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ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL PROJECTS YOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
PROJECT INFORMATION PACKAGES (PIPs)

The analysis of projects for the development of Project Informa-
tion Packages contrasts sharply with the analyses described by the
previous speakers. Where the other studies have analyzed a range of
prograns looking for features which distinguish effective programs
from ineffective ones, RMC analyzed a small number of projects,
all of which were effective, looking for the unique features vwhich
led to the success of each project. Since no ineffective projects
were included in the study, no dimensions could be defined which would
distinguish projects in terms of effectiveness. In any case, the projects
in question shared few common features at the level of specificity

required for diffusion to new sites.

Certainly, a statistical search for common features would not have
helped in this effort to package projects for dissemination. Instead,
a form of systems analysis was used to identify project elements which
contributed to project effectiveness, and this analysis is described
below. Before turning to the analysis, however, I would like briefly to
describe the history 6f the packaging studies in which RMC has been in-
volved. I would also like to consider two issues which are central to
current cfforts to isolate and communicate gssential project features:
(a) Just how effective are exemplary projects in compensatory aducation?
and (b) Where should we be looking if we want to find the things that

produce apparent achievement gains?

History of the Packaging Studies

The USOE ﬁas long felt that the effectiveness of federally funded

programs—-particularly those intended to provide compensatory services
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to disadvantaged children—-could be greatly enhanced through the diffu-
sion of education projects and practices proven to be cffective. It he-
came clear recently, however, that the simple dissenination of informa-
tion about such projects and practices was not a sufficient mechanism

for bringing about widespread replication. For this reason, a decision
was made in 1973 to attempt a more complete packaging of several exenm-
plary projects. The purpose of this undertaking was to detcrmine whether
projects could be packaged with sufficient clarity and in sufficient de-
tail to encourage and enable their replication at sites where educational

needs had not been adequately met by existing programs of instruction.

In June 173 a twelve-month research and develpment contract was
avarded to the RMC Research Corperation by USOE to identify up to eight
compensatory education.projects and develop replication packages for
them. Six cxenplary projects were identified, and packages were de-
livered to sites for field testing late in the summer of 1974. A de-
scription of the entire contract effort is presented in a report by

Tallmadge (1974).

A two-~-year cvaluation of the PIP field test was the second step
in answering the question of PIP viability. The field test ronsisted
of attempts by two to five sites'to replicate cach of the six projects,
a total of 19 replications in all. The evaluation of the ficld test
was conducted-by SRI with RMC as a subcontractor. The first-year eval-
uation activities included five visits to each sitec to observe progress
and collect student test data. RNC participated in these site visits
and provided general support but was primarily responsible for develop-
ing recommendations for PIP revisions (Horst, Piestrup, Foat, & Binkley,

1975).

The general conclusion of the field test was that the PIPs were
fairly successful in enabling accurate replication of the excmplary
projects (Stearns, 1977). However, the field test also provided mauy
new insights into project analysis and PIP design. Dased on these in-

sights, the original projects were visited again and re-analyzed, the



PIPs were redesipgned, and completely aew packages were produced. Thesa
second=generation PIPs are currvently being dissemiaated oa a aationwide
basis. This diffusion eftort is being evalunted by the Anerican Insti-

tutes for Research, with RIIC as sudcontractor.

low Bffective Are Exemplary Projects?

thile the nominal purpose of this series of studies has been to ex-
plore the potential of packaging for the diffusion of exemplary projects,
the ultimate goal has been to help solve the reading and math problems of
educationally disadvantaged students. In particular we have been asked
to identify and package tine "essential clements" of the exemplary proj-
ccts; that is, those elements which QiLl, if replicated in other sites,
produce the same achievemenc gains obtained at the original project sites.
Unfortunately there are three interrelated problums which limit the abil-
ity to diffuse project effectiveness. Fach of these problems is dis-—

cussed briefly below.

The basic model is wrong. The fundamental problem has been in con-

centrating on the impact of the "project" while treating other sources
24 P proj 8

of impact rather lightly. To belabor the pdint, wve have acted as if
Gain = f(¥Yroject).

In fact of course, if the project is replicated in very different sur-
roundings, with very different studeats and teachers, gains can be ex-
pected to differ too. In addition, we have found that the way in which
achicvement is measured has a major effect on apparent gains. In other
words, if we want to examine project success we nust start with a more

realistic equation:

Apparent Gain = f{(Project, Context, Measurcment).

