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CHAPTER 1|

Background and Purpose

Since March 1, 1964, the author has directed a U. S. Office of
Education supported developmental project (1) the purpose of which
was to study the applicability of management information systems
developed for the planning and controlling of research and development
activities in the military-industry complex to the field of education.
The particular management system involved was the Prcgram Evaluation
and Review Technique, or PERT by its more familiar ac;onym.

One major objective of this project was to disseminate to other
persons in education, particularly tc hose persons involved in
research ard development activities, information about PERT and its
feasibility for educationai research and development projects. To
accomplish this objective, a series of lectures was presented at
twelve major universities located throughout the United States. Such
factors as geographical location, population density, and recognition
as high producers of research and development activities were among
the criteria used in selecting the universities. It was anticipated
that the several universities would function in a manner such that
the lectures would serve as ''regional dissemination lectures.'

Each lecture consisted of a two-day presentation of materials
covering the general concepts and principles of the PERT technique,

a practical exercise, a summary of selected educational applica-
tions, suggested implementation procedures, and an introduction

to PERT/COST. The general mode of presentation was by the lecture

technique using overhead visuals, movie film, and slides as needed.




The practical exercise fcllowed the first session dealing with the
general principles of P. .

The lectures were he'd during March and April of 1965 and involved
two professional! persons on a.full-time basis. Approximately $2,800
was spend for travel expense: and $500 for materials and related
expenses. Evaluations were se-ured from as many persons as possible
attending each lecture in order to secure feediack for improvement
of presentation and to determine potential ntilization. The general
nature of immediate evaluation, however, was focused more upon the
clarity and balance of the lecture presentation and less on the
potential usefulness of the information nresented to the participants.
A report describing the procedures in setting up the lectures and

their evaluation is contained in The PERT Lectures: A Case Study in

Knowledge Dissemination and Utilization, Volume I: Initial Lectures.

in view of the time and resources spent on this dissemination
activity;~it is highly4désirable to conéuct so;elform of follow-up
study to determine if and how the lecture participants utilized the
information presented in the planning and contrclling of their resesarch
and development activities.

The conduct of such a study could be justi%ied solely for the
reason cited above. The opportunity provided by such a situation
to contribute to understanding the process of disseminatiing educa-
tional information to bring about educational change was recognized
and provides a secondary form of justification for doing the study.
A great deal of interest exists at the present time in studying th;

"change process" in education. Theoretical papers are being written

about the educational change process as evidenced by the recent

statement of Clark and Guba ( 3 ). Dircct study of how research




knowledge is utilized is being undertaken by groups such as the
American Educational Research Association and the Center “or Research
on the Utilization of Scientific. Knowledge at The University of
viichigan. A recent conference dealing with possible strategies for
”bringing aboué éducational change was héid in Washington under the
direction of The Shio State University.

Even with the above efforts, what is known about the techniques
and brocessés for bringing about changé in the field of education is
relatively little. It would seem appropriate, therefore, that when-
ever an opportunity emerges to study further the process uf bringing
about educational change, it should be capitalized upeon so that
existing theories and hypotheses about change can be validated or
rejected as well as to provide data for other researchers in the
field. Consequently, a decision was made not only to conduct a follow-
up study of those peréons atfending tHe lectures to ;ee whéf, if any,
subsequent utilization of knbwledge about the technique was made
but alsn to use the opportunity io study the dissemination process.
The actual implementation of this idea required that the original
project be extended beyond its scheduled termination date of August 31,
1965, in order to pruvide time and resources for the data collection
and interpretation, a no-cost extension until December 31, 1965, was
granted by the funding agency so that the follow-up study could be
made.

The specific purposes of this report are to present (1) the
results of the follow-up survey of dissemination lectures partic-
ipants to see what utilization was actually made of the information

presented arl (2) further information about the role of dissemina-

tion in bringing about educational change. With regard to the latter




purpose, the primary concern was with the technical issues of the
krowledge utilization process as distinguished from knowledge utili-

zation as a system as described by Havelock and Benne ( 4 ).




CHAPTER |1

~ Methodology

This chapter describzs the general method and procedures used
to accomplish the follow-up study objectives. Specific activities
with regard to deveioping a data collection instrument, selection of
the respondent sample, and considerations involved in processing the

data are presented.

