

nate outside the district, and it is this latter type of innovation that

concerns RBS.

The focus on innovations developed outside the district is not intend-

ed to slight those changes designed by teachers for use within thgir awn

schools. Rather, the RBS focus acknowledges changes in the nature and

structure of educational R&D in this country over the last ten years and

unsolved problems that-have accompanied these changes. A fea words would

seem to be in order about these 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 popularized and implemented in vari-

ous settings -- e.g., modular scheduling, ungraded schools, individualiza-

tion of instruction. Such changes did not require schools to alter their

"structural framework." To cite a 1960 study by Brickell, "Few innovations

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-
0

tirely to the development of innovative products for school systems. R&D

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

*Henry M. Brickell, Or anizin New York State for Educational Chan e (Albany:

State Department of ucation, 1. , 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 strategies -- e.g., instructional ma-

Aerials, strategieS for classroom instruction, training for teachers and

principals, procedures for implementation, and procedures for evaluation.

The new innovations are fully engineered and field tested systems that cone

to schools from external sources, ready to implement, and often with some

information about the results to be expected.

These new R&D institutions and their innovative products represent a

tremendous increase in the resources devoted to R&D functions. As yet how-

ever, the payoff in educational dhange appears to be negligible in compari-

son to thiS increased investment in R&D. One reason forthis-would soem to

be the limited adoption and implementation of these innpvations inside

classrooms, largely because of difficulties encountered in,the stages of

adoption, implementation, and maintenance of these innovations. RBS is con-

cerned about the limited payoff to date from this investment in R&D and

.therefore has designed its research to focus on this aspect of the innova-

tion process. The study has been undertaken in the expectation that it

will suggest factors that can overcone obstacles to more effective utiliza-

tion of the products of this R&D investment.

2. The Need for This Research Project: 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

overcome difficulties in attempting changes. RBS experience appears to be

1 0
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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 kinds of

problems that are faced. But as yet, knowledge about the Change process is

fragmentary and unsystematized.

The ACP program has a history of studying the literature on thange.*

RBS has alSO- Conducted meetings and seminars to listen to teachers, princi-

pals, superintendents, and state department of education officials as th

considered change. Our judgment of the inadequacy of the educational

change literature was corroborated in an October 1973 ACP symposium, "What

Does Researth Say About Getting Innovations Into Sdhools?" Discussants

and presenters alike agreed that lost of the Change-related knowledge is in

the form of assumptions, hypotheses, and models, and little exists in the

form of hard data. 7he few data-based studies that are available have been

so loosely conceptualized and designed that their results are open. to a num-

ber of alternative explanations and, as such, generally offer little clear-

cut, concrete help to practitioners.

However, the literature is helpful in providdng suggestive clues about

the complex interactions that comprise the .change process. It is particu-

larly useful when viewed in conjunction with the insights gleaned from RBS

*Louis Maguire, An Annotated Bibliogra hy of the Literature an Change

-(Philadelphia: Researth far Better Sdiools, 19701; Louis Maguire, Observa-

tions and Analysis of the Literature an Change (Philadelphia: ReseaDOT---

for Better SChools, 1970); Sanford 7eMkin, An Evaluation of the Literature

of Comprehensive Planning: With An Annotated Bibliography (Philadellilia7
Research for Better Sehools); Louis Maguire, Sanford- Tenikin, and C. Peter

Cummings, An Annotated Bibliography an Administering for.Change (Philadel-

phia: Research for Better Schools, 1971); and Sanford TeMkin and Mary V.

Brawn, What Does Research Say About. Getting Innovations Into Schools (Phila-

delphia: Research Symposium, 1973).

-4-
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field experience. Of particular relevance is the literature that discusses

the role of linking change agents that serve as intermediaries between the

R&D 'producers and the schools.* lut.what is missing from most of the li-

terature is an analysis of the kinds of local strategies that are needed to

help school districts to relate tb.externally-produced innovations.

RBS field experience has suggested that the predominant local change

strategy in use today is what we refer to as the "single building strategy"

for implementing externally-produced innovations. Characteristically when

this,strategy prevails, the central school district office plays little role

in the change process. Instead, a principal learns-about a classroom inno-

vation, decides that it ought to be introduced into' his school, praceeds to

involve teachers, train staff, and order materials, andgenerallY. takes re--

sponsibility for all aspects of implementing the innovation. Central offiCe,

linkages and approvals dueng the process are minimal, occurring only when

absolutely essential.

In all phases of this change process, RB8 staff have found numerous

problems that impair the effectiveness of the changes atteMpted, and often

nullify the innovation effort altogether. Using a systems analysis ap-

pyoach to the process of managing educational innovations, we organized the -

various hunches suggested.by our field experience and generated fumwthese

hunches a set of propositions that we explored,in this study. Information

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 Ralaald G. Havelock, The Change Agents Guide to Innova-

tion in Education (Englewood Cliffs: nducational Technology Publications,

ID73).

1.2
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will underscore the problems encountered in each phase of the change pro-

cess, and suggest the kinds, of strategies likely to be effective in over-

coming suth difficulties.

This kind of information should be particularly useful for institutions

like 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 implement

Changes might have been -lore effective and certainly would have proceeded

Unle 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 comnunity 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

research design 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, alang with technical information dbout the study's pro-

cedures and design. We have assumed that interest in these matters is con-

1 3
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fined largely to researchers, and therefore that such discussions are in-

appropriate to the body of a report targeted primarily at practitioners

both inside school systems and in institutions serving as linking change

agents.

In accord With the 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 researchers, and ,research managers; par-

ticularly research managers with some influence en the. policy decisions and

research 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 PBS field experience. Part IV

describes briefly the study procedures. These are elaborated 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 impli-

cations of the research for practitioners ha school districts, institutions

performhag roles as linking change agents, and researchers and research

managers. The research inplications are discussed in more detail in Appen-

dix J. Appendices to the report provide information of interest primarily

to researehers 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 reported here should be kePt in mind. RBS' workscope was

to ;.ie completed during FY '74 and FY '75. No pretext is made that RBs has

1 4



completed, in FY '74, a rigorously designed, methodologically sophisticated

study that will produce definitive knowledge about the innovation process

in education. However, within the limitations of what was possible under

the given circumstances, we believe that the FY '74 study reported here

contributes some important insights about the innovation process and-its

difficulties. It is hoped that our findings will make some small contribu-

tion to the accumulating knowledge base on educational Change. And of equal

importance, we would like.to believe that our findings point the way toward

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

clusions.

1S
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II. BRIEF REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

What do research findings say about getting innovations into schools?

RBS has long been concerned with the issues of how innovative practices not

only get into schcols, 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 overghelming task of taking a positim on how the R&D

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
'R&D system' must include attention to how and by whom
problens 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 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

kIlle appendix to this paper contains a list of symposium participants.

**Building Capacity for Renewal and Reform: An Initial Report on Knowledge

ProdUcticn and Utilization in Education. Wa.thington, -D.C.: National

Institute of Education, December 1973.

1 6
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many years to achieve widespread practice.*

In 1961, Henry M. Bridkell conducted a comprehensive studY in-the

sdhools of New York State. The purpose was to recomnend to the State Com-

missioner of Education ways to (1) evaluate new practices and devices, (2)

initiate and expand constructive experimentation 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 thanges 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 knowledge 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. Mbst of the previously cited studies were focused

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

*Paul R. Mbrt and Frances G. Cornell. American Sdhools in Transition. New

York: Teathers College, ColuMbia University, 1941.

"Henry M. Britkell. Organizing New York State for Educational Change.

Albany: New York State Department of Education, 1961, p. 12.

***Rithard O. Carlson. Adoption of Educational Innovations. Eugene: Univer-

sity of Oregon.

k***Donald Orlosky and B. Othaniel Smith. "Educational Change: Origins and

Characteristics." Phi Delta Kappan. March 1972. .

-10-
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novativ2 schools?" Becker's study concluded that:

The principal's lack of knowledge about the strateill*
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 improvemenV

Temkin, in his paper presented at the RBS symAhlum said: 45'

What view of the R&D production process should an R&D
agency maintain? To what degree should the view be
through its awn eyes or through those of the schools?
Should the R&D 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 available
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 R&D agency and linking Change agents
se'rving 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 tojnstructional
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.**

A:0

*Gerald Becker, et al. Elementary School Principals and Their Schools.
Eugene: University of TTEF-117, 1971, p. 9.

**Sanford TeMkin, "A Sthool District Strategy for Interfacing With Educa-
tional R&D" in What Do Research Findings Say About GettinOaloations
Into Sdhools? (Sanford TeMkin and Mary V. nrown, editors
ResearCh for Better Sthools. January, 1974, pp. 129-130. ,

-161 8



In summary, there is a great need for N1E, R&D agencies, state agen7

cies, arid the schools to learn about the problems faced by schools as they

adopt-adapt and implement innovative practices. While there are many re-

seardh strategigWe feel that those that examine'ihe schools as they build

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

immediate payoff.

1 9
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III. PROPOSITIONS STUDIED AND RBS EXPERIENCE
CN WHICH 1HEY WERE BASED

In searthing for a model of school district interface with externally-

produced innoVations, RBS applied systems-analysis concepts to its accumu-

lated field experience with educational change. These concepts seemed use-

ful as an organizing framework for the range of behaviors from pre-adoption

decisions all the way through to maintenance of an innovation and absorption

into the regular school program and budget. Mbst formulations of the sys-

tems approach to problem-solving are similar, but the one RBS found parti-

'cularly useful was laid out by Roger Kaufman.* Kaufman described six steps

as follows:

1. Identify problem (based on documented needs).

2. Determine solution requirements and solution alternatives.

3. Select solution strategies (from among the alternatives).

4. Implement selected strategies (to achieve required outcomes).
5. Determine performance effectiveness.

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

These six steps are analogous to four phases of the innovation process,

as it unfolds in school districts. The first phase is one we refer to as

pre-planning. Ideally, 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

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

*Roger A. Kaufman, Educational System Planning (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice
Hall, 1972).

-13-
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would determine what they need and what the proposed innovation implies in

terns of operational, organizational, and perhaps personnel changes in the

district. If the adoption of innovations were a fully rational and ra-

tionalized process, this phase would entail determination of objectives in
---,

terms of the outcomes of.the district's needs assessment, and delimitation

of the outcomes expected from a given innovation, 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 community groups, and perhaps input by these groups into the

implementation plans.

However, RBS experience suggests that little of this pre-planning ac7

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 to 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 innovation from external funding sources.

Therefore, his adoption decision requires little consultation with central

office administrators and little of the kind of open community and school

board discussion required to "sell" a Change that will entail use of local

funds. Since little prior discussion of the innovation 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

innovation by a broad base of school personnel, school board members, cen-

tral office administrators, and parent and community groups. Therefore,

when the special funding is terminated after the end of the initial demon-

stration phase, the limited following generated for the innovation in this

initial stage may iell 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 difficulties encountered later in the innovation process Are

traceable to this lack of adequate pre-planning.

lhe second phase of the_innovation process, as R8S conceives 1 , is

the stage we refer to as training and implementation, precisely the same aS

Kaufman's implementation step in his six-stage scheme. RBS experience has
-J.:-

underscored the seriousness of problems related to lack of training prior

to and during the implementation stage. Not only is training lacking as a

priority item, but there appears to be an inadequate appreciation of the

irportance of training in carrying oUt plans for educational Change. Even

where an external change agent such as RBS is able to persuade a district
n,

of the usefulness of initial training when an innovation is first imple-

mented, continuoys' 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

2 2
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for central office personnel, especially when several schools are involved

in the implementation. Sudh coordination is difficult and can he facili-

tated.with the right kind of training. Similarly, principals and teachers

need a clear understanding of how the central office can support the imple-

mentation of innovations 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 materialize 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 sthool 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

Soon after the pre-planning phase as is practical. And further, the plan .

should be adhered to closely and the necessary data reported to those im-

plementing the program and those 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 sdhool year, when it becomes

apparent that evaluation information is needed,_itis too late to design

evaluations that can produce the kind of information needed. Consequently,

program decisionS' tend to be made with 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 ane of updating, i.e., recon-

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 latter

has been demonstrably more 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 innovation 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 propositions were formulated describing our impressions and

hunches about the four phases of the innovation process -- pre-planning,

.training and implementation, evaluation, and ppdating. Our researdi was

designed to explore these propositions amlyarticularly to suggest how

2
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linking agents such as RBS mightassist school districts tb more effectively.

use and more permanently assimilate externally-produced curricular innova-

tions into their ongoing programs.