ERIC
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I vill not attempt to develop this equation in any serious wuy;
so precise definitions for tue three independent variables are not too
important. In ganeral, the tern '"project” is intended to include only
those eclements of the project which can be packaged for diffusion, such
as instructional techniques, managenment procedures, materials, and so
on. The "context'" is a catch-all concept including the students and
their environment, school persdnnel with their skills and attitudes, and
all other project features that cannot be exported. '"Measureuent" in-
cludes the tests which are used, the evaluation design, and the testing
procedures. It might also include "test wiseness" and similar sources
of test score variance which involve studeat learning but which we would
not want to include under the heading of the "project." Yo one would
doubt that all three classes of variates affect apparent gain, yet as

we shall sce, their relative importance is often overleoked.

Project effects are small in ru:lation to our expectations. The

pﬁfposo of compensatory projects is to take students who are not ac-
quiring adequate skills and teach them those skills. O0f course, we all
profess to be realistic in our expectations as to what is possible, but

a review of some basic components of test score variance can be quite
sobering. Figure 1 illustrates the relative magnitudes of three possible
conponents of reading scores as measured with a standardized test. The
first component is the iudividual differences among students. These dif--
ferences, as we all know, are very large. The second component is the
normal expected skill increase over the course of a year for a given stu-
dent. It includes the effects of (a) the regular school program, (b)
maturation, and (c) all out-of-school learning. At grade 2, the sum of
these three effects is small when compared to the differences among stu-
dents. At grade 6 it is smaller still. The third component is the dif-
ference that an effective project might make. For the purpose of illus—
tration, a value of one~third of a standard deviation with respect -to

the national norm group is shown in Figure 1. VWhile this value is rather
arbitrary, in practice we have been able to find very few compensatory

projects with convincing evidence of even this amount of impact.
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Unfortunately, it seens that the scale of individual differences
is often used as the frame of reference for judging project cffective-
ness.  We know, for exanmple, that the nineticth percentile student,
witile not a genius, reads quite well. The tenth percentile studeat
recads so poorly that special help is badly nceded. We tend to use
the fiftieth percentile student as our goal for compensatory projects,
perhaps because fiftieth percentile rcading skills seen minimally
adequate, perhaps because we feel that no American should be below
average in anything. The problem is, as Figure | suggests, that such
a goal implies the uneed for truly dramatic changes in learning rates;
far more dramatic than our experience tells us is possible with avail-
able instructional techniques. hten faced with ‘these facts, there is
a tendency to become discouraged and to say in cffect, if we can’t
have the moon, why even try? BRNC dozs not take this position, bul
before considering what we would adwvocate, there is a third problen

to discuss.

Project effects are small in relation to context and measurement

variance. The problem is not eimply that project effects are small in

relation to our aspirations. They are also small in relation to the vast
sea of confounding contextual and measurement effects from which we try

to scparate them. The cffects of contextual wvariates arc not wvell quan-
tified, but I feel most educators would agree that a project which appears
effective in middle-class suburbia may not héve the same success in an
inrer-city settidg. Similarly, a project which helps students whose main .
problen is limited skill in English may not have as great an impact on
native spéakers of English with more severe educational deficits, and a
project which depends on exceptional teachers may not work as well with
teachers having lesser skills. I would go further, aud say that the con-

text can make or break a project.

Measurement variance is somewhat better understood. We know, for
example, that for a project which apparently meets our arbitrary stan-
dard (one-third of a standard deviation gain due to the project), half
of that gain could easily be due to regression effect error (Anderson
& Estes, 1976). The use of grade—equivalent scores may account for a

comparable spurious gain (Tallmadge & Horst, 1976, p. 74). Dropouts

3
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from the louv end of the range can inflate gains tremendously. For ex-
ample, Lf the lover 40% of a group is dropped beotween the prelest and
the posttest, a one—third standard deviation loss in mean score will
appear to become one-third standard deviation gain (Roberts, 1977).
Testing too =«arly or too late can also make large apparent differences
(Horst, Tallmadge, & VWood, 1975, p. 13). 1In addition, the test which
is used can be a major factor, since a one-third standard deviation gain
nay represent as few as tvo or three faw score points. Even changing
from one standardized test to another can make huge differences in
scores. The effect of changing to other kinds of tests may be much
larger. Clearly, then, the match between test items and instructional
content can be critical (Bianchini, 1976). The general picture is one
of many variates which might produce roughly equal impacts on apparent
gain. The project is only oune such variate, and not necessarily the

dominant one.