Iinstrument Development

In view of the wide geographical location of lecture participants,
a mail survey using a structured questionnaire was decided upon as

the most feasible way to collect the data desired. The initial pro-

cedure was to identify and/er to list the information to be secured
from the parti¢ipants in order to accomplish the purposes of the
study. This initial list was then reviewed by Dr. Virgil Blanke,
Head of the Division ~f Development, and Dr. Egon Guba, Assistant
Director for Research, both of the School of Education at The Ohio
State University and individuals having a high interest in the prob- |
lems and processes associated with the dissemination of information
in order to bring about . educaticnal change. The revised list was
then utilized to aevelop.a set of questions which were largely in
structured form except where it was felt desirabie or necessary to
leave the responses unstructured. The preliminary questions were
then reviewed by the same persons. Additioral items were added as

necessary and/or revisions in prelimirary items made. Specific

-5 -




considerations centering on individual questionnaire items are dis-
cussed below. A copy of the final questionnaire appears in Appendix
A. An appropriate cover letter was prepared indicating the general

purpocse of the follow-up study and is included as Appendix B.

Participant Backggpund. The dissemination lectures were primarily

focused upon an audience composed of persons engaged in educational
research and development activities. It seemed important, therefore,
to deternmine the composition of the audience which actually attended
the lectures. Several census-type items were developed which asked
for irformation regarding the participants' highest degree (item 1),
the position held at the time of attending the lectures (item 2),

the general type of institution or agency with which “hec participant
was connected at the time of attending the lectures (item 3), and

the principal function of the unit to which the individual was
attached (item 4). To secure some idea about the research activities
of participants, two questions asked for a description of the respon-
sibility the individual had for the planning and execution of research
projects at the time of attending the lectures (item 5) as well as
for the types of projects (in terms of source of funding) for which
responsibility was held (item 6). It was felt that this series of
six questions would provide sufficient information to judge whether

or not the intended audience had been reached.

Awareness of Lecture Series. Considerable effort had been

made by the PERT project staff to dissemimate the dates and loca-
tions of each of the twelve lectures., A special announcement was

prepared and distributed at the 1965 American Educational Research




Association meeting with a similar announcement being sent to recog-

- -
|
1
1

nized professional journals and/or newsletters (e.g., Phi Delta

Kappan, American Psychologist, etc.), In addition, The Ohio State

University Public Relations Office distributed press releases about
lectures to news media in the regional areas presumably covered by
each lecture. Further, each of the twelve cooperating institutions
was asked to distribute information about the lecture in their area
by means of local news media, special announcements, and related
activities. One item (item 7) was constructed to secure some jdea

on how the respondent became aware of the dissemination lecture.

The results from this item would provide a check on the effectiveness
of the several methods of announcing the lectures as well as on

how individuals we e made aware of the lectures themselves.

Participant Attendance. It is quite common when presentaticns

similar to the lecture series are announced, individua]s attend
voluntarily becausg of personal interest or attend as designated
representatives of an institution. Knowing the conditions under
which individuals actually do atterd such lectures would have some
value in the planning of similar lectures in the future. For example,
if the majority of persons attend as designated representatives,

then efforts to publicize the lectures could be directed toward

}
institutions rather than to individuals. It was felt that informa-
tion regarding the conditions under which the participant actually
attended the lectures would be useful. One question (item 9) dealt
with determining whether or not the participant attended voluntarily |

or as a designated representative.
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Another dimension of attendance would be the participant's
degree of participation as reflected in attendance at all of the
sessions or if attendance was only on a part-time basis. One item
(item 9) asked the respondent to describe his attendance at the two-

day lecture period. ‘

Lecture Validity. The impact of an informational messzge is f

r dependent upon both the quality of the message as well as the way in
which the message is transmitted to the potential user. The informa-