The 35 'propositions follow:

Pre7Planning

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

2. The school board's role in making decisions to adopt an innovation is
different 'from its role in making decisions to maintain an innovation.

,

3: When one school building 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 ado tion of an
innovation, central office administrators exert strong influence on
the decision.

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

6. Teachers, princials, and central office administrators perceive ex-
ternally-produced RU 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 administrators are less aware of the innovations avail-
able to them than are principals.
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11. Administrators do notperform evaluation of innovations -available'to
'them before making adoption decisions.

Training and Implementation

12. Successful implementation of an innovative classroom practice is asso-
ciated with a nuMber of pre-conditions. These include external pres-
sure, internal tension, a previous atmosphere of thange and an outside
expert with a positive image,

13. When someone from a grppp outside of the sthool district plans the
ado tion of an innovation, the success of the implementation will be
less t an.if it were planned by staff within the'district.

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 sthool district, who is com-
pletely knowledgeable of the innovation, worIs closely with staff with-
in the districtjn planning the ado tion of an innovation, the success
of the implementation will be greater than if it were planned total y
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 implementation of an innovation, the,
success of the implementation will be greater than if it were planned
totally by the: 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
skills6;and 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.

Principals desire traininz in,order to acquire some of these Skills

Jtt
and competencies.

Teachert desire training in order to acquire some of these skills and
competencies.

2 6
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23. There is a direct relationship between the level of implementation and
the quality of continuous training during implementation.

24. A higher level of impletentation of innovative classroom products will
occur in sChools and/or sdhool districts whiCh provide incentives to
teachers and administrators far successfUl implementation of such pro-
ducts.

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

26. Sdhool administrators and teadhers 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. Sdhool administrators and teadhers perceive field consultant services,
such as those provided by RBS, as being essential during the first
year of implementation.

Evaluation

30. Sdhool administrators do not perform
during their implementation...

31. School administrators do not perform
tion after its implementation.

Updating Plans

32.

process evaluation of innovation

product evaluation of an innova-

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

33. Central office administrators exert strong influence an decisions about
whether or not to maintain an innovation.

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

35. AdministratorS di) not replace old practices with inhovationS even after
pilot has been successful.
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BRIEF EESCRIPTION OF STULY PROCEEURES

Ten school districts participated in the pilot study conducted in

October 1973. The results of the.pilot study were used, along with recom-

mendations from consultants, to revise the pilot instrument. The most im-

portant dhange was the division of the total set of pilot items into two

instruments, a mail-out questionnaire and an orally-administered interview

inventory. A copy of the pilot instrument 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 innovation 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 hea..dquarters

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 participate in the FY '74 study

early in May, the principal provided background information about two class-

room innovations implemented in his/her school, one developed by RBS (11>I

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 of this batkground form completed by the principal

is provided in Appendix D.

Questionnaires were then mailed to all participating schools, along

mith a glossary of key terns used in the instrunents (e.g., adapt, adop-

tion, evaluation, implementation, influence, innovation, installation, main-

tenance, and successful implementation). Copies of the questionnaire and

glossary are provided in Appendix G.

In each participating school, written questionnaires were completed

-by the principal and three, teadhers 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 schebl district completed ques-

tionnaires. RBS specified that these central office staff members must be

knowledgeable of the innovations identified by the principals and the fund-

ing whidh supports their implementation. The questionnaires were followed

up by orally adrdnistered on-site interviews of the study participants and

observations of classroom implementation of the designated innovations. A

copy of the interview 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 teathers'

questionnaires were completed on the day prior to the scheduled interviews

mad reviewed by RBS personnel on the day of the scheduled interviewing and

classroom observations. The'interviews and observations were conducted be-

tween May 20 and June 20, 1974.
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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.

3 0
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V. KEY RESEARCH 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 muth 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 solicited information about the "climate" fot innovation in the par-

ticipating school districts: the attitudes of the participating personnel

toward innovations and the likelihood of their having significant impact,

the internal and external pressures on 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.

3 1
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Other matters explored in the instruments,included the following: how

well the college preparation of respondents prepared them for finding and

i
-

implementing nnovations; innovation adoption and diffusion practices within

a district (for instance, whether innovations are tried in one sthool and

then diffused to others, or whether they are implemented in several sthools

at once).

We shall report here some Cf what we learned. In addition, we shall

consider a number of key questions that we consider to be the focus of the

researdh. 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 thsthool district (e.g.,

internal and external tensions), (b) parlipation in decisions regarding

adoption and implementation; (c) levels of influence of key persons, (d) ex-

tent of evaluation, (e) presence of incentives to encourage and support in-

novation, and (f) use of outside consultant support:1,BM has conducted data

analyses designed to indicate how various planniu. variables are related to

levels of implementation of RBS innovative classroom plies and what key

variables discriminate between schools with hiehand low indices of imple-

mentations of the innovations.

The. key dependent variable in these analyses is level of implementa-

tion as measured by ratings made by RBS staff meMbers who Observed class-

rooms in these sthools where the innovations were in use. Ratings of degree

of implementation were recorded on the Consultant Diagnostic Instrument.

(CDI). This instrument enabled RBS staff to calculate composite scores for

each RBS innovation observed. Each score indicatedllidegree 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 were 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 implerkintation was the model of implementation prescribed by the

external developer. The more the innovation was adapted either to suit

what district personnel defined as local needs or to conform to their pre-

dilections about curriculum or teadhing strategies, then then the lower the

degree of implementation under this scoring system. Since the concern of

RBS was with the diffusion of externally-produced innovations, we assumed

this was a reasonable approach. 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-

turn to this point when we consider researdh needs and propose a research

agenda for the future.

We shall describe some of our more interesting findings in the remainder

of this section. At the outset, we will provide a brief description of the

schools and districts that participated in the study. We shall then consi-

der what we learned about the innovation process from the individual items

in the instruments. We shall 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 relationships we uncovered

3 3
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between the level of implementation of the RBS innovations in these sthools

and a number of variables we perceive as central to 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:,

Position
No. of

Interviews
No. of Persons
Interviewed

No. of
Questionnaires

Returned

Central Office Administrators 32 40* 34

Principals 37 37 36

Teathers 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 an IPI Mathematics;

13 others reported on IPI Reading; and two others responded with regard to

IPI Science.

Why were these partitipating school systems receptive 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?
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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 innovations 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 respoRdents in each

sUbgroup and in total who agreed and disagreed with eath statement.) lhe

significance of the dependence between response and personnel sUbgroup (i.e.,

teathers, principals, and central office staff administrators) was tested

by a thi-square test of significance. If the total group yielded a signi-

ficant dependent, subsequent analyses taking the subgroups ill combination

were conducted. When only one degree of freedom was involved (a 2x2 table),

Yates' correction was used for Chi-square calculations.

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 educatian," and 87 percent indicated the belief that where innova-

tions are implemented, the schools are "more desirable places tol4Tork."

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 understnad problems of

working in a classroom", 71 percent disagreed with the complaint that in-

novations are often "...'cut and paste' activities providing little sub-

stantive thange." However, principals seemed to perceive imovations in
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1'A1IJi 1

Perceptions About lhe Climate For Innovation

Statement
.

Group
Nunber Who

Disagree Agree Total X
Group

To Group X
2

People who develop innovations
don't really understand pro-
blems of working in a class-
room.

T
P
C

TOTAL

85 24

28 8

27 4

109
36
31

1.320

- .

140 36 176

A significant problem of
American education is that
it has hot been concerned
with innovation until the
past few years.

T
P
C

TCTAL

47 68

16 20

25 9__

88 97

115
36
34

.

11.402**

T-C
T-P
P-C

9.939**
0.035
4.956*

185

ft is futile to introduce
innovations in schools be-
cause they arc usually can-
celled or lose their funds
without a good explanation.

T
P

C

TOTAL

89 26

33 3

32 2

115
36

34

7.538*

T(P+C)
T-P
T-C

6.394*
2.740
3.777___

154 31 185

I think diat the coming years
will bring major improvement.
in American education.

1
P
C

TOTAL

15 99
3 33
5 26

114

36
31

23 158 181

Often innovative classroom
practices are simply the
result of "cut and paste"
activities providing lit-
tle substantive change.

T
P
C

TOTAL

90 23
19 17
21 13

113
36
34

11.317**

T-P
T-C
P-C

8.714*
3.604
0.268

130 53 183

Generally, administrators
3re reluctant to allow
teachers'to participate
in making decisions about
import wit i nno vat ions .

T
P
C

TUI'AL

59 52
22 14
23 10

111

36

33

3.059104 76 180

t;mup: T-11.Nwhers, P-Principals, C-Central Office Administrators.

"1gree": Ale total responses of "strongly disagree" and "disagree".

"Agree": tic total responses of "strongly agree" and "agree".
*

**
2df, X

2
= 5.991;

2df, X- = 9.210;

Idf, X
2

2
Idf, X

c

3.841.

0.635.
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TABLE 2

Perceptions About The Implementation Of An Innovation

Statement Group Disagree Agree Total X
2

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
are oriented to the innovation.

C 23 10 33

TOTAL 104 78 182 3.988

School districts often 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 34

TOTAL 73 104 177 4.093

Schools where innovations are imple- T 20 90 .110
mented are more desirable places to
work.

-

P

C

1

3_
35

29

36

32..--

TCTAL 24 154 178

Teachers arc too overloaded to spend T 54 58 112
much time on planning the implemen- P 17 19 36
tation of innovations. C 20 14 34

TOTAL 91 91 182 1.313

Group: f-Teachers, P-Principal, C-Central Cffice Adudnistrators.

"Disagree": lbe iOtal responses of "strongly disagree" and "disagree".

"Agree": The total responses of "strongly agree" and "agree".
*
P=.05; 2df, X

2
= 5.991

**
P=.01; 2df, X

2
= 9.210

37

P4
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'cut and paste' terns significantly more frequently than teachers (53 per-

cent of the principals agreed with this statement, in comparison to only 20

percent of the teachers).

The question as to whether or not American education has been inno-

vative until recentiy,and whether or not this has been a serious problem of

American education produced no unanimity 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-heard complaint that "it is futile to introduce in-

novations...because they are usually cancelled or lose their funds without

a good explanation." Teathers, however, agreed with this contention more

frecfUntly (23 percent) than principals and central office staff (anly 70

percent of these two groups together).

The attitudes of school personnel, then, would 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 thange existed in each district prior to the

implementation of each innovation. Administrators particularly agreed with
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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

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

In addition, 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-

plementing 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 teadhers 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

Participate in decision-making about innovations, and teachers agreed with

even greater frequency 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 implementation phase that may later affect the

chances of an innovation's maintenance after the demonstration period? Even

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 andproven, often fail to replace al-

together the old ways.

Why would a successfully piloted innovation have so little long-range

impact? Is-the problem attributable to inadequate teather training. Over-

all, the majority of respondents (57 percent) rejected the view that inno-

vations are not Fully implemented "...because of the disorganized manner in

which [teachers] are oriented to the innovation." However, it should he

noted that 54 percent of the principals tended to agree with this statement.

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 MAe ianovations seem undesirable to

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

internal tensions were reported by 62 percent of the teachers, 68 percent of
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the principals, and 47 percent of the central office administrators. Jeal-

ousy among schools or within the school itself was frequently reported.

Other factors contributing to internal tensions cited by the respondents

were: (a) teacher anxiety and apprehension, (b) teacher fear of being

forced into IPI, (c) fear of more work for teachers, (d) conflict with exist-

ing prograns, (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

e
evaluation, central office pressure, and threat to academic freedom (parti-

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, external pressure during the implementation of an innovation was

seldom reported by our respondents. External 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, but

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 pre!.isure was reported, the more frequently cited pressure
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was from parents, sometimes for the innovation and sometimes against. When

community groups were reported to have exerted pressure, it was for better

prokrams -- 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, uniVersity courses and graduate pro-

grams, and visits to other sdhools. The respondents also frequently men-

tioned one another -- teachers learned about innovations from other teadhers,

fnam 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, ERIC was men-

tioned very infrequently.

When asked to identifY and rank sChool district personnel having the

best information about externally developed innovations, principals were

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 programs, and a district curriculum

developer or specialist. (See Table 3.)