Fiuding the Essential Elenments

Given that project impacts as measured by standardized tests are
small and elusive, one may ask whether there is any justification for
pursuing the critical prouject elements which produce these illusive gains.
I would say yes, because it is clear té any observer that the best proj-
acts are better than mediocre ones and far superior to no treatment at
all. Giving all students access to the best projects available is still
a worthwhile goal. thile we cannot now support this assertion by point-
ing to impacts on student achievement, I believe that few educators would

- - H .
really disagree. Mowever, some cautions are 'in order.

Limitations of multivariate statistical techniques. The other

three studies described in this symposium represent straightforward at-
tenpts to find the elements common to effective projects, or more pre-
cisely, those elements which distinguish effective projects fron less
effective ones. RMC could not apply such procedures for two reasons.
First, we had only six projects to analyze in depth, and they were all

effective. In fact, only effective projects were even nominated for

"9
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our screening procedures. Thus we had no ineffective projects to pro-
vide contrast. Sccondly, the six nrojects we exanined shared litcle
in common in terms of instructional approaches. Thus, concentrating
on common features would have eliminated all iastvuctional features

from. further coasideration.

This is unot to say that conmmon features are uninportant. Our in-
pressions, based on our intensive experience with these six projects
and our informal experience with many others are completely consistent
with the findings of the other studies. There certainly are general
features which characterize effective projects, but I would classify -
most of them as management rather than instructional features. Further-
more, while they are probably among the nmost important features to com-
municace to a new adopter site, they do not tell the complete managenent
story. In particular, they cannot include the unique approaches devel-
oped in evceptionally innovative projects. Statistical techuiques have
helped to idertify the common management features of effective projects,
but for purposes of diffusion, we nust alse isolate those features which

are unique to cach effective project.

My impfession is that, while w21l implemented projects tend to
share certain effective management features, any reputable instructional
approach can work, if it is implemented well. However, it would also
be wrong to conclude that specific instructional features are unimpor-
tant in « diffusion effort. It seems obvious that different instruc-
tional approaches may teach different skills, and that a given aporoach
may be more effective in one context than another, even though our cur-
rent measurenent model is so crude that we cannot sayvexactly what the
various approaches accomplish. It is also clear that the insructional
features of an effective approach will be the first thing that a poten-
tial adopter will look for. The fact that many differcunt approaches
arc comparably effective does not imply that all approaches will work,
or that all approaches will be equally aft;activc to all educators.
Therefore, if we intend to.analyze projects for the purpose of diffus-
ing them to other sites, our analysis process must identify the inpor-

tant instructional features as well as the managcement features.

i0
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+ - -
Diffusing ¢ains vs. diffusing projecty. At the beginning of the

IP development effort, PIHC vas focusing on a rather narrowly defined
questinon. The question was this, "Given that a particular effective
project is to be diffused, to vhat extent can a package of printed and
other materials replace the services of a technical consultant?" lhisl
is an important question, because diffusion via a technical consultant
is expensive, and the consultant (usually the project director vho de-
veloped the project) has a very limited amount of time. The muthod of
project analysis used by RMC was deVeloped in direct response to this
question, and it focuses on identifying project goals and processes. As
an aside, I believe that we can now answer the original cuestion rather
wvell. In fact, if we combine what has been lcarned in the PIP studies
vith the results of several concurrent diffusion studies, we can even
give pretty good answers to the more general questions of how to dif-

fuse projects effectively.

Hovever, as I mentioned earlier, these werv never the real PUP qﬁes—
tions. The real question was whether we could package the large achicve-
nment gains reported'by a small number of exemplary projects and dilfuse
those gains throughout the entire educational system. .Analyzing projects
with a view to replicating their gains involves nuch rniore than capturiag
their goals and processes. Specifically, it requires careful analyses
of the project "context'" and "measurement." Only where the impacts of
these variates are fully understood can we be confident that any kind
of "project'" analysis will contribute to producing achievement gains in

other school districts.