|
b
!
| tion presented must not only be relevant but also accurate and up-to-
|

; date. The PERT project staff spent considerable time in assembling the
L necessary information and organizing it into what was thought to be a ‘
E useful format for dissemination to the lecture participants. It was
| brought to the attention of the PERT staff during the course of the
| lectures that many of the participants had some prior knowledge and
l experience with PERT before attending the actual lectures. It was 1
decided to draw upon the knowledge and experience possessed by these 1
persons to arrive at some assessment of the quality of information
presented. Accordingly, one question (item 10j asked if the respond- 1
ent did have prior experience with PERT. |If the participant requpded
positively, he was directed to several questions which asked for a i
description of his knowledge (item 11) and experience (it;; 12), his ‘
judgment about the coverage and.explanations of PERT concepts and
principles (item 13), an evaluation of the accuracy and up-to-dateness
of the lecture material (item 14), and to indicate if the lecture
was of sufficient quality that he would use it to orient fellow staff
members (item 15). It was anticipated that responses to this series
of questions would be of help in assessing the quality of the message

presented to the participants. |




Utilization of 'nformation. As noted earlier, the basic purpose

of the dissemination lectures was to present information about a new
research managenient tool. There was the anticipation that kncwledye
of the technique would result in some use subsequent to the lectures.
Assessing the nature and degree of any utilization was a primary goal
of the follow-up study. Subsequent utilization of information once
presented t2 a person is dependent in part upon any plans a partic-
ipant may have had for using the leccure information and thus attending
the lectures. One question (item 16), therefore, inquired about any
prior plans the respondent had for using the material. To determine
actual subsequent utilization, an item (item 17) asked whether or not
PERT had been actually impiemented on a new or on-going project, |If
implementation had taken place, one succeeding item asked the partic-
ipant to describe the project(s) on which the technique had been
impiemented (item 18) and another item sought information about degree
of implementation (item 19).

Althouth information is presented to a person, it would probably
not be used for a variety of reasons. It would be important in
judging the value of the dissemination lectures to have some idea
of the reasons for not using the information. One item (item 20),
therefore, asked participants to indicate reasons for not implementing
the technique.

Information pres>nted to one individual may not be directly
used by that person but may be disseminated to others for possible
use, Several requests were made of the PERT project staff for addi-
tional information and material which could be used to make such a

presentation to other individuals. In some cases, participants
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were sent to the lectures under the specific condition that some

typs of report about the technique would be made to the funding
source., To determine the extent o1 this utilization one question
(item 21) asked about the use of information presented in the lectures
to make presentations of an informational nature to other groups.

A message can be evaluated in terms of subsequent use of the
information presented. It can also be evaluated in terms of its
stimulation of the recipient to seek further information. To study
this possible impact, one question (item 22) asked if the partic-
ipant had been motivated to at“end subsequent presentations on PERT.
A second item (item 23) asked for identification of any such pre-
sentations attended. A third question (item 2k) asked if PERT con-
sultants had bzen employed or utilized since attending the dissemina-
tion lectures. A fourth question (item 25) asked the participant to

list any offices or agencies contacted for further information,

Dissemination Technique. The contents of a message may be of high

quality but an ineffective or inappropriate means of transmission
might be utilized to present it. To help assess the value of the
lecture for the dissemination technique, at least as used in the
PERT project, a question (item 26) was developed which asked partic~
ipants to place in rank order their judgment of the effectiveness of
seven possible means of transmission as an initial means of disseminating
information about a new technique such as PERT.

One frequently used dissemination technique is the publication
of a monograph, paper, or similar report. In addition td the leciures,

the PERT project staff prepared a manuscript for a monograph to be

published and distributed by the U. S. Office of Education in order to




disseminate information about PERT to the educational community.
One item (item 27) was constructed to measure the degree of effort
that a participant would expend to secure the monograph fcr addi-
tional intormatinn., Responzes te such a question might shed some
light on the value of published material as a dissemination technique.
The final form of the questionnaire was submitted to the U. S.
Office of Education for review and Bureau of Budget approval prior
to distribution to the respondents. Approximately six weeks were
consumed for this review and approval. The normal procedure of a
trial administration of the questionnaire was eliminated for several
reasons. First, a desire to distribute the questionnaire as quickly
as possibl2 and to conduct an analysis of responses before the proj-
ect terminai date. Second, the delay caused by the review and
approval. Third, there was no comparable group of respondents to

whom the questionnaire could be administered.