In addition to these questions about the best internal district sources

of information about innovations, the 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 respondes we
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TABLE 3

School District Personnel Ranked As Having The
Best Information About Externally Developed Innovations

Respondents

Teachers

The Five Positions

Named Kest Frequently

1. Principal

2. Superintendent

3. Assistant Superintendent

4. Teacher

S. Director of Elementary
Education

Ranked Mbst Highly

1. Superintendent

2. Director of Elemen-
tary Education

3. Assistant Superin-
tendent

4. Director of Federal
Programs

5. Principal

Principals 1. Principal

2. Assistant Superintendent

3. Teacher

4. Superintendent

S. Reading Coordinator
or Specialist

1. Superintendent

2. Curriculum Director/
Specialist

3. Assistant Superin-
tendent

4. Director of Elemen-
tary Education

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 frequency. Other responses

involved 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 teadhers, (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 questions were asked about the responsibilities LCIALI

principals, and central office administrators should have ideally in the

innovation process. There was a high degree of agreement among the respon-

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 during.this adoption phase were,

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 proc,;ram wad obtain the backing of

his/her teachers, the central office, and the comminity. 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 innovations in their

schools.

The roles of central office administrators were conceived as largely

supportive of Leachers' 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 familiar with the program and dedicated and committed

to it. They should work closely with their students to prepare them for the

program and also reassure parents about the innovation. Their 1%.:sponsibili-

ties were also seen to include working closely with the principal and outside
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4,4

experts to evaluate the program. One area of disagreement among respondents

lqas 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 thance alttItten, adapt the materi-

als to suit their needs. Central office adninistrators tended to feel that

the programs should be implemented as written,Iwhereas teachers and princi-

pals were more inclined toward local adaptation of the materials.

The overall responsibility for implementation of the program was agreed

by all to rest in the hands bf 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 keepinge rPntral nf-

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 program and encouragement for the staff; developing criteria for

the program's evaluation, working with evaluators, and communicating with

teachers and principals about the progress of the program; and interpre-

ting the program to the community.

The respondents were asked a series of questions 'about the-i3eople 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 responses. Table 4 sum

marizes the data on the participation in the adoption process.

One is immediately struck by the variability among schools revealed

by these data. For instance, as few as one or as many as 50 or 60 teathers

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 community groups participated. However, the large-scale

participation characterized the pattern in very few of the schools. On the

average, the participants in the adoption 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-

ganizations, nr parents. However, for the few cases in which they were

listed, the average number of participants of each category can be summari7ed

as follows: 8 to 13 parents, five to nine representatives of teachers' or-

ganizations, and one representative of a community 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 influential. Tn general, ratings

of little or no influence were given to representatives of teachers' organi-

zations, parents, and representatives of community groups. Only central

office administrators tended to perceive representatives of teaches' or-
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ganizations '4..Sexerting any significant influence, and then usually focused

on protecting teachers' security.

Table 5 summarizes the obtained data on participation in the implemen-
.-

tation stage of the hanovation process. There is little difference in the

pattern 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 teachers' or-

ganizations nor community 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 many`as 50 to 90 parents participated).

Cnce 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-fiaancial matters a majority (54 percent) felt that they exerted

"some" or "moderate" influence. Most principals (67 percent) perceived that

they had "strong" influence on continuation decisions affecting their own

schools.so Ring 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 continuation decisions:

36 percent felt they had "strong" influence; 19 percent rated their influ7

ence as "moderate"; and 19 percent stated that they had "little Or no in-

fluence" on financial decisions involving continuing innovations in their

schools.
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TABLE 5

Participants In The Implementation Of Innovations

Group:

Innovation:

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.

Teachers Principals C.O. Administrators

IPI Cther IPI Other IPI 'Other

8-10 5-10 1 1 1 1

3.3- 3.6- 3.3- 3.0- 2.8-
3.4 3.4 3.7 3.8 3.3 3.3

6-11 5-10 1 1 1 1

9-10 9-33 1-4 1-4 1 1

*Number: The range given for teachers is based on the median number of
teather-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
respondent 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 that 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 dontinuing innovations, including:

(1) publicizing 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 enthusiastic the staff is

about the program, how committed they are to it, and how confident they are

in its effectiveness; and (4) creating good communication links to the

board, the superintendent, parents and the community, and other principals

and teachers in the district.

When financial decisions were involved, our respondents emphasized the

importance of "selling" the program to the 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, produced 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 such consultants. Not

all respondents were aware of these consultants working with school person-

nel in their districts'. This was especially true of teachers. Mose re-

spondents who did know of such consultants working with the district reported

them 'zlimost as frequently for the non-IPI innovation as they did for IPI.

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

sultants has,creatcd a favorable impression about th :? rnle such consultants

can play: 87 percent of the respondents indicatec 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 personnel 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.

Teachers suggested that the ,n-ncil1+nr1+ (1) cbzcrvc cutu IlaVG up t..usa

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 needs; (6) tell 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;

.(4) show how best to use classroom aides and ways to work without them; (5)

assist the principal to become more effettive 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 as 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 teachers

run the program as it was intended; (5) help in the management end of the

program budgeting, materials, monitoring, and evaluation; (6) help orient

the community; and (7) present an evaluation report to the central office.

RBS has beenstrongly committed to training as a critical component

of implementing any classroom innovation. We were therefore interested in

determining the kinds of training respondents perceived as necessary to

assist them in the inntivation process and how they rated the training they

had received. All respondents were asked questions about how well they

felt their college training had prepared them for the competencies needed

to get innovations adopted and implemented. Regardless of which subgroup
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or which phase of the innovation process is considered, the pattern of re-

sponses is the same. Clearly, if these participants are at all representa-

tive, educators are not being prepared for change processes in general or

for coping with innovations in particular. Mbst respondents indicated that.

their preparation had been "poor."

Most respondents reported that training sessions were conducted during

the implementation of innovations in their schools (95 percent of the IPI-

related responses; 66 percent of the non-IPI-related responses). The IPI-

related training in particular was reported as high in quality. On a scale

of 1-4 (4 being high), the,respondents rated the quality of the IPI train-

ing sessions as 3.4 to 3.5; the non-IPI training was rated 2.8 to 2.9.

PBS has believed that the kind of training needed to help school per-

Sannel cope with innovations is broader than the specific training needed

to familiarize 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.

Several areas of training were outlined as necessary for teachers. To

help them in the adoption phase of the innovation process, teachers neqed

to have knowledge about the innovation and its philosophy and also strength

in the subject area of the innovation. But in addition, the following

areas were mentioned: understanding "change" and haw to make curriculum

changes; human awareness and ability to work with other people; basic

knowledge of curriculum aad instruction; knowledge of current trends in edu-

cation; knowledge of children!s needs and haw 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 change

and to have a positive self-concept. During the implementation stage, em-

t 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 communication skills. During the implementation stage in parti-

cldar, 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, various general areas of background training were seen

as useful: 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 teachers.,engaged in the innovation process.

During the implementation process, training focused on how to install an

innovation was seen as particularly important along with thekind 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 prepare 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

budgeting 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-mindedness. During the

implementation stage, 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 programs to

Eacilitate the innovation process. Equally useful, especially to school

district administrators, are the responses to a series of questions about

the rewards and liabilities associated with the innovation process..

Ile questionnaire provided lists 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 all agreed on their first and

second most desirable rewards, "increased 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 questionnaire 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.O. Adm. All

Desirable Rewards: N=110 N=35 N=34 N=179

increased student achievement 1 1 1 1

Professional or personal
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 salaries 5 5 5 5

COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE .924**

Liabilities: N=111 N=36 N=24 N=181

Extra work beyond 2 1 1 1

classroom duties 2 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

**p<.01
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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

community 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 connected with innova-

tive programs as a desirable reward.

"Extra work...." was seen as the number one liability by principals

and.central office administrators. Teachers narrowly ranked "creation of

organizational 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 workshops, (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 surnmarizes responses to our questions about whether or not

the innovations had been observed prior to adoption. In the case of IPI,

most of the respondents (57 percent) reported that they had observed the

innovation, but in the case of the non-IPI innovation, only 32 percent had

seen the innovation in operation. Principals and central office administra-

tors were more likely than teachers to have observed the innovation.

In a significant number of cases, principals were perceived to prefer

a 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 imovation 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-meal. fashion; (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,

principals, and superintendents were factors supporting the adoption. Some

teachers, however, felt that the program was adopted in their schools because

5 9

-52-



TABLE 7

Observation Of Innovations Prior To Their Adoption

Respondents

Observation Prior To Adoption

"No"

Fr. (%) Total X2

"Yes"

Fr. (%)

IPI INNOVATION

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**

TUTAL 101 (57) 76 (43) 122 T-P-C 22.013**

OMER INNOVATION

T Teachers 21 (26) 59 (74) 80 T-P 0.023

P Principals 9 (30) 21 (70) 30 F-C 2.759

C Central Office
Administrators 13 (56) 10 (44) 23 T-C 6.097*

ToTAL 43 (32) 90 (68). 133 T-P-C 7.579*

2
'47-=.05; 2df, X

2
= 5.991; ldf Xc = 3.841

"1)=.01; 2di, X = 9.210; laf X
2

c
= 6.635, 2
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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-IPT innovation.

Once an innovation is implemented, 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 respondents

reported evaluations of IPI than the non-IPI innovation, but a majority of

respondents reported process and product evaluations or both and a majori-

ty or near majority reported the evaluations as "good" to "extensive" in

thoroughness.

TABLE 8

EVALUATION OF INNOVATIONS

IPI
Non-TPE
Innovation

1. (a) Respondents reporting process
evaluation.

Respondents reporting product
evaluation.

2. (a) Respondents reporting process

(b)

(b)

evaluation who judged the
evaluation "good" to "exten-
sive" in coverage.

Respondents reporting product
evaluation who judged the eval-
uation "good" to "extensive"
in coverage.

66% 53%

84% 56%

58% 47%

53% SO%
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For both innovations, the innovation process was evaluated by informal

means teacher discussions, observations, attitude surveys, and question-

naires 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 evaluated 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. In cases where the product had not been evaluated, the rea-

sons offered weria: (1) no standards were available to judge effectiveness;

or (2) no suitable instruments were available (standardized tests were not

considered valid for this purpose).

The question of whether gl) 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. Precisely 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 dhanged in the second year; (2) supplementary materi-

al was used; (3) the grouping pattern was changed; and/or (4) an alternate

program was set up for students for whom the IPI program was not suited.

Where respondents reported local adoptions, the changes made included the
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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 repotted that changes were

made 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.

Cbservers from 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 schonls. If 90-1,00 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
Ei 6 17

IPI Spelling 4 1 6 11

TOTAL 11 (21%) 23 (43%) 19 (36%) 53

-56-
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Only 21 percent f 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 R&D in-

,

vestment represented by such externally-developed innovatiohs suggested

that degree of implementation was an important consideration that we should

exploie in greater depth. If R&D 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-

mendations may be the critical influence 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-

plementation 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 particular concern to RBS: How good was the training
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TABLE 10

Sample Correlations Between Level Of Implementation
And Selected Variables

Variable

hho made the initial thrust for
adoption of the innovation --

teachers, principals, central
office admanistrators, or other
groups?

Was the innovation 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 implementation be planned
by an external agency, the dis-
trict alone, or jointly?
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provided to support the implementation of an innovation? Does successful

implementation need an US-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 pattern 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.

Equally 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 personnel in conjunction

with an RW 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 distT4ct 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. RW agencies, working alone or with district

personnel, were given the second highest ratings. Teachc-rn tended to be

rated last.

It would seem, then, that the various attitudinal, planning, and imple-

mentatión variables we examined were neither.significantly related to the _

degree of implementation of' IPI ROT helpfUl in distinguishing between dis-

tricts that could be rated as high, medium, or low in implementation.

We suspect, however, that these weak findings arc attributable to the

measures used and the researCh methodology employed. We would argue most

6 6
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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 Jts First Year

Level of
Implementation Yes No an't Know Total

,..:,......ers 9 4 1 14

.§

Principals
C.O. Administrators

3

4
0

1

0

0

3

'5

Teachers 31 0 6 379g Principals 9 0 1 10.H C.O. Acktinistrators 8 0 4 12

6
'-'

Teachers
Principals

9

3

0

0

0

0
9

3
C.O. Administrators 3 0 0 3

Total 79 5 12 96
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TABLE 13

Best Development Team

Teachers' Ratings

Level of
Lmplementation

1 2 3

Low Principal R&D Teacher

Mbderate Principal R&D Teacher

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 R&D
Teacher

Teacher

Central Office Administrators' Ratings

Level of
Implementation

1 2 3

Low Principal R&D Teacher

Mbderate Principal R&D Teacher

High

6 8
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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

personnel as the key person involved in all phases of the innovation process

ald as the most important individual in determining the success of an imple-

mentation attempt. Therefore, of critical importance are tb Change-oriented

perspective of the principal, his awareness and familiarity with innovations,

his leadership capabilities in persuading others of the 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, linking

change agents must focus a considerable portion of their energies on com-

municating with, training, and providing support Tor principals in their

roles as Change managers.