Diffusing measurement approaches and contexts. Since measurement

and context secem to be major factors in the apparent ecffectiveness of
projects, a brief comment on the possibility and desirability of dif-
fusing these components is warranted. The issuc¢ is not a facetious
one. .leasurement effects are gencrally exportable and fall into two
catégories. The first category covers errors in evaluation methodol-

ogy. 1t is difficult to prove, but my impression is that a substan-

‘tial proportion of reported project impacts arc the result of widely

9 1l
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accepted but inappropriate evaluation practice:s. These practiceg arc

easy to packaege, but we probably do not wish to diffuse them.

liowever, the second category of evaluation practices is cqually
easy to diffuse and should probably b2 strongly encouraged. These prac-
tices include selecting relevant tests, and in general designing evalu-
ations which capture the exact learrning that the project has produced.
It is important not to pretend that specific new skills are the same as
a general improvement in reading or math, but it is equally important
not to belittle real impacts on student skills simply because those

skills are not accompanied by big jumps in standardized test scores.

The concept of diffusing project context may at first seem absurd,
since context was defined as those features which cannot be packaged
for expeort. However, while strictly speaking context cannot he ex-
ported, it is possible to be surc that there is a good match on criti-
cal context variates before a now site'attempts to adopt a project.
The concept that the context iﬁ a new site nust be compatible with a
given project has been basic to PIP™development from the beginning and
nuch of the PIP selection material focuses on critical context variates.
Unfortunately, it has been difficult to get anyone to take context con=
siderations seriously, and projects frequently end up in inappropriate

settings with predictable results.

Analyzing a Project for Diffusion

Independent of the problems in finding effective projects, if a
project contributes to student achievement gains, other districts may
very well wish to adopt it. As I have ncted, both management and in-
structional features may be included among the important components of
project success. In fact, one of the major features of the original PIP
projects has been their longevity. All six have survived for more than
ten years. Obviously, a project which does not survive does not help
students, and survival requires much more than demonstrating achievement

gains. Over the past three years, RMC has cvolved an analysis procedurc

052
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which has proven very useful in sorting out the many goals and procedures
wvhich make up & successful project. Essentially, it is a systems analy-
sis which organizes the various initial conditions, processes, and out—
comes in the project. Since the intent is to let other sites replicate
the original project, the project is described as a component of a rep-

lication systen.

Stages of Replication.

The replication of a project is divided into three stages: (a) se-
lection/adoption, (b) start-up, and (c) operation. Selection/adoption is
the process whereby sites select the projects that suit their nceds and
apply through appropriate channels for funds. Start-up begins with the
delivery of a PIP and associated funds to a suitable site, and ends when
the project is ready for operation. In general, start-up is completed by
the end of the summer vacation. Operation is the instructional and ad-
ministrative activity of the school year, beginning with the [irst con-

tact between teachers and students for instruction or testing.

Each of the three stages is further broken down into inputs, pro-
cesses, and outcomes, and these substages are organized to reflect the
basic project components of personnel, other resources, and students. In
this model all three components are receivers of inputs and processes, not
initiators. F¥or example, in the personnel section, the project is de-
scribed in terms of what is done to teachers, not by them. The resulting

descriptive model is summarized in Figure 2.

The selection/adoption stage is included in Figure 2 for completeness,
but it is incidental to thé analysis of the project, and will ant be dis-
cussed further here. However, several other fecatures of the replication
model should be discussed. The intended outcome of the sclection/adoption
stage 1s a site that meets the requirements for replicating the project
chosen. This outcome is described in terms of the characteristics of
personnel, other resources, and students at the site, and constitutes

a major component of the inputs to the start-up stage. The renainder of

11
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inputs to start—up include the PI?, moaezy, technical assistance, and other
inputs that are supplied to the site to help in repiicating the desired
project. 1In other words, assistanc2 supplied to the site is i subset of
the inputs to the start-up stage. Inputs to the start-up stage also in=

clude the site itself with its perscnnel, other resources, and students.