The Respondent Sample

Although not included as part of the original project objective,

the idea of a possible follow-up of dissemination lecture participants
occurred to the PERT project staff prior to conducting the actual
dissemirnation iectures. The admini;trative memorandum sent to fhe
coordinator at each cooperating institution, therefore, asked that
some form of registration of attendance be maintained. These regis-
tration lists plus the lecture evaluation sheets completed by each
participant provided the nucleus of names and addresses of persons

to whom the questionnaire was distributed. The evaluation sheets
completed at the end of each lecture were checkad against the regis-

tration lists to make sure that duplicate names were avoided and
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possible omitted names on the registration lists would be added to
the total list for each lecture location., Using these two sources,
a total of 397 persons were identified as having attended the several
lectures. Code numbers were assigned to each person so that it would
be unnecessary to ask for a participant's name on the questionnaire.
Each participant was sent a copy of the questionnaire along
with a cover letter exglaining the purpose of the follow-up study and
a self-addressed stamped envelope for return of the questionnaire.
Several questionnaires were returned with an indication that there
was insufficient address information. In such cases, the assistance
of the original coordinator was sought in securing a more complete
address for such participants. The initial mailing was done during
the period from November 15 to December 1, 1965, or approximately

six months after the initial lecture period.

Questionnaire Processing

In view of the number of questionnaires distributed and the
anticipation that there might be a sizable return from the respond-
ents plus the need to interrelate the responses from several questions
with each other, arrangements were made to process the data using a
questionnaire analysis program available at The Ohio State University
Computing Center. Most of the items were so structured that coding
for machine tabulation was easily hapdled. Some of the less struc-
tured items recuired that the responses be coded based in part on the
way the respondents actually answered the question as well as upon &
priori answers. This was particularly true for items 2, 18, 23, and 25.

For item 2, the coding procedure developed by Bargar for the

National Register of Educational Researchers (2) was utilized

o B o o B e -
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for the respondent's positior. For this same item, the state the
individual was from at the time of the lecture was coded so that
some idea could be obtained as to the geographical region covered
by each lecture.

To develop coding systems for items 18; 239 and 25, a random
sample of twenty questionnaires was reviewed to note how the respond-
ents answered the questions. For item 18, there appeared to be no
systematic description of the nature of projects so the coding system
indicated oniy the total number of projects to which the technique
had been applied. For item 23, many respondents took the‘opportunity
to indicate that they would have liked to have attended a subsequent
presentation but couldn't find any available or there were no resources
available to attend one if they knew about it. The coding system
developed indicated not only that they did not attend any presenta-
tion but gave a summary of the reasons for not attending. An analysis
of the responses to item 25 indicated a wide variety of agencies
contacted but often without sufficient description to classify them
so only the total number of agencies contacted was recorded.

Some items called for only one response from the respondent but
many persons chose to indicate more than one response. For example,
in responding to item 8 many persons checked both a designated
representative as well as volunteer attendee. Persons responding
in this manner were coded as designated representatives on the assum-
ption that they probably accepted the assignment because of a personal
interest or possibly even volunteered., A similar condition was
encountered with regard to item 4 where the individual indicated

the principal function of the agency to which he was attached. |If




14

miltiple responses appeared for this item, refeiral was made back
to the individual's title and department in order to ascertain the
primary function. An analysis of the responses to question 27 ra-
vealed that multiple responses existed where cnly one was desired.

This situation may have occurred because the plural conditions were

used in the item instead of the singular condition and was not detected

prior to duplication and mailing. Since the purpose of the question
was to. determine the amount of effort which would be expended to
secure the monograph, the item was coded to indicate the highest level
of effert. That is, purchasi ng a copy was considered as representing
more effort than reading the book if it was sent gratis.