The data point 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 itportance, a priority linking Change agen-

cies tend to recognize. However, equally important is development of appro-

priate management strategies that reinforce the rewards of the iarvwation

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 problens that burden teachers engaged in the innovation process,

innovations will likely be ineffective in implementation and short-lived in

impact.

The data also underscore the significance of the political aspect of

the innovation process. Illey suggest that innovations tend to be terminated

rather than maintained after the first few years of trial adoption because

so little commitment to them has been generated during the initial years.

Adoption decisions tend to be Rade by the principal and a few administrators,

with highly selected rather than widespread participation from other groups.

Lqually 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, leaving 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 adequately managed.

-63-
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

This exploratory investigation has provided at least suggestive support

for the RBS model of the innovation process and its difficulties, 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 implementation, evaluation, and updating. In the

normativ model, pre-planning should involve needs analysis and implementa-

tion analysis -- how well the innovation relates to district needs, vhat

outcomes, 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-having a vital interest in the innovation, and the Changes it might

bring (e.g., teachers, administrators, school board members, parents, and

comMunity'groups). .This is the point in time when the commitment 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 probleus faced,

it is small wonder that little needs analysis or implementation assessment

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

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

to 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 linking-Change-agent 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 point in the process. Policymakers who fund the work of linking dhange

agencies must provide the resources needed to expand the technical assistance

function at this phase 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-community contexts? 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 of 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 sdecific 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 to 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

Lnformation about both the rewards and liabilities in the innovation pro-

cess perceived by sChool-district personnel. Successful implementation re-

quires 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 provdded. 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 ariomt of attentior it now receives.

Practitioners are in need of concrete strategies for dealing with such

management problems as teacher anxieties, fear of work overload, and the like.

RBS-type linking change agents need to develop such strategies. And policy-

makers concorned with the innovation protes must provide the funds for ex-

panded researth ana development in this area. Researchers must test out al-

ternative incentive structures for overcoming resistance to innovations and

implementation problems. We cannot develop concrete strategieson the basis

of our data. But our data do suggest the specific rewards and liabilities

perceived by participants in the innovation process, and iherefore provide

a beginning for design of a policy-relevant R&D 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, school districts should have their own

internal evaluation capabilities and design evaluations of the effectiveness

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
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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 be used to make decisions on termination or main-

tenance are rarely available. Few districts have the internal capabilities

to conduct program evaluations. They tend to employ external evaluators.

According to our data, both process and product evaluations are conducted

generally. A majority or near majority of respondents 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 respondent 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 these capabilities. There-

fore, this role must be planaed 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 external evaluation approaches and how best to structure an

internal evaluation function. We would like to be able to make concrete sug-

gestions to practitioners an 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 termindz,.

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 an innovation, and few advo-

cates to fight for an innovation an 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 must be

investigated by MD agencies interested in assisting him.

Before leaving this topic, we would like to offer one policy option we

believe policymakers shOuld consider and policy researChers should study.

If termination decisions are tied to the end of the inflow of "soft" monies,

might it be possible to develop new forms of fiscal incentives to encourage

the maintenance of innovative programs? We believe our data support our

hunch that this is indeed a matter of some significance.

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

concrete strategies to help practitioners relate effectively to externally-
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developed innovations. We believe an extensive researeh program will be

needed before that objective can be met. Our methodology was designed for

-exploratory purposes largely to help RBS think through its experiences as

a 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 other§ further work in this vitally

important area of MD activity.
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APPENDIX A

STUDY PROCEDugE2

The design and procedures RBS USed in this stOdy of the

innovation process were selected for their simplicity, low

cost, and utility for thk.; purposes R5S had in inind- As in-

dicated in the body of this report, the research %we:, intend-
-

ed to be exploratory rather than definitive. RBs staff

members had gleaned nUmerous insights fro% (-Eheir fiid ex-

perience in the role of linking change agents. The purpose

of this effort was to develop these inights and hunches

into models of the change process in education. Both norma-

tive and descriptive models were of interest. The empirical

study was, intended to assist us in the development of these

models -- to check our insights and adq sPecificS from the

experiences of school personnel.

In planning this study, RBS could haVe.chosen any of a

number of design options. (1) A sy5tematic, rigoolas,

hypothesis-testing approach might have been used, Galling

for a carefully selected sample of chools represeotative

of some larger population(s) of schools of some type(s)

relevant to the innovation process. Fot instance, sehoels

reputed to be high claid low in innovations might haVe boon

compared. Or a sample of schools that had implemonte.d IPI

might have been matched or compared with a control grouP of
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schools that had net 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 on 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 anthropolog-

ical field study of one or two districts experiencing the

innovation process. This option was also rejected. 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 approach 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 board for 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 sounding 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 enabled

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 popula-

-tion, of generalizable research concern. We therefore want

to.underscore the makeup of the school districts in our study

and make certain that there is no misunderstanding about

sampling or study design.

The design option, coupled with resource limitations,

somewhat determined the data-gathering procedures that were

feasible. Given the number of districts, the number of per-

sonnel in each district who would serve as respondents, and

the time limitation for the study, the most intensive approach

possible was a combination of written questionnaires, oral

interviews, and classroom observation.

Reliability concerns were somewhat eliminated by the com-

binat n approach used. Questionnaire and inte'rview responses

were used together.. The previously-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 in the research. The content

validity of the study instruments was determined by using a

panel of nine iudges. The panel included 'judges representa-

tive of the three groups who would be responding to these

instruments. It included four teachers, two principals, and

two central office administrators who were experienced with

innovatieSn. In addition, the panel included one expert on

ACP who had not been involved in the development of the in-

struments.

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 C. Each judge independently

evaluated each item and expressed his judgment of that item

as "valid," "not valid," or of "doubtful 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 enterPd 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 instrument was to be administered to

teachers, principals, and ceh tral office administrators who

have been involved in the imp lementation of one or more in-

novations in their schooldistricts.

Ten criteria were speci

ity of each item:

fled for use in judging the valid-

1. The item relates to the research objective.

2. The respondent possesses the knowledge and information
required by the item.

3. The item is unambiguous

4. The item is not a leading question.

5. The item is not load ed with social or professional
desirability.

6. The alternative respcnes show a reasonable range of
variation.

7. The item is sufficiently inclusive.

8. The'tYpe of foLin (open-end, closed end) of the item
is appropriate.

9. The item does not dem sensitiveand material that the
respondent may resist revealing.

10. In relation to the.other items, the position or order
of the item is logical.
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The original instrument containee.Y. a tota,J. of 63 items,

including suggestions. The respones of 1e eight judges .

who completed the valjdity scale acce summaized below:

- 14 items rated valid all eight judges

- 22 additional items rated Valid bY seven judges

- 13 additional items rated Valid bY six judges

In all, then, 49 items were judg,.

the eight judges. If the accept

j_cl by six or more of

utoft Point was four

or more judges, then the entire instrume nt could be consider-

ed valid, s ll 63 items A vawere rate- l
--4Lcl by at least

four or mor-:: .4ges.

,The "not valid" and "doubtful maliditY" responses can

be summarized as follows: "Not valid" ratin_s
g were few in

number. Only six items received any ratings of "not valid."

in each case, only one judge out of the eight gave a "not

valid" rating. No item received more than n "not valid"

rating. However, 45 items received some ratings of "doubt-

ful validity," i.e., the judge was uncertairl whether the item

trik
.J

was valid or not. These ratings were dis -uted as follows:

- 23 4tems rated "doubtful validitY" by one judge

- 14 items rated "doubtful vali dity4 two judges

- 12 items rated "doubtful validitY" by three
judges

At this point, changes in the wording 1-1(1 arrangement

theof items were made in order to overcome 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 questionnaire..

Consequently, the interview inventory was split into two in-

struments: a questionnaire and an interview schedule. All

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 the original single interview

inventory was used in the validity.study whereas the field

research used two instruments derived from the original

interview, i.e., the questionnaire and final interview

schedule. No additional validity study was undertaken to

establish the validity of these final instruments. However,

RBS does not view this as a serious problem. The changes

made between validation and fina.1 study were largely minor

wording changes and reorganization of the instrument dividing

it into two distinct instruments. Since the essence of

content =J:;.idity Ls the judgment that the items in the in-

strument will elicit responses relevant to the stated pur-

poses of the research, and the substance of the items is the

same in the original and final instruments, RBS has'premised

,its procedures on the assumption that the validation still .

'holds.
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In summary, the RBS instruments were .validated by a pro-

cedure using a panel of judges representative 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 subiteMs

were judged valid. However, to improve further the validity

of the instruments, 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 separate instruments for

the field research: a written questionnaire and an interview

inventory. Since the interviews were held after the com-

pleted questionnaires were 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 Appendices B and C for copies

of the original interview inventory, the'validity scale, and

the final instruments.

In addition to the questionnaire and interview inventory,

the CDI (Consultant Diagnostic Instrument) was proided to

field observers to insure systematic assessment of th,a icre

number of implementatic requirements RBS formulated for each
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IPI program. In retrospect, we believe the instrument it-

self to be highly useful and effective for our purposes, but

we suspect that the use of the scores in our analysis may

have been inappropriate. Instead of collapsing the raw

scores into high, medium, and low category ratings for each

school, we might have learned more from our data if we had

used the raw scoLes themselves and.had greater variance to

ar,alyze.

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 statisti-

cal approaches. Most of the analysis, then, involved fre-

quency distributions, percentages, ,,nd means. Other tech-

niques, however, might have yielded additional insights.

One of the-most significant yields of this study, in

our estimation, was its contribution to helping us formu-

latearesearchagendaforthecontinuedstudyofthe.ipno-
v

vation process. In Appe.ndix 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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APVINNIX ii

INNOVAIION AWAHLNIt.' INVIAITOPY (AIAI)

ihis instruwer dusigned to enable ACP field staff to (pilhor informdlion

dbout factor,. thot rolAte to effective implementation of classroom innovd-

tions. The AlAl is Laed upon the propositions Oontained in the resedrch

design.

Ihe AlAl i5 pro .i..nted in ftw tormdt fhdt is used by ACP field ,,ldff. in

!hal format i , tor n.ltd-y,olhoring purw,es only, d mdp i., needed to disploy

rho reldti.m billwden item5 in ihe AlAl dnd the proposition,. themsolvr,.,.

this map i provided in Ihil follow. he AlAl.

I'lea.;e note thd a list of five innovdtions is used for many questions. fhe

,ormat for many questions, then, is repeated five times under actual field

cond!tions. The format that we provide in this report shows the question

format just onot, rather than t)e. repetitious.
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Janford femkin, Director
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November -30, 1973



0.1U<VIEW (To bv 'wad to kc,o).)ondent by iaenvioxA)

"Al we dre whdl hoppen% when (

i(Ami I n iV j I I r inlroducod in .,(11e1)I.,. We
hope lo learn from yoer experiences and Ihu.,
make this process or change better understood
by other educators.

We have identified some propositions and want
to see what your experience tells about them.
Where we use ajerm in j special way we will
offer you an explanation."

(The 6uttowiug Ls an intAoductoAy que,stion. We cute intene,sted in a pc/66
deteAmination o() how the diztAict i4 6tAuctuked.)

1. "Which organi/dfi,m srructure best characterizes the leadership in the
;d:,trict?

/ / Single superintendency

/ / Dual superintendency (business manager reports to bodrd)

/ / Decentralized school district

/ / Other

* * *

(Read the quezt(:on to the Azoondent and tiottow-up with pulling que,stionz.
Be acute to de6He undektined tuuro.)

4 "In your-experience, who in the distrTct has the best current inormdtion
about vdrious innovations available to school-? Rank your responSes in
the order of most knowledgeable."

NAME POSITION

2.

3.

4.

5.

Teacher
Principal

Instructional Specialist
Curriculum Specialist

9 1

Cerlral Office Administration
Indicate the title of
the position



(Read the pkobing que6tion.)