Similarly, the outcomes of start-up are inputs to the operation stage.
However, unlike start-up, there are very few additional inputs during op-
eration. This is a consequence of a basic PIP replication concept: the
concept that a package of information (and associated funds) can be suffi-
cient to produce the replication of a project if delivered to an appropri-
ate site. To the extent that this concept proved unworkable ia the PIP
field test, new inputs in the forms of monitoring, technical assistance,

and the like have been identified for the operation stage.

The process column under each stage iuncludes the activities carried
out at that stage and the timing considerations for cach activity. Timing
includes the amount of time allotted for cach 'activity, the sequence of
activities, and the perind in the school year during which the activity

is expected to take place.

Descriptive Conventions in the lModel

The lower section of Figure 2 displays the specific descriptive con-
ventions (see Horst et al., 1975, Appendix D, for definitions) adopted by
RMC in categorizing field test data. Personnel are divided into (a) the
project director, (b) other project staff, and (c) nonproject personnel.
These catecgories were adopted because of the qualitatively different ways
in which the PIP mechanism interacts with them. The project directors are
central to the project replication. They are intended to be selected by
the time of the site proposal or grant request, and most of the PIP mate-
rials arc directed to them. While the I'[Ps provide them with some job
aids in the form of calendars, sample forms, and the like, it is assuned
that they possess nost of the requirced characteristies at the time they
are selected, and much of their PIP m terial simply describes what they

should accomplish, with minimal suggestions on how to proceed.

13406
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Personnel inputs and personnel outcomes are described in terms of the
titles of the personnel required, and their required characteristics.
Characteristics of personnel, or outcomes, arc categorized under skills,
attitudes, and quantity. In addition, for the purposes of the replication
nodel there are critical roles, interrelationships, job positions, and the
like, which are not considerued to be ecither skills or attitudes. Thus,
for example, the amount of authority given to a project director by the
district administration may be one of the most important factors to de-
scribe. A third category of roles is provided to cncompass such personnel

descriptors.

Processes related to personnel are broken down into sclection and
training. Training is taken in the broad sense to include any activites
designed to change skills or attitudes. In addition to conventional skill
training, this definition encompasses all orientation and instructional
activities. Procedures designed to create roles or authority relatioan-
ships mav not fall under cither selection or training (e.g., giving a proj-
ect director the task of hiring teachers in order to es*ablish his or her
authority over them). Such procedures are included under a thivd category,

cstablishing roles.

The remaining column is labeled "(new) inputs."” During start-up,
these inputs include the PIP, other technical assistance, money, con-
straints, and, for the original six PIPs, field-test events. MNost of
these inputs should be generally self-explanatory and no special de-
scriptive conventions were adopted. The exception is the content of the

PIP, for which the followiny conventions are used:

Information includes descriptions of tasks and activities in terns
of intended outcomes and their sequences. The siguificance of this cate-
pory for the developnent of PIPs is the assumption that project dircctors
and other staff will know how to accomplish the particular tasks and ac-

tivities described in this brief manner.

14 L7



Self-training materials are intended to help personnel acquire new
skilis, dhd attitudes, and range from informal tips and sugsestions to,
in one P1P, a programmed tape/slide training sequence. While it is not
alwavs possible to categorize materials unambiguously under information
or training, the distinction is helpful in developing a package because
it makes explicit the assumptions on the cxtent to which various person-
nel will come to the project with the necessary skills or will require
PIP assistance in acquiring them. By and ldrge, the PIPs were designed
as information packages with only limited self-training materials. The
major project training activity, training of project staff, was generally
assigned to the ew project directcrs, and it was assumed that they will

“have most of the basic skills needed to conduct such training.

The najor remaining component of a project is its students. Students
are doscribad under the same conventions as persounnel. Their characteris-
tics (outcomes) include skills, attitudes, and quantity; sclection and

traininy are the processes in which they are involved.

llost of the description of students and the processes that affect then
are included under operation processes and outcomes. While student out-
comes in terms of skills and attitudes constitute the ultimate goals of any
educational project, the emphasis of the PIP replication mechanism is on
the replication of selected instructional processes. These processes are

included under the operation process of student training. It should be

noted that these instructional processes can be defined, in large part, in
terms of teacher behaviors and interactions with materials. Thus, student
training will encompass the operation outcomes for personnel and other re-

S0UrcCese.