The responses for each participant were punched intc IBM cards
and processed on the IBM 7094 computer using the questionnaire analy-
si. program noted earlijer. Several different sorts were made accord-
ing to the general question to be answered. For example, how did the
responses to each item compare for each of the twelve lecture loca-
tions? Frequency counts and percentages were provided as computer
output for each item under each general question. The results pre-
sented in Chapter 3 have been selected from all the possible data

generated from the above computer processing of the data so as to

reflect the primary objectives of the follow-up study.
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CHAPTER 111

Analysis of Participants' Responses

This chapter presents an analysis of the participants! respenses
to the gquestionnaire. In general, the responses of the total group
to a single item are presented initially. Breakdowns by selected
participant characteriscics which appear to have relevance to the
general item under discussion are then presented.

s

The data are presehted in both narrative and tabular form. The
\ .

tables in the text show the frequency of response plus per cent of

total responses where appropriate. Frequencies resulting in a per-
centage of less than 1 per cent have been omitted from the tables
for purposes of easy reading. Hence, total per cent is smaller than
the total number of responses.

The results presented below have been orgarized according to the
main types of information desired as outlined in the questionnaire

development section in Chapter || so as to provide emphasis to the

principal purposes of the study.

Response to Questionnaire

As noted in the procedures section, 397 questionnaires were
mailed during the lasf part of November;‘l965, to ihe available list
of participants. Of this ndmber, 294 questionnaires or 74 per cent
were returned by th; scheduled termination date of the project, which

was December 31, 1965. Twelve completed questionnaires returned

subsequent to this date were not included as part of the analysis.
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Two questionnaires were returned by perspns saying they had regis-
tered for the lectures but did not actually attend. Three question-
naires were returned because the person ¢ould not be located. One
Person responded by written lette. rather than by cempleting the
questionnaire. Of the original group, 312 participants or 78.6 per
cent of the total responded in some form to the questionnaire,

Table 1 shows the number and per cent of questionnaires sent
and returned by lecture location based on the final group of 294

questionnaires used in the response analysis., Each lecture location

Table 1 - Questionnaire Return by Lecture Location

———

Location Sent Returned Per Cent
University of California 25 20 69
University of Southern California 23 16 70
Florida State University : 24 19 79
Syracuse University 59 Ly 75
Columbia University 19 15 79
Washington University (St. Louis) 20 10 50
University of lowa 67 54 81
University of Minnesota 7 7 100
University of Wisconsin 61 L4 72
University of Pittsburgh L6 32 70
Michigan State University 26 22 85
Indiana University 16 1 69

Totals 397 294 74

followed the general pattern of return except for Washington University
(St. Louis) where only 50 per cent of the respondents returned the
questionnaire and University of Minnesata which had a 100 per cent

return,

Regional Coverage

One goal of the l:ctures was to disseminate information about

PERT to as large an audience as possible, Each lecture location
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was selected with the idea that it would serve as a central location
vor a designated regional area. For example, Florida State University
was selected to serve as a center for the southeastern states adjacent
to Florida. Each center coordinator was asked to send notices about
the lecture to the states designatad for his regional center.

One measure of the degree of accomplishment of this goal would
be the number of persons attending a lecture from states outside of
the state in which the lecture was held. A tabulation was made of
the respondent's home state ac shown in Item 2 of the questionnaire.
Table 2 shows for each lecture location the number and per cent of
persons attending that lecture from within and outside the state.

Inspection of Table 2 reveals that participants came generally
from the state in which the lecture was located, with the median per
cent ¢¥ home-state participants being 95 pei cent. Some between
institutional differences do appear. Columbia University and Washington
University appeared to have functioned as regional centers more than
did the other locations. The Michlgan State University location appears
to have served such a purpose but the data reflect the fact that
many participants attending that lecture were actually at Michigan
State to attend a research meeting sponsored by another group. These
participants were encourage | to attend the PERT ler.ure because it
was available on Mondav and their conference did not start untii
Tuesday.

It would appear from these results that the original goal of
having the various host institutions serve as a regicnal center was
not generally accompliished. For only two of the twelve lecture loca-

tions might it be said that they functioned as regional centers in

the sense hoped for by the project staff.