'How do you ob1dip intormdtion regdrding the type!. of innowiliow; 11101 dre '

dvdildble:"

* * *

(rh4A acm AcCatn to 6unding annangementz and 6choot boand deciziono
whene ctaoókoom iiinovationz arte b.ng on ado3tion, imptementation, and
maintenance. You ohoutd tny to tocate boaiul mnate 's eon 4choot yean
1973-74 peAhao. ApAit oiL May 1973 and 6choot yean 1972-73 pe4-
hap6 AptU on lAty 1972. (14t the pitopo6Trinnovationz and the appAootate

_in6onmation 6vn each inpuvation. 16 you ane unabte to obtain boand
minuta, 6CC 416 thene anothen way 6on you ta obtatn the inlimmation.
The buzinem managen may be the admini4tAatik who can be the mo6t he46u1.
to you.)

"We are trying to ledrn about decisions to adopt, implement, and/or maintain
lassroom innovations in.your district. It would be helpful if we can list

some of the innovations considered by your 'district and then see if we 'can
describe what happened."

(Comptete Chant 3A on next page.)
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4.

4. (Read the statement to the kespondemt lio4 each innovation tizted.)

IH ddtyliou dot i..i.m.. dnd implomonldlion pkinninq It.

ht. imporldnl. I! po.....iblo,ple...r.o in ovido u wilh Ihe inlmrmotion roiluirod
by thH.-, itom. 110.r.w wlect the live innovaliont. which have beun
On a scale ot 0-4, rate the power ot those who participaled in the adoplion
decision and planning of the implementation."

innovation
Adopt

Decision
(1)

* *

(2)
*

(3)
Power Rating

(0-4)

ci

d

e

f

g

ultrAnt

Servft.t_:

/ Ye.:,

Implement
Planning

1

a

Nut
/--7 Liou'o qiuw

e

q

Adopt

Decision

a

-

e

f

9

ConL,ulfanf

5ervice Implement
r -ming

a

/ / Yes c

d

N
/ / Dee:,

ul

Know

,Legend:

a=Teacher(!))

b=Principal(s)
C=Central Office Adminitration.
d=Teachers Organization
e=Community/Parents
f=Community/Inferest.0roups
g.,Other (explain)

(I)=Who Participated
(2)=H0w Many
(3)=Number of persons who actually

implemented the innovative practio,
but did not parficite in the
adoption and planning of the imple-
mentation..

(USL DK WHEN RESPONDENT MU; NOT KNOW)
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5.

5. (Read the 6tatement to the Aeopndent OA each innovation tizted.)

"Did you see in ube prior io making the adtTlion
(kn6eAt name o innovation)

decis[on?"

/ / Yes

/ / No

/,./ Does Not Know

6. (Read the stJt. lent to the .Aezpondent 6ot each innovation tizted.)

"In this item we are attempting to ascertain the extent and nature of the
evaluation prior to the adoption decision. I will cr.k you some que!,lion

about.each li!:,tod innovation."

INNOVATION
WAS IT

L VALU ATION
W1E1 DLS(k Pl Nil1ION 01 . LVALNATION

/ --7 yo,.

/ / Nu

/ / Does..Not

Know

:



1. (Read the atatement to the keoondent OA each 4.nnuvation tizted.)

"In thi Hem wo aro inloresled in ,It.erloinin(j whit perstin(s) or !poup
people ,:an he identified J5 MJk j the initial thrus-? in (jolting the innovd-
rion adopted by the school or srlool district. I will usk you some questions
about each listed innovation."

INNOVATION
*

(I) (2)
* *

(_5)

i
THINGS WHI(H THIY DID IN THL

INITITL THDUST

(I) Formal Pole

a=Teacher
b=Principal
c=Central Off Jministrator
d=Teacher
e=Communi:y/loletest Groups
f=Other (expluin in "things..."

locatiOn'

(2) Adoption for School (Yes/No)

(3) Adoption for School District
(Yes/No)

8. (Read the ztatement to the keoondent 6ok each innovation tizted.)

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

INNOVATION RESPONSE

/ / Ye'; / No Does Not Know

If ye.., briefly du..cribe what the outside group did.

* * *



7.

9. (Read the 4tatement to the kezpondent-pit each innovation .aated.)

"In planniny the implementation of the innovation did an outside group, who

was sl-ompletely knowledgeable ot the innovatio:.,, work closely with d

trom within tho di,,trict? We will answer this for each listed innovation."

INNOVATION RESPONSE
.

,
/ / Yes / / No / / Does Not Know

If yes,

did.

briefly describe what the outside group

_

* * *

10. (Read the statement to the nespondent Son each innovation tiisted.)

"A r:umber of fdctors mpy or may not have been related to the implementation

of innovative practice with v±ich 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."

INNOVATION FACTORS

External Pressure

/ / Yes / / No / / Does Not Know

If yes, explain briefly.

b. Internal Tension

/ / Yes / / No / / Does Not Know

If yes, explain briefly.

9 7



8.

INNOVIMON Acroks

c.

d.

1'reviou5 aimosphere of change
.:.-

/ / Yes / / No / / Does Not Know

If yes, explain briefly.

Outside expert with' a poSitive image

/ / Yes / / No / / Does Nol Know

If yes, explain briefly.

* * *

H. (Read the queztion to the Azoondent and Oaciw-up with kuponse categwiieA.

"Innovations ore developed by school districts. To give the innovation the

greatest chanc, for success, the district uses staff in different ways. Which

,Aaff uses give the greatest chances for success for a home-developed innova-

tion? Here we will rank the possibilities."

.a. classroom teacher working alone

b. teacher-administrative committee

c. research and development agerIcy

d. teacher committee intra-district

e. teacher committee inter-district

f. teacher committee within a single school

g. other (specify)

h. unable to respond

9 8



9.

12. (Read the queztion and tecotd the 1Lopon6e4.)

"Describe the participatory roles that you believe are important in adoption

decisions. Who (i.e., Central Office Administrator, Teacher, Parent,
Principal', etc.) .thould play those rolet, indicated?"

PARTICIPATORY ROLE BY WHOM

13. (Read the quation to the kupondent. l at ate possibte, tky t u6c

the innova.aonz pteviouay Zi6ted. Heke the key idea iz adaptation.)

"What innovations are currently in use and:have been in use for a year or

more? Piease cite the innovation and indicate whether and in what ways

they have been adapted to your school(s)."

INNOVATION ADAPTED WAYS THEY HAVE BEEN ADAPTED

Yes
No
Does Not Know 9 9



10.

I4a. (Hete the intention i4 to eacettain the Level 06 intiotvement o6 4e-

oondent's when an innovation o adopted eolt a 4ingee'6choot. Read

the que,st.ion to the 4e6pondent and 6ee you can get him to 6efect

one oti the. catego4,ie4 , Atso be. !We to Aottow-up wi(h ploWng quc.o

tion to the Itespondent.)

"What influente do you have, in general, on innovation adoption decision., for

just one school?"

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Moderate Influence

/ /. Some Influence

/ / Little or no Influence

/ / Don't Know

14b. (Read the p4obing que4tion.)

"Who conrrols how much influence you can exert?"

PLRSON OR GROUP HOW DO.THEY CONTROL YOUR INFLUENCE?

._,.

100



14c. (Read the pubing quution to the kupondent.)
'''''

."Whot are the mo!;t important thing:. that you generally do to influence the
odoption deci!.ion?"

* X-

15a. (Heu the intention iz to a6centain the tevet o6 invotvement o ke-

oondents. When an innovation £6 ado ted eon. moke than one zchoo.e,
'Lead the quution to the kapondent andha.ve him zeteet one ol5 the
categokiez. At.so be zwte to Ottow-up with the pubing queztion.)

"What influence do you have, in general, on innovation adoption decisions
when more than 'one scheol is involved?"

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Moderate Influence

/ / Some Influence

/ / Little or No Influence

/ / 'Don't. Know

15b. ARead the pubing queztion to the keoondent.)

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

* * *
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12.

I6a. (Hete the intention is to ascektain the extent o6 inguence o ne-
spondents when a decision about whethen on not to continue an innova-
tion is being made. Read.the question to the nespondent and have him
setect one o6 the categmies. keso, tiollow-up with the pnobing
question.to the )tespondent.)

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

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Moderate Influence

/ / Some Influence

/ / Little or No Influence

/ / Don't Know

16b. (Read the p)Lobing question to the nespondent.)

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

* * *

I7a. (Heitz the intention is to ascektain the extent oti nespondent's in(,.uence
when a decision is being made neganding whethek OA not t.o maintain an
innovation. Read the question to the nespondent and have, him setect
one 66 the categonies. Also tiollow-up with the pnobing question to
the nespondent. This que6tion is lion oincipals-and teacheu only.)

04*
'What influence do you have, in ge'heral, on maintenance decisions?"

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Moderate Influence'

/ / Some Influence

/ / Lit-fle or no Influence

/ Don't Know

102



I 3.

l7b. "What influence do you have on maintenance decisions for your (-:tiool?"

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Modurotu Influence

/ / Some Influence

/ / Little or No Influence

/ / Don't Know

I7c. (Read the p.kobing question to the /Lespondent.)

"What.are .the mv,t important thinT; that you do to influence decisions?"

l8.. tHete OUA Lateati.on 4,6 to (ind out what kind o6 ILeazows adminiztAatms

andteacheu give 6o)t adoption decizions. We ake .inte/Lested in those

innovations that have been idenied. Read the statemeat to the

Aeopondent and see i6 yr,u can get him to puvide a 4e4pon3e tiolL each

Plve innovationA that you have 6ound in use in the schoot disttiet.)

"Innovations are adopted for a v,. ety of reasons. I will mention the in-

novations which you and your colleagues have cited_earlier a-nd-will ask you
what reasons you believe supported the adoption decision. If you are un-

certain or feel that you are guessing, passcn the innovation."

INNOVATION REASONS

*
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14.

i. (Read the 'statement and piLaent the option4 to the iLeispondent. Fa-tow-

up with the pkobing quution.)

"lypically, belorn dec:ding on adopting dri innovation, your genernl proforonco

k.r seeing. tho innov,dion in use

/ / Strong

/ / Moderate

/ / Haye No Preference

19b. (Read the' pkobing queistion.)

"Please cite the basis for your response above."

20d. (Read the questLon to thetLepondent. Fottow-up with pkobing 6tatement4.)

"Do you believe that you lack special skills and competencie5 needed in order

to adopt an innovation?"

/ / Yes

/ / No

/ / Does Not Know

20b. (Read the pkobing 6tatement.)

"Cite-those and competencies which you believe are needed and for what

role functiom.."

SKILLS, LIL. ROLL fUNCTIOW,.
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SKILLS, I fr.. ROLL FUNCTIONS

21a. (Read the quuti.on to the Itupondent. Fatow-up with the puthing
'statement.)

"Do you believe-that you need special skills and competencies to implemeni
an innovation?"

/ / Yes

/ / No

/ / Does Not Know

21b. (Read the pubing ztatement.)

"Cite those skills and competencies which you believe are-needed and for
what role functions.
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SKILLS, ETC..- -ROLE FUNCTIONS,.

* * X

22a. (Read the quation to the moondent and Ottow-up with imobing question.)

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

/ / Yes

/ / No

/ / Does Not Know

22b. (Read the oo(ing question to the kespondent.)

"What kind,, of. Iraining and for what funcfion!,?"

TYPE Of TI<A I N I NIc ; kOLL f ()NM I ON!,
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Mil 01 110111\11Nr. 1( )1 I I 1111( :

* * *

23: (Read the que,sti.on to the kezpondent. Fottow-up with 4ating 4n4tnucti.orto.)

"Are continuous training sessions being conducted during the implementation
of the innovative classroom practice? We will answer this for each lisfed
innovation."

INNOVATION RESPONSE

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

b. If yes, on a scale of
ity of the training.

Rating

0-5, rate the qual-

X- *

24a. (Read the queztion to the kapondent and 6ottow-up wi-th pubing quation.)

"How well has your pre-service education provided you with the competence
needed to get-classroom innovation into your school?"

107



/ / Good

/ / rail

/--7

/ / Doe; Not Know

24b. (Read the p4ob).ng quation.)

"In what ways has it not prepared you?"

* * *

(rad thc..que-stion to the Ampondent and Oteow-up with the p4obing

queistion.)

"How well has your pre-sgrvice 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 pkobing quution.)

"In what ways has it not prepared you?"

* * *
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19.