Applying the llodel

Conceptually, the model ‘in Figure 2 provides a simple framework fotr
isolating the critical clements of the PIP replication mechanism. In
practice, however, there are major problems in describing the replication

mechanism in terms of this or any other nodel. In particular, the number

15y
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of specific items that could be listed under cach heading is virtually
infinite, so there is no practicable way of describing the mechanism ex-
hauscively. For example, consider the problem of describing the skills
and attitudes of the project director which are assumed to exist at the
outcome of the selection/adoption stage. It is clear that the project
dircctor must have appropriate technical and managerial skills and nmust
have a generally positive attitude toward the project. Lowever, eunumer-
ating all cf these skills and attitudes at a detailed level is clearly
impractical, as it would be necessary in the process to exclude all the
possible human characteritics the project director must not have. At-
tempting to list all the processes intended to modify personnel charac-

teristics presents a similar problen.

Farly attempts by R!NC to produce appropriate lists led to vonsiderable
frustration. The lists quickly became long and uuwieldy with details that
were obvious or trivial, vet vhen used as a basis of comparison for the
field-test sites, the lists never seemed to have a place for the critical
site-specific problems. Unat was nceded was a list of categorics to sys-—
tematize the description; this would provide an overall perspective on the
mechanism in question and would highlight those parts of the mechanism re-
guiring revision. Clearly, a systematic procedure for generating such a

description was needed.

The procedure which was adopted took as its primary input the field-
test data on problems encountered by sites. The rationale for this proce-
dure was simply that any aspect of the replication process that did not go
as intended at one or more sites indicated a possible defect in the-in—
tended replication mechanism and a potential point for a recommended re-

vision.

The data uscd to develop the model came from a variety of sources.
The reports of site observations by SRI, RHNC, and USOE site visitors were
the major source of data. While it was not practicable to list cvery

sense in which sites were replicating successfully, it was quite possible
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to list the major ways in which sites are deviating from intended practices.
Included were exanples of observed failures to replicate, problems observed,
user comments on reasons for problens, reported aubiguities in the PIPs,

and lack of information in the PIPs. Observers obtained verbal reports, re-
viewed wmarginal notes written in the PIPs by project staff, and looked for
specific evidence of use or nonuse of PIP components. 1In addition, all re-
quests by project staff for assistance from outside sources were nonitored

via contact report forms.

The first step in the analysis procedure was to screen all of the data
described above. All recports and other data sources were systematically
reviewad, each problem or deviation was entered on a separate card, and the
cards were sorted into the various categories shown in Table 1. Initially,
cards from each site were processed separately so that 19 different sets

of cards resulted.

The resulting picture of the problems at a given site was incomplete.
While the outcomes of start—-up were generally portrayed fairly systemati-
cally, there were gaps in the preceding columns. The practical problems
faced by the site observer virtually preclude recording every possible as-
pect of each process and every possible characteristic of cach person in-
volved in the project and, in many cases, the critical things to look for
became apparent only after an associated outcome went awry. To identify
and fill in the gaps, RMC used the following procedurc: the start—-up out-
come problems for a given site were organized into manageable units. Yor
example, one unit might consist of required teacher skills which were not
present at the end of start-up. The intended mechanisms which were de-
signed to produce the skills werc then systematically reviewed beginning
with other start-up outcones, then working backward through the related

start—-up processes, start—up inputs, and selection/adoption outcomes.

To be specific, when looking for the reasons why teachers lacked cer-
tain desired attitudes, the other start—up outcomes to consider would
include, at least, the expected attitudes of the project director toward
the project and the availability and adequacy of the materials and facili-

ties. MNext, start-up processes would be reviewed to see where breakdowns

o 17 Z()
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Talibe 1

FACTORS LEADTSG 10 LACK QF TEACHES LSTIRS LAy
IV PRMICT Bt 8108

Selegt (on/Mopt fon
Dl comes

(New} Inpt

Prigess

ety

Tine

il e

e rvatin !

frngeet direetor meer=
fan 1l = can by repe
Vieatnd this year

Mjuet dfreetor 1y

heeed as “helping
"

teacher tnstend of

“Projeet director”

Prajeet director has
e aimdng stratyee
vyperienee

Prvjeet dyreetor vas not
tvelvul an ar jdent -
Pivtl e geand applicas
Lien

Prasect threetor did aot
Tawe distriet qob appros
ete t PHY e

o Inadequate fands allocie
ted to pay two addytons
al teachers (tntal ot 12
18 needed, projeet has
)