Bt Bl BXEaEE t
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Table 2 - Regional Representation at Lecture Locations

18

Lecture Location States Number Per Cent
Represented
University of California California 20 100
University of Southern California California 16 100
Florida State University Florida 18 95
Georgia 1 5
Syracuse University New York L 93.2
New Jersey 2 4.5
Connecticut ] 2.3
Columbia University New York 12 80
Delaware | 6.7
New Jersey | 6.7
| Pennsylvania 1 6.7
Washington University (St. Louis) Missouri 5 50
Illinois L Lo
Arkansas ] 10
University of lowa lowa 53 98.1
Minnesota ] 1.9
University of Minnesota Minnesota 7 100
University of Wisconsin Wisconsin L2 95.5
Pennsylvania ] 2.3
Minnesota | 2.3
University of Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 32 100
Michigén State University Michigan 15 68.2
New Jersey 2 9.1
California ] 4.5
Minnesota 1 4.5
Nebraska 1 4.5
Pennsylvania | 4.5
Wisconsin | L.5
Indiana University Indiana 11 90.9
Colorado ] 9.1
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Nature of Audience

As noted above, the principal audience to which the lectures
were addressed was persons erngaged in and having responsibility for
educational research and development activities. No restrictions,
however, were put on attendance and anyone interested in knowing
about PERT was free to attend. This section of the questionnaire
presents data which assists in determining whether or not the fntended
audience was actually reached. Specific audience characteristics
summarized relate to degree held, professional title, location and
agency function, personal responsibility for research, and project
activity,

Earned Degree. Orie measure of research background would be the

highest esarned academic degree heid by the participant. Responses

to the item asking for this information are presented as Table 3.

Table 3 - Participants' Degrees as Compared to National Register

of Researchers
Degree:: Lecture Participants National Register
f per cent f per cent
Doctorate 133 L5 2 216 82.3
Master's 117 Lo 626 ' 16.0
Bachelor's 32 11 35 5
No Degree 10 3 - -
No Response 2 - - -
Totals 294 100 3,909 100

*0One Professional Degree Omitted

Inspection shows that 45 per cent of the participants held a

doctorate degree, 40 per cent the Master's degree, and approximately
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15 per cent the Bachelor's degree or less. The data were comparad

to similar information obtainable from the National Register of

Educational Researchers (2) to rote what similarity existed between

the lecture participants and persons identified as educational
researchers. While the doctorate degree was held by less than
half of the lecture participants, 82 per cent of the researcher
register group possessed a similar degree. On the basis of this
comparison, it would appear that the lectures did not reach the
intended audience if earned degree is a criterion for identifica-
tion as a researcher,

Participant Positions. Each participant was requested to

supply the title of his professional position held at the time of
lecture atterndance. It was thougnt that analysis of the several
titles might be helpful in determining the composition of the
audience.

The various titles were coded using the system developed by
Bargar for the register of educational researchers (2). The cate-
gorization of titles and accompanying frequencies and percentages
for the major groupings and titles within groups are presented as
Table 4.

Approximately &40 per cent of the total participants held major
staff positions with 49 per cent of this sub-group consisting of
parsons in the professorial positioh. The next largest category was
Executive with about 33 per cent of the total group being so classi-
fied. Within this group, Directors and Superintendents total nearly
half of the respondents. The major categories of Minor Staff and

Assistant Executive constituted 17 per cent and 10 per cent respec-

tively of the total group.




Tabie 4 - Positions Held by Participants

—

Category and Titie Frequency Per Cent
Executiva (96) (32.6)
Director 32 33.2 J
Superintendent 15 15.6
Supervisor 9 9.4
Coordinator 8 8.3 .
Principal 7 7.3
Manager 6 6.2
Chairman 6 6.2
Chief (Division of =-=-) 5 5.2
Dean L k.2
Secretary, Executive Secretary 2 2.1
Head, Executive Head 2 2.1
Assistant Executive (29) (9.8)
Executive Assistant 7 24,1 '
Assistant Superintendent 6 20.7
Associate or Assistant Dean L 13.8
Associate or Assistant Director L 13.8
Vice Fresident 2 6.9
Assistant Principal 2 6.9
Deputy Registrar 2 6.9
Assistant, Associate, or Deputy Commissioner 1 3.4
Assistant Coordinator 1 3.4
Major Staff (117) (39.8) 1
Assistant Professor 2% 19.7
Professor 19 16.2
Associate Professor 15 12.8
Instructor 10 8.5
Research Associate 10 8.5
Analyst 7 5.9
School Psychologist, Guidance Counseior 7 5.9
Specialist e 7 5.9
Consultant/Advisor - 5 L.3
Research Scientist or Scientist - All Fields 5 L.3
Statistician - Programmer L 3.4
Teacher 3 2.6
Associate 2 1.7
Minor Staff (50) (17.0)
Research Assistant 17 34
Graduate Student 14 28
Fellow 8 i6
Graduate Assistant 6 - 12
Intern 2 L
Teaching Assistant 2 L
Assistant Instructor ] 2
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Examination of position titles, disregarding major categories
reveals that the largest number of participants held professorial
positions (N = 67) with the next largest group holding pcsitions of
Director and Superintendent. Relatively few persons indicated a
title directly associated with research activity.