26a. (Read the queation to the keoondent and 6oLtow-itp with the pkobing

quezt,i.on.)

"How well has your pre-service
implement classroom innovations?"

education provided you with the competence to

/ / Good

Fair/ r

Poor/ /

Does Not Know/ /

26b. (Read the pkobing queAtion.)

"In what ways has it not prepared you?"

_

* * *

27a. (Read the que4tion to the kupondent. Fatow-up with the plobing

imtAuc2ion4.)

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

/ / Yes

/ / No

/ / Does Not Know

27b. (Read queztion4 27b and 27c i6 'the keoondent hoz anzwerted "no" in 27a.)

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

/ / Yes

/ / No

/ / Does Not Know
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70.

27c. (Read the pubin.g statement i6 the tespondent hado anuoeted "yes" in 76.)

"Please indicate the type of help you could like to have during the first
year of implomenlation."

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE

*

28a. (We ate ttying hete to ascettain the kinds o6 assistance that an R5S7
type 6.ized consuttant can ptovide. Read the question and comptete

the accompanying diva.)

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

support."

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE NEEDED

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

28b. (Read the statement and question to.tespondent. Fottow-up with the

next statement: "Ptease state the teasons dot yowl. an6wek.")

"An innovation can be adopted and implemented by means of planning done by_
persons from outs-ide the school district, persons within the school distriEt
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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/ / Planned Jointly

/ / Does Not Know

/ / Other (explain)

28c. (Read the pnobing 'statement tu the keoondent.)

"Please state the reasons for your answer."

... _

29a. (Read the phAa'se tu the ke4pondent, cite the option4 and liatow-up with
the pnobing question.)

"Typically, before moving to school-wide adoption, the pri.ncipal's preferance
to try it 1n a few CFa.sS'r'ooms was

/ Strong

/ / Moderate

/ / Totally Absent

29b. (Read the oubing que'stion.)

"What is the basi5 for your respom;e?"

* * *
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22.

30. (Hete we ate ttying to obtain evaeuation inpAmation plom the ctasstoom,
achoot., and achoot. dizttict. Read the statement to the tespondent.)

"If possible, please provi.de us with the information we are seeking. We

would like to compile data on the evaluation activities in yoUr class,
schoolsOr school district as they relate to the classroom innovative prac-
tices cited earlier."

INNOVATION
TYPE OF

EVALUATION
BRIEF DESCRIPTION

OF TYPE OF EVALUATION
DEGREE OF

THOROUGHNESS

Process / / Extensive

/ // Yes / Good

/ // No / Moderate

/ // Does / Fair

Not
Know / / Poor

* * *

31. (Read the statement and comgete the chant. Use those innovation6 which
wete cited eateiet.)

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

INNOVATION---] REASON FOR FAILURE TO EVALUATE
,--
,»

IS EVALUATION
. PLANNED?

Process / / Yes

/ / No

Product / / Does Not KnoW

32a. (Read the que4tion to the topondent and Ottow-up with the ptobing
que6tion.)

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

/ / Yes' / / No

1 1 2

/ / Does Not Know



23.

32b. (Read the pkobing que4tion to the kupondent i6 32a wa.6 "yee.)

"What incentive,,, are.provided?"

.53. (In the 6oteowing item we au attempting to obtain teachek 4e4ponzez
to a numbek o6 6pecutation. When nece64any tAy to 6o.tce the xe-

spondext to .setect one oti the optioh4.)

a. "People who talk about innoytions don't really understand problems
of working in a classroom."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Diagree Strongly

b. "The problem of American education is that it has not been concerned
with innovation until the past few years."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

c. "It is futile to introduce innovations in schools because they are
'usually cancelled or.lose their funds without a good explanation."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly
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24.

d. "I think that the coming years will bring major improvement in
American education."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

e. "Teachers are too overloaded io presently spend time on planning
the implementation of innovations."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

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

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

g. "School5 where innovations are implemented are more desirable places
to work."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

h "On the whole, administrators are reluctant to allow teachers to
participate in making decisions about important innovations (i.e.,
those that require extensive role lhanges, human and material
resources)."

/ / Agree Strong

/ / Agree
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25.

/ Disagree-

/ / Disagree Strongly

i
"Teacher.s generally do not fully implement an innovative classroom

practice because of the disorganized manner in which they are

oriented to the innovation."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

* * *

34a. (This statement is 6oft centkae oice adMinistAatoAs onty. Read the

statement and liottow-up with the pkobing question.)

"School districts generally do not replace old practices with innovation!,

even after a pilot run has been successful."

/ / Agree Strongly

/ / Agree

/ / Disagree

/ / Disagree Strongly

34b. (Read the pAobing question to the nespondent.)

"IT you agree, what do you believe to be the reasons responsible for the

failure to replace these old practices? If you disagree, plear 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.

* k *
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35d. (Read the quati.on to the ampondent and liottow-up with the pkobing

vation.)

"Utilizing the options listed below, what do_you consider to be the most

desirable rewards for.carrying out an innovation successfully? Rank the

options provided below."

increase student achievement

release time for planning

additional funds for classroom mater7

ials and activities

increase salaries

personal satisfaction

35b. (Read the pkobing 6tateoent to the napondent.)

"Please cite, if possible, four (4) additional factors, in rank order, that

you believe are of greeter importance than those listed above.".

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

* * *

36a. (Read the .statement to the napondent and liatow-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 liabilities in

implementing 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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36h. (Read the pnobing statement.)

"Please, it po1,5ible, cite four (4) additional liabilities, in rank order,

that you believe to be more significant- than those given directly above."

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

la. (Read the question to the )Lespondemt and 6a:tow-up.)

"Having beon itivolved in the implementation of on innovative cl,n,f;room proc-

tice, would you tw intere,,ted in piloting another innovative claf.sroom

practice?"

/ / Ye

/ / No

/ / Undecrded

3/b. (Read the )3itobing question to the /Lespondent. )

"Have you ..,uccefully implemented an innovative classroom practice prior

to the present innovations that are being implemented in your school?"

/ / Yes

/ / No

X X X

.58d (Read the question to the kespondent and 6ottow-up.)

"How would you rate the influence of the teacher organization(!)) on deck,in:

that relate to the adoption of innovative classroom productrJ that dre extern-

ally .produced."

/ / 5trong Influence / /

/ / Moderate Influence / /

Single Uuildinq / / Some Influence / / More Than One
Buildihq

/ / Little or No Influence/ /

/ / Does Not Know / /
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38b. (Read the pnobing dstatement tb the nezpondent.)

"It you perceive the leacher organization's influence as ranging,from

moderate fo I r eiij, I I :,ome of the:thing that I I doe in exerting

influence.

SINGLE BUILDING MORE THAN ONE BUILDING

* * *

39a. (Read the queAti.on to the neispondent.)

"How would you rate the influence of teacher organization(s) on decisions

that relate to the ongoing implementation of innovative classroom products?"

/ / Strong Influence

/ / Moderate Influence

Single Huilding / / Some Influence
4

/ /

/ / More Man One
Building

/
/ Little or No Influence / /

/ ./ Do Not Know / /

39b. (Read the pnobing queztion to the Aupondent.)

"If you perceive the teachers organizations' influence as ranging from moder-

ate to strong, list some of the things that it does in exerting its influence."

SINGLE BUILDING MORE THAN ONE BUILDING

*
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:10J. (Rvad the question to the 4ezpondeht and lioteow-up.)

"Htm wt, ild luiqu td Itokli(1 Im

61.11 1,,1,11,, I Ilbli111.1i11111,1 .111 prcultp

/ / 'otrong Influence

I I Moderate Influence / /

Single Building / / Some Influence / / More Than One
Building

/ / Little or No Influence /

/ / biS. Not Know / /

4(Jh. (Read the pkobing otatement to. the kapondent.)

"li you perceive the teacher organization(s) influence as ranging.from moder-

to strong, list...,ome of the things that it does in exerting its influence."

UOILOING. MORE THAN ONL HHILOINO

* * *
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( (;ROSS- REFERENCE) SI LOWING 'ME. RELATION

BFIWEEN ITEMi IN Till: (AIA1) AND '1111!

PlUPaL;ITION hO IW

rn:.N1 NO. A B c PROPOSITION

1. X

2 . x x x 10

3. X X 1,2

4. X X 8,9

0. X X

b. X X 11

X X

B. X . X 15

9. X X 16

10. X X X 12

_

11. X X X 6 .

12. X X X

13. X X X 27

14a. X X X 3

14b. X X X

14c. X X X -

15a. X X 4

15b. X X

I. A, B, and C denotes the three forms of the in-
striment which will be administered to central
office administrators, principals and teachers

respectively.
2. An (X) in the column indicates that item will be

in that specific form, i.e., item II 2 Will be in

forms A, B, and C; but item-#.1 will only be in

form A. 120



1'1'1:NINO. A B C PROPOSITION NO.

16a. X X X 32

16b. X X . X

17a. X X 33

17b. X X 33

17e. .. , X X

18. X X X 5

19a. X X X 7

19b. X X X 7

20a. X X X 17, 18, 19

20b. X X X

21a. X X X 17, 18, 19

21h. X X X

22:i . X X X 20, 21, 22

22h. X X X

23. X X X 23

24a. X X 26

24b. X X

25a. X 26

25b. X

26a. X 26

26b. X

27a. X X X 29 .

27b. X X X

27c. X X X
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ITEM NO. A B C PROPOSITION NO.

,

28a. X X X

28b. X X X 14, 15

29a. X X 28

29b. X X

30. X X X .3 , 31

31. .X X X -

32a. X X 24

33a. X -

33b. X

33c. X

a,

33d. I X cl..

33e. X

33f. X. -

33g. X

33h. X

33i. X

34a. X

X

35

35a.

I

34b.

3Sb.

X

X

X

X

X

X

.,:-

36a. X X X -

36b. X X X

37a. X 25

37h. X 25
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ITEM NO. A B C PROPOSITION NO.

38a. X X X

38b. X X X

39a. X X X -

39b. X X X -

40a. X X X -

40b . X X X
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AIAI VALIDITY SCALE

Name Position

Please evaluate each item from your perspective fis*a

teacher or administrator. If you believe the item reasonably

fulfills the criteria for content validity, check the response,

"Validi" on the scale. If the item fails to meet the criteria,

check "Not 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 items is

greatly appreciated.

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

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

7.

8.

9.

10.
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AIAI NALIDITY SCALE (Continued)

Item Valid Not Valid Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.

15a.

b.

16a.

b.

17a.

b.

C.

18.

19a.

b.

20a.

b.

21a.

b.

22a.

b.

23.

24a.

b.

25a.

b.

26a.

b.

27a.

b.

a,
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AIAI 'VALIDITY SCALE (Continued)

Item Valid Not Valid DOubtful Validity Comment, if any.

28a.

b.

C.

29a.

b.

30.

31.

32a.

b.

33a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

f.

8.

h,

1.

34a.

b.

35a.

b.

36a..

b.

111.

,.

.111

ammom....

...1
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AIAI VALIDITY SCALE (Continued)

Item Valid Not Valid Doubtful Validity Comment, if any.

37a.

b.

38a. ...........

b. _
39a.

b.

40a.

b.

_
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ESEARCH FOR IILTTER SCHOOLS, INCORPORATM

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:7ies

established by ESEA, Title IV, 1965, has had exte ive experience in

this area as a result of its involvement with thE RBS Network of

School Districts. The National Institute of Education has commissioned t

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 Gtnff 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 eszh 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 innovations.

The principal will also complete'a question-
naire in two phases: Phase-I 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 I will
be written and Phase II will be an interview
to be conducted with alf-three teachers
simultaneously.

131
-2-



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 is 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 agreed upon 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
is over. A written questionnaire will be completed
during the day prior to the interview.

Our mode of data collection will comprise 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 June 20, 1974.



We are conficiPnt that your staff will find the questionnaire

interesting and provocative. The nine network schools in wnich the

original questionnaire was administered found it to be relevant._ We

believe that the findings can be informative to you, RBS and NIE and

we intend to-share 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 which will permit their 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

Mr. James Phillips

Mr. Hurley Hanley

ext. 267

ext. 256

ext. 297

This information is needed by May 15, 1974.

Please join in this project.

Thank you for your consideration; it is greatly appreciated.