PIP 1w nat, elear oy how
nand planning perluds
teachers nead per day

PIP docy not dlsgus
allernglive stafl con=
figuvattons fur nore
than or Toss Ihay e
stidenty

o Drinetpal vather than proteet
dyeeetor hires <t

o Pranctpal assbgns vl ing seventh
prade teacters to lled

o Self=rrdentation tor project
director ta Hapted

o Proveet dtrectar has o'ty
deseribing gambng/sImedation ta
Sfal

o Dragect dlircetor selests overs
il Fied asdew Ta® hoye thely

BN, o WA dogrees)

o bl evientation Lacks vnthye

LR

o Only ot mnpth
Irstend of anti-
clpated foup
monthis {or starts
g

o Urlentation oceury
alter sehonla open
i Septenher

eachers are
ful endhiisge
antie shod
the It
nrejeet

amanacasnny

Prowet dircto
[RTICTULN KT )
of cmtutore ap
I3 bl te
repliepte fed
Jor thy goepgt
sl yop

e
ISR
Naternils,
Lacityten

tnadvguate Teat e
e Lol oy obtadnsny
bt posaneps o P
calai)e’

Myt evples ol =3
vateranls rom cxen=
plary cited ot avails
hle

Hed vaterialy viewed as
relatemg Luoa il ferent
sucdarthiie group

Dintreet /chonl channel s
for agpeoval of orders
I enlliel whin ptp
Appropriate space Tar
prateet directur's and
seerelary's ol fee ot
utad tulle

Appeoprate ¢lasse
spae- [ar teachery put

avallalie

Towdaiate (wds o
NG stulents

PIE Ayl edear on
wlleh it v
visentsal ta purs
e

PER dles nab <t
ratonal or purghas-
g certagn facl ey
(e, carpet b am
hoxiganal tablis)

PIV dyes nat gontain an
Mhquate mebee ol e
cmres on e care
materinly

Tnlorralton on shyeh
ramtng/slrulatboa
materdals toapder s
gLy

Some ganing /a0
materyaly are $1Leeshle

o bu i es are pot amdered (o
corpectiy and Bosignal tables
apdepetl)

o Clocrmm space loe carli teagher
v ablocatel

o eriale el Taet it es
rob it el ol ta oot ¢lagsrom

as et e

o Ovdvrneg hegir
Migust Tustead of
Ly

Clivaem s
ut ey ta
Vet on

Mot fied
LR FEI DAY

Wt bt

Nodents

Sumb e ol studenty o
D served does ot
malele DU cnnl {gras
tus (45 opposcd
R

& lubets nat ol gn pen
of NIkt wped
aphahetioally st i wps ol
1fi=t)

o It dyreelay
Tiry Jeag tam Twy
B Lor Prmng
anid sehedis] g
W appemit Lo
cabee anth

Taappnprinte
pup e teacher
[FIRTOY

’
fechmeatdy - tee tulls wndee selectan/udoption pricesdes,

-

-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

occurred in training the tcachers or ordering naterials. Then start-up
inputs would be examined to determine where the PIP appearad deficient,
vhere the owtcomes of sclection/adoption were not as expected, and wherce

noney, '"SOE constraints, local policies, field-test inputs, and the like,

affected training or ordering processes.

“

As ca category of the mechanism was considered, there vere three
judgments to be made: (a) the category does not beér onn the problen under
consideration (e.y., lack of desired attitudes), cither directly or through
any relation to an intervening category that relates to the problem; (b)
the category is relevant to the proilem, but cards are already prepared for
the deviatons at this site that fall in this category and affect the prob-
len; (c¢) there appear to be relevant deviations in the category that werc
either overlooked in screening the data or not recocded by site visitors.
there a deviation was sinply overtooked, a card vas prepared and included
in the appropriate category. Where the information vas nissing (e.g.,
where there was no information as to uhy specific matevials were unavail-

- L4
able), a note was made to obtain the infornmation by phoae or during a sub-
sequent site visit. An exanple of the resulting site description is showun

in Table 1, abridged sowmewhat for illustrative purposes.