GDE:hjb

Sincerely,

GRAYNLE D. EDWARDS
Director of Research
and Product Evaluation
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LI, Ignore the IPI and. non-PBS innovation selected by the
other S-network demonstration school.

c. Give the questionnaires and the accompanying Appendix to
TET-designated respondent(s). Principals should select
anly those teachers who were present during the first year
of the IPI implementation by arranging those teathers 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
t em individually to the interviewer at the time of the
interview.

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

a. Contact the principal of that school and obtain the first
IPI innovation which was adopted by that school and the
non-RBS innovation whith that principal has selected. Re-

fer to those two (2) innovations when you complete the
queStionnaire.

b. Follow the instructions listed under (lc) and (ld) above.

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

a. Follow the instructions under (lc) and (ld).

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

final arrangements.

GDE/ms
Enclosures

Sincerely

GRA LE D. &YARDS
Director of Research
and Product Evaluation
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APPENDIX - DEFINITIONS

1. ADAPT:

2. ADOPT OMXPTIONO:

3. ADMINISTRATORS:

4. BUILDING ADKNISTRATORS:

5. CENTRAL OFFICE
ADMINISTRATORS:

6. CURRICULUM DEVELOPERS:

7. EVALUATION:1

8. (EVAUJATION, PROCESS):

Alter the innovation fram the model
prescribed by the developer.

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.

Building administrators and central
office administrators.

Persons designated as line adminis-
trators responsible for a given atten-
dance unit. Mbst generally, principals
and assistant principals. A teacher
given, for instance, "roster time"
for quasi-administrative functions is
considered to be a teacher.

Persons responsible for management of
an aspect of district operation that
involves more than one building.

Persons working for the Lab to produce
classroom innovations.

Determdning 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).

Assessing the educational procedures
'which directly or indirectly influence
the behavioral development of children.

1Definition 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. (EVALUATION, PRODUCT):

10. EXTERNAL GROUP:

11. FIELD CONSULTANT:

12. FINDING:

13. INTERNAL GROUP:

14. IMPLEMENTATION:

15. (ON-GOING
IMPLEMENTATION):

16. INFLUENCE:

17. INNOVATION:

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 include: 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
amd community.

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)4 imported from outside of the
school district and has direct or in-
direct 5-pact on children.
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LNSTALL (INSTALLATION):

19. LEADERSHIP:

20. MAINTAIN (MAINTENANCE) :

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.

21. PILOT: Activity by the school district to
try out an innovation.

22. PRODUCT: Another name for innovation.

23. POOGRAM:

24. RBS:

25. SCILOOL BOARD:

26. sucmssFuL
IMPLEMENTATION:

27. SUPPORT:

28. TRAIN (TRAINING)

29. TRAIN (CONTINUOUS):

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 adhieves
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.

-3-
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INTRODUCTION

We are studying the educational dhange process in the expectation

that understandiag it will better enable all of us in education to cope

with its difficulties. This questionnaire is the first of a two-part

information-gathering effort. The second will be an interview.

We will be asking about ianovations whidh we define for our re-

search purpose as classroom curricular products that have been conceived

and developed outside of the sdhool district in which the'adopting school

is located. IPI Nhth, IPI Spelling, 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 fot ane 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 eadh prin-

cipal, using an alphabetical list, select the first three (3) teachers an

that list 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 tine 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?

1-1Single superintendency

ODual superintendency (business manager reports to board)

ODecentralized school district

nOther (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)iM,1,
(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

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

appropriate.

"People who develop innovations don't really understand problems
of working in a classroom."

Agree Strongly

EilAgree

EilDisagree

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

DAgree Strongly

OAgree

ODisagree

ODisagree Strongly

5. "It is futile to introduce innovations in sdhools because they are
usually cancelled or lose their funds without a good explanation."

0 Agree Strongly

ElAgree

0 Disagree

ODisagree Strongly

6. "I think that the coming years will bring major improvement in
American education."

0 Agree Strongly

0 Agree

[1] Disagree

0 Disagree Strongly

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

DAgree Strongly

DAgree

EDDisagree

ElDisagree Strongly
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8. "Generally, administrators are reluctant to allow teadhers to par-
ticipate in making decisions about important innovations (i.e.,
those that require extensive role dhanges, human and material re-
sources)."

DAgree Strongly

ClAgree

LI Disagree

LI Disagree Strongly

9. Please number the choices below in rank order.

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

a. a classroom teadher working alone

b. a teacher-administrative committee

c. in cooperation with a researdh and development agency

d. a teadher committee (intra-district)

e. a teadher committee (inter-district)

f. a teadher committee (within a single school)

g. a combination of the above (specify

h. Other (specify

-4-
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B. ADOPTICN OF IMNOVATIONS

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

(1) In column (1)
novation (use

(2) In column (2)
the decisions
(4 represents

Directions

specify the number of participants for
0 to indicate none).

rate the influence of individual(s) or
to adopt each innovation using a scale
the highest degree of influence).

each in-

group(s) on
of 0-4

IMWVATICN #1 (Specify)
(1) (2)

Teacher(s)

Principal(s)
,, k, ,%

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

Community/Interest Groups

----

Other (explain)

INNOVATION 1t2 (Specify)

Teacher(s)

Principals(s)

Central Office Administration

'Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents.

--

Community/Interest Groups .

Other (explain)
_
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11. 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?

For A
Single Building

CI Strong Influence

CI Moderate Influence

CI Some Influence

CI Little or No Influence

pron't Know

LI

LI For
More Than One

LI Building

LI

12 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.)

El Strong Influence

CI Moderate Influence

CI Some Influence

Ehittle or No Iiifluence

CI Don't KnoW

13. What influence do you have, in general, on decisions to act.p.
ricular innovations when more than one school is involved? 'Cfbil

pertains to professional status, e.g., teadher, principal or
central office administrator.)

CI Strong Influence

CI Moderate Influence

CI Some Influence

El Little or No Influence

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

Innovation #1

Innovation #2

15. An innovation can.be adopted through planning done by persons from
outside the school district, persons withinthe school district or
jointly (i.e. persons from outside working closely with persons
from within the school district.) Which, in your experience,
generally-h^as bee!t the mst successful?

F-1Planned Externally

El Planned Internally

OPlanned Jointly

ElEon't Know

ElOther (explain)

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

[1]Good

E]Fair

EJPoor

ODon'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?

EGood

EFair

OPoor

0Elon'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

OStrong

EModerate

ETotally Absent
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C. .IMPLEMENTATICN OF INNOVATIONS

19. The following attempts to distinguish between adoption
and implementation. Implementation has both a tlarillia
a use phase. That is, after.a decision to adopt ES-11.6i
tYFEally, soffle planning for how the new practice will
mented, which is then followed by its installation and
we are concerned with the two phases of implementation.

decisions
phase and

e there is,
be imple-
use. Here

In column (1) give the number of participants in the planning
phase. (Use ito indicate none.)

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

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

In column (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) I (2) i (3) (4)

Teacher(s)

Principal(s)

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

1Community/Interest Groups

Other (explain)

INNOVATION #2 (Specify)

Teacher(s)

Principal(s)

Central Office Administration

Teachers' Organization

Community/Parents

Community/Interest,Groups

Other (explain)
_ .

-9-

150



20. Were consultant services used during the planning phase of the im-
plementation of Innovation #1?

[hes

FIN0

ODon't Know

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

EDYes

ENo

ODon ' t Know

22. 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?

OPlanned Externally

OPlanned Internally

OPlanned Jointly

ODon't Know

ElOther (explain)

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

0 Yes

ONo

0 Don't Know
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24. 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?

FlYes

F-1No

FIDon't Know

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

1 1 Yes

ri No
ri Undecided

26. 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.)

0 Yes

1 1 No

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

FlYes

1-1No

EJDon'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.

D Agree Strongly

El Agree

0 Disagree

Ej Disagree Strongly

29. School districts often do not replace old practices with innovations
even after a pilot run has been successful.

DAgree Strongly

DAgree

ODisagree

DDisagree Strongly

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

0Agree Strongly

El Agree

0 Disagree

0 Disagree Strongly

31. Teachers are too overloaded to spend much time on planning the im-
plementation of innovations.

DAgree Strongly

DAgree

DDisagree

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

EiVery Well

DWell Enough

OFairly Well

OPoorly

.

33. Place the following items in rank order (1 to 4),accordLng to the
extent to which you perceive them to be liabilities in in-plementing
an innovative classroom product. (1 = greatest liability.)

extra work beyond classroom duties

resistance from community

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
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35. Were training sessions conducted during the implementation phase of
eadh innovation?

IMNOVAT ION RESPONSE

#1
Specify

#2

Specify

.111.

a. 0 Yes 0 No 0 Don't Know

b. If yes, on a scale of 0-4, rate
the quality of the training.
(4 = highest quality.)

Rating

a. 0 Yes 0 No 0 Don't Know

b. If yes, on a scale of 0-4, rate
the quality of the training.

Rating

36. 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.)

OStrong Influence

aModerate Influence

0Some Influence

DLittle or no Influence

EJDon'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? (rhe you pertains to
professional status, e.g., teachers, principals.)

OStrong Influence

ElModerate Influence

ElSome Influence

OLittle or No Influence

1-1Don'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.)

[I]Strong Influence 0
For A 0 Moderate Influence 0 . For

Single Building More-Man One
0Some Influence 0 Building

FiLittle or No Influence

0Don't Know a
39. What influence 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.)

L Strong Influence

0Moderate Influence

r-lSome Influt.:nce

FiLittle or No Lnfluence

C] Don't Know
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40. Hbw would you rate the influence of the local teachers' organization
on decisions that relate to the continuation of innovative classroom
products, exclusive of financial considerations?, (The you pertains
to professional status, e.g., teachers, principals; centra-.1 office
administrators.)

For A

41. Name of Respondent

Position

Strong Influence

El Moderate Influence

El Some Influence

OLittle or No Influence

El Don't Know

El

E=1

For
C.1 MorCrlan One

0

Name of School

Name of School District

City, Town or County, State

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

157
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APPENDIX H

ACP Innovation Process Interview Inventory
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A. 50IMERAL INFORMATION

1. 140V dO you oqain int'opination, /,6gafdios exterflAlly developed curri-

e4lar inftvatlans whial are cm.rtrxtly availabla to schools?

',,..y.."

B. AbovrIoN OF IRNOVATICIN

2. Mat were the V40 tarlovtions tflat yoll designated on your question-

flaire?

3. Otlo made the 1itiai thfust i4 gettina each of these innovations
Adopted by your school or sch001 district?

1n5ert aPpro riate s 01 5

A --A Teacher(5)
n rriaapalW

Cettral Officeistratof(s).
- Teachers' Organiza-tion

0 CoraraurtitY/Interest .r1:)ulos

.,--.. Other (noeeifY)
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4. What things did these individuals do in the initial thrust.?

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

5. Describe any informal or formal evaluation procedures used prior
to the decision to adopt each innovation.

EVALUATION METHOD

(1)

I

P

I

(2)

0

T

H

E

. R

.
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0. Prior to the adoption of oadi innovation, did an outside person or
group specially knowledgeable aboUt the innovation, work closely
with the.district's personnel?

(1)

I

P

I

Yes No Doesn't Know
If yes, briefly describe what the outside group did.

(2)

0

T

H

E

R

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

REASONS

(1)

I

P

I

(2)

H

E

162
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8. What respons.bilities should you have in the process of adopting
ianovations? (The you pertains to the professional status of the
person or group being interviewed.)

Teachers:

Principals:

Central Office Administrators:

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

Teachers:.

OLP,

PrincipaM

,Central Office Administrators:

. 163
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10. (a) Turn to question 11 of the questionnaire, 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"r describe how the
teachers' organization exerts its influences. (For all other

responses, omit this question).

Single Building
1

More Than One Building

11. (a) TUrn to question 18 of the questionnaire, please.

(b) Which response did you Check? Specify

(c) What is the basis for your response?

-5-
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C. IMP LiiNIINIAT ION OF INNOVATIONS

12. 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

PI,,

0 Yes No Don't Know
If you, briefly describe what the outside group did,

(2)

0

T

H

E

R

Yes No Don't Khow
If you, bri'fly describe what the outside group did.

13. What kinds of help do you believe an RBS-type field consultant might
provide during the first year of implementation?

TYPE OF ASSISTANCE

165
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14. What responsibilities should you have in the process of implementing

innovations? (The you pertains to the professional status of the
person or group being interviewed.)

15.

Teachers:

Principals:

Central Office Administrators:

What special background or training do you feel is necessary to meet
these resnonsihilities 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-
garding the continued financial support of innovations for your

school or district?

18. (a) Turn to question 27 of the questionnaire, 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,

What special incentives are provided?
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19. (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.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

20. 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), (c), (d) on the following continuum. Mbre than ane
letter may be inserted in each space.)

1 2 3 4

1 2 4

1 2 3 4

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

(1)

I

P

I

LII Yes LII No Don't Know
If yes, explain briefly.

(2)

0

T

H

E

R

Yes No Don't Know
If yes, explain briefly.

.
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22. During the implementation of each innovationlvas external pressure

exerted an the district? (External refers to individuals or groups

other than district personnel.)

(1)

I

P

,I

Yes No Don't Know

If yes, explain briefly.

(2)

0

T

H

E

R

El Yes El No Don't Know

If yes, explain briefly.
.

23. Prior to the implementation of each innovation had there been a po-

sitive atmosphere for change in the district?

I

(1)

I

P

I

Yes 0N-.0 ElDon't Know I

If yes, explain briefly.

(2)

0

T

H

Yes No Don't Know

If yes, explain briefly.

E

R

169
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24. Was an outside expert associated with the implementation of each
innovation?

(1)

. I

P

r

0 Yes EiNo DEbn't Know
If yes, explaia brio3fly.

(2)

0

T

Fl

E

R

0Yes ONO 0 Don't Khow
If yes, explain briefly.

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

Yes ONo El Don't Know

If NO, what changes were introduced to adapt the innovation to
your needs?

INNOVATION WAYS THEY HAVE BEEN ADAPTED

IPI

OTHER



26. Has there been an evaluation in your class, schobl, or st-hool dis-
trict of each innovation? If the response is;No, proceed immediately
to question 27. If the response is Yes, then omit question 27.

INNOVATION
TYPE OF-

EVALUATION

,

BRIEF DESCRfPTION
OF TYPE OF EVALUATION

DEGREE OP
THOROUGHNESS

(1)

I

P

I

Process

El Yes

0 No

0 Don't
Know

.

0 Extensive

0 GOod

0 Moderate

0 Fair

0 Poor

(1)

I

P

I

Product

0 Yes

0 No

0 Don't
Know

0 Extensive

C:] Good

0 Moderate

C:] Fair

0 Poor

c»
t.'-' J

0

T

H

E

R

r-ProPss

0 Yes

No

Don't
Know

0 Extensive

0 Good

E] Moderate

C:1 Fair

Ell POOT

(2)

0

T

H

E

k

Product

D Yes

No

Don't
Know

2 Extensive

°Good

°Moderate

E]Fair

Opoor

171
-12-



27. Would you please comment on why an evaluation has not been per-

formed?

INNOVATION REASON FOR NO EVALUATION

---- .. 4

IS .EVALUATION FLAMED?

(1)

IPI Process Yes No

Don't Know

(1)

IPI Product ElYes No

Don't Know

(2)

OTHER Process DYes DNa
Don't Know

(2)

OTHER

L

Product Yes El No

Don't Know -
28. If your school or school district has more than ane 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?

172
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29. Name of School DistriCt

(3)

City, State

Names of Respondent(s) Position Name of School

30. Interviewer's general reactions, comnents, perceptions, and obser-
vations regarding the respondent's general attitude, aside comments,

and views expressed during the interview.

173
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CONSULTANT DIAGNOSTIC INSTRUMENT

INSTRUCTIONS

The Consultant Diagnostic Instrument (CDI) is a checklist

for the consultant's use twice a year to assess the implementation and

to document progress of the appropriate IPI Model in the Network Schools.

The Companion Piece contains a definition of each item.

Description of CDI

The first part (I. School Organization) includes items

concerning materials, space, administrative planning, demographics and

school philosophy and/or goals.

The second part (II. Instructional Elements) pertains to the

instructional aspects of program implementation. The instrument is

designed to provide for evaluation of the implementation and the progress

of the IPI program(s) in the Network Schools.

This instrument enables a 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.
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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 very closely to the IPI Model.

b). differ to a great extent from the IPI Model.

In addition, this instrument will facilitate the consultant's analysis

of the collected data and aid in the formulation of strategies 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 totals in each curricular
subject;

(2) it provides for an explanation of the school's
goals;

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

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

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

DIRECTIONS FOR USE:
4

School Organization

The school organization is divided into four sections.

-Sections A,.B, and C require a "+" in the appropriate box to

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

-2-

176



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

this instrument for each individualized' program. The following is an

example of a positive response for item A-4 and a negative response for

item Ar.5 on the first reading taken for the Spelling program.

Example:

4. Permanent student file

maintained

5. Aide wor1 7. area is

functionai

==
gE4HHHHHH
P4HHHHHHHH

J

P4

Cr;21ZHHHH)-11-14r-100

c4

P4

C.DZZ414.1

1:4

P4

C.DOZZ
.4

DI

P4

,..4

DI

P4

41
U

En

.
1--;
psi

41
C)

En

II
R

+

0

Section D requires that the requested data be furnished

the indicated black lines. Section D is to be completed only one

time during the school year. There is no space provl.ded for more than

one reading for section D.

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

C in the companion piece for school organization.

on

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.

-3-
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The columns on the right side of the page under the heading

Classrooms are used to re&ord 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
is not occurring in the classroom visited.

X This denotes a item that could not be observed.

The Column, Item Total, is used to record the total number of

classroom:, observed which had a positive response to each ii6M.

The column, Area Total, is used to record the total nuMber of

classrOams 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 is used to record the total number of positive

responses for each classroom observed.

The horizontal column, Classrooms, should contain the classroom

number and grade level e.g. 101.1 means room 101 and is a first grade

class.

DIRECTIONS FOR USE:

School Summary

The School Summary section is divided into five parts. In

the first part, Instructional Elements Summary, the following information-- -

should be recorded:

1. Area totals for each curriculum product.

2. Total number of classrooms observed.

-4-
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In the second part, a full explanation of the goals of the

school should 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. The name of the Program.

2. Under the heading, Problem, the problem upon which

action has been takr2A or will be taken in the near

future should be listed.

3. Under Recommendations Made, the advice given or

suggestions made ly the consultant should 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 tbe 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.

-5-
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COMPANION PIECE

to the

CDI: MATHEMATICS

INSTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

A. Placement Tests

1. Student orientation of IPI Math conducted prior to placement
testing.

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

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

2. All placement 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
unCi placement occtrs.

3. Tests scored correcrly

Tests co,:rectly scored by aides against Placement Test Key

4. Tests recorded correctly

Results correctly recorded on studeht profile by aides:

NJ
indicates the student has placed

indicates the need for further: testing
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5. Placement testins Is r:ompleted.for each student prior to
his first prescription.

. Pretests and Postests

1. Pretests assigned only for nonmastered units.

Each unmastered unit pretest is assigned separately and
in its entirety.

2. Units assigned in sequential order

The unmastered unit lowest-in level and area is
always assigned first.

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.

If 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. Testc recorded correctly

'Skills not mastered are circled on approprlate column
of PrePost data form. Skills mastered
Date is recorded.

6. Teacher reviews with student his performance .ALI tests.

C. CET's

1. CET always a separate prescription

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

a. Summary page aIays prescribed and reviewed by
teacher before a CET is prescribed.

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

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

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

elicit student's assessment of own
readiness for the CET.

4. Performance on CET used to determine additional worka-n-
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 WrAting

1. First prescription Is written for lowest unit of
placement.

2. Teacher analyzes, diagnoses, and prescribes according to
student's deficiencies on most recent work on diagnostit
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!3 and prescription
(when prescriptions written during class)

3--
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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

4. Review (r) and teaching (0 pages are used as recommended.

Review pages are prescribed when:

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

b. Teacher is 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 netting.
Groups are composed of students needing work on
the saMe skil"

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 material in the Student
Booklet, supplementary materials are prescribed
which when used in a specific way, support mastery
of the skill.

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

Any-saPplementary 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.

-4-
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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.

kr4

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, without unnecessary
assiatance 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 end of the period and closing
of the class.

4. Room arrangement permits unimbeded 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 nctJvity of students throughout
the classroom, looking ificolly at:

a. Studen:s 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 Ininimal 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 -Jo 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

-5-
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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.

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 aidc may perform other in-class tasks
specified by teacher or school policy.

b. Aide scoring:

1. The student 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.

-6 -
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b. There is a definite procedure for teaching

5elf-scoring.

C students are able

of self-scoring.
to carry out procedure

d. Techer monitors student's performance when
self-scoring.

2. Students are moving toward self-prescribing or are self-
prescribing

a. 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 monitors student's performance when self-
prescribing.

aware of own progress through continuum3. Students

StUdehts can describe their current unit and (when
apPropriate) skill, and the.task being undertaken.
For eXample: "I'm ,about to take a postest for

C-Mult." "I'm working in the D-Ad3/Sub-8 student
booklet. If I can do this summary page I'll
probably go to take a CET.

4. Students attempt to resolve diffidulties with instructional..
tasks before seeking teacher help.

Students attempt to work-out problems that are
difficult or confusing by:

a. Identifying the nature of the difficulty

b. Roc:Westing help from peer if problem is
wi.th reading or interpreting instructions

c. Re-reading instruCtions

d. Working example

e. Looking for earli.er pSies that explain the concept.

5. Students demonstrate ability to perform instructionally-
related ta5ks in In.

a. Locating IPI materials prescribed.

b. Locating supplementary materials prescribed.

-7-
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COMPANION PIECE

to the

CBI: READING

INSTRUCTIONAL ELEMENTS

A. Placement Testing

(New school or students new to the program.)

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 pot 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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c. 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 categoty.
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 given 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 achieve mastery.

d. New students will begin placement testing for Stage ry
if tney are reading at a 32 or 41 level.

It is reqommended that the student be reading
at the 3 or 41 level before entering Stage TV.

*(Old schools)

e. Returning students begin with the: 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 achieve mastery (90%), they are given
the End-of-Book-Test for the next higher
Programmed Reader.

f. Students previously in IPI Reading will begin placement
testing for Stage IV after the completion of Tapebook 20.

g.

The pre-requistite for taking E-Level Placement
is the completion of Tapebook 20.

Students, previously in Stage ry 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%) Of 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 aide 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 pla'cément tests scored and recorded correctly.

4. Placement testing is 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 ski]. ; 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 assignments in that skill prior
to CET.

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

When a s:,,lent begins to work in a skill, his pretest
is the only diagnostic 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 diagnosis 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.

-4-
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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.

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 special setting.

b. Groups are composed of students needing
work on the same skill.

4. When prescribed, supplementary materials aid 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 Reading Instruction
_-

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 90% on the End-of-Book-Test
for Book 1, they may work independently in Book 2.

-5-
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2. Spot-checkIng of oral rvaJing In programmed matvrIN1 occur:J.

Teacher has student read at least one frame per page
aloud from the programmed material.

3. 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.

4. Teacher reviews Unit Tests (CET's) with student.

The teacher confers with the student to pinpoint
the nature of his difficulty.

5. The Unit Summary Chart is appropriately used.

The Unit Summary Chart is used by the teacher to
record the student's results of Unit Tests and
End-of-Book-Tests.

6. 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.

7. Asterisked material on Prescription Form is assigned only
when needed.

a. Additional cassette lessons 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.

8. 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.

9. *Group Story Record is found in student's notebook and is
maintained by the teacher.

6
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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 14.

c. When the student finishes the group story, the
teacher marks the date and if necessary makes
comments.

10. Student participates in indpendent reading at assigned points.

a. When the prescription indicates, 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. First prescription wirtten for lowest unit of placement.

The first presc ption written for each student
should correspond to his lowest unmastered unit.

2. The activities involved in a directed reading lesson
follow the general progression of group-individual-group.

There is group reading (and often discussion) 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.

C2

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

-7-
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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.

c. 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 isinaintained 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 assistance.

-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 activity of students
throughout the classroom, looking specifically at:

a. Students 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 IP1 materials, but in the student's
current reading topic area.

8. Teacher interacts with students for-positive reinforcement.

Teacher is careful to "make contact" with most
students in each class to positively reinforce
the student's participation in IP1.

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.

Aide performs casks as defined for appropriate program.

a. During 1PI 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 instructional

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 scoring own work.

a. Students 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-prescribing.

3. Students aware of own progress through continuum.

Students can 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

a. Identifying the nature of the difficulty.
,t.

b. Requesting help from peer if problem is with
reading or interpreting instructions.

c. Re-reading instructions.

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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