Once this backward~(from "outcome" to "input") review proc: ss was com-
plete for a given problem at a given site, it was repeated for the ne.t
start—up outcome and so on until all of the unintended outcomes were cov-
ered. As may be observed from Table 1, beginning with teacher attitude
problens immediately brings in a variety of other outcome problems. Thus,
successive outcome problems can be processed quickly, since many of their

causes will have been previously nnted.

Before the process was considered finished for the site, a "forward"
reviev wvas also completed. This involved taking each deviatioa in the se-
lection/adoption outcomes and looking for expected problems at successive
stages. This review was carried out in a manner analogous to that of the
backward review, with each category of each stage given individual consid-

eration. The result of this entire procedure was a set of cards for each
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. . . 2 . ') . .
site, categorized according to the wmodel in Figure 2, and detailing for
each site the critical steps in the replication mechanism vhere problens
occurred. An examnple of the content for onez site (start-up personnel pro-

cesses) is presehtcd in Horst, et al. (1975a).

It should be reemphasized that the description of individual sites
was in terms of the actual problems they encovantered. The next step in
processing the field-test data was to combine the data from all sites that
used a given PIP and to restate the problems positively in terms of the
processes and characteristics that make up the intended replication mech-
anism. The products of this step were six descriptions, one for each PIP,
of the project replication mechanism. These descriptions are, in essence,
similar to those developed by SRI/RMC from the PIPs as the first step in
the study. The two major differences are that the stages of the replica-
tion mechanism are explicitly modeled, and the steps which have proven
critical in the field test are systematically included in the descriptions.
These descriptions provided the required basis for specifying required PLP

revisions.

For the purposes of describing the overall findings relevant to PLP
revision and ensuring that formats of PIP descriptions are congistent
across PIPs, one {inal processing step was undertaken. The descriptions
for the six individual PIPs were combined and summarized into a general-
ized model of the PIP replication mechanism. Basically this model was an
elaboration of the model shown in Figure 2, but, like the individual PIP

descriptions, the model reflects the experience of the field test.

Cenecralizations from the Analysis

While the analysis described above did not produce a set of {catures
common to effective projects, some generalizations about th: differences
between effective projects can be made. One, which has buen mentioued
above, relates to the distinction between management -nd instructional
features of a project. Certain management features (c.p.. naintaining

good relations with non-project personnel) are shared by many cffective
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projects as the other speakers have noted. Others vary widely (for ex-
ample, the degree and techniques of control exercised by the project
dircctor). Many of the management techniques arce focused on project
survival and have little direct influence on the instruction received

by the students.

A second dimension on which effective projects differ is the role
of the individual teacher in determining the instruction of the student.
At one extreme might be projects using computer-controlled terminals in
which the only "teacher" is a monitor who maintains order. At the other
extreme, some projects‘simply hire excellent teachers and provide them
with the resources they n=zed tu teach as they choonse. In botween fall
a complete range of projects including programe:d :... -ing projects in
vhiich poaraprofesu’ .o's collow explicitly prescrived tutering sequences,
and teachev—centered projects in which average teachers recoeive frequent

training and monitoring in project-specified techniques.

A tinal difference of critical importance to a potential adopter site
concerns the interaction between managenent and instructional approaches.

For ezample, it is obvious that a laissez faire, tcacher-centered manage-

ment style cannot work with paraprofessional staff; it is ecqually true
that a project based on tight control of highly skilled specialists may
fail to work. 1In short, when attempting to analy:ze an effective project
for the purpose of diffusion, it must be considered as a unique entity,
and the complex interrelationships among many project elements mﬁst be
described in terms of their contribution to the achievement of the ulti-

mate project goals.
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SUMIARY

Tne impact of "projects" is small in relation to our aspirations for

these projects.

The impact of "projects'" is small in relation to the many sources of

confounding variance.

The best compensatory projects are much better than average projects,
and far superior to no treatment at all. However in order to measure
their superiority we need better criteria and measures of project

successe.

The diffusion of apparent achievement gains would require careful
analysis of project measurement techniques and context, as well as
analysis of the management and instructional features. WUWe can expect

disappointing results from sucu an effort.

‘ultivariate techniques have provided information which the project
packager should know, but quite different analyses are nceded to
identify the features that contribute to the success of an individual

project.
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