The results of this analysis do not contribute substantially
to determining the research background of the group. They do indi-
cate that a large proportion of the actual audience did come from
colleges and universities, a condition reinforced by the findings in

the next secticn presented below.

Institutior-Function (.elationship. The two items asking about
institutional association and principal function were tabulated and
are presented as Table 5.

Table 5 - Participant Classification by Instituticnal Association
and Principal Function

Function
Teaching Research iég?é??on Service Response f C:ﬁ:
Institution
College or 84 56 28 2] 2 191 65
University
Private or 11: » 7 28 8 - 54 18
Public
School
System
State Agency - 16 2 | - 29 18
Other! L 8 5 2 19 6
No Response - - - - ] ] -
Frequency 99 87 63 L2 3 294
Per Cent 34 30 21 14 ] 100

lother includes: Private Foundation (2), Federal Agencies,
Business and Industry {(6), and Military (1).
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It can be observed from the marginal tutals that over two-thirds
of the participants came from colleges or universities, about one out
of five came from.pubiic school systems, and one out of 10 attended
from state governmental agencies (e.g., state educational agencies).

The remaining participants were associated with private foundations,
federal agencies, business and industry, and the military,

The marginal totals for principal function of the agencies with which
the participants were associated show that approximately one-third
was involved in teaching, less than one-third in research, and smaller
percentages in administration and service functions.

A further analysis of the agency function relationship by lecture
lccation revealed some interesting observation. Five centers (Cali-
fornia, Southern California, Syracuse, Wisconsin, and Indiana) had
approximutely 50 per cent indicating teaching while five other loca-
tions (Florida State, Columbia, Washington University, Pittsburgh,
and Michigan State) had more participants indicating research than I
teaching as the principal function. On the other hand, two centers
(University of lowa, University of Minnesota) had more participants
indicating administration as their principal function than did the
other ten cénters.

Explanation of this observation probably centers around a percep-
tion of the intended audience as viewed by individual centers. For
example, the University of lowa Center was coordinated by a person
whose primary affiliation was with educational administration, Conse-

quently, the lecture announcement was distributed through local

channels primarily to persons engaged in school administration. Addi-~

tional evidence for this explanation is provided by the fact that

about 65 per cent of thece participants had only the Master's degree.
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This observation reinforces a relationship the project staff
observed during the course of the lectures. At each center, the
- size and composition of the audience appeared to be dependent upon
the particular interest and background of the coordinator assigned
by the institution. If a coordinator was engaged primarily in re-
search, the uudience weuid likely have a large propor:ion of re-
searchers. If an adm’_.istrative specialist, the audience tended to
be composed of administrators. It would appear that from these find-
ings and observations that special attention must be given not only
to specifying clearly the audience but also to the selection of a
coordinator if an intended audience is to be reached in dissemination
activities as represented by the PERT lectures.

In general, the audience attendirg the lectures consisted of
college and university personnel engaged primarily in teaching or
research. The fact that the teaching showed a higher percentage than
research can probably be best explained by noting that the question
asked about the principal function of the agency and not about the
individual's role within the agency. Hence, many persons associated
with a college or university, even though doing research, might indi-

cate that their principal function was teaching. Perhaps more useful

information would have Leen obtained had the question asked directly |

about the individual's activities and role within the agency.

Research Responsibility

As noted, information regarding the participant's responsibility

for research activities was obtained to help determine if the intended

audience was reached. Each participant was asked to describe his
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responsibility for the planning and execution of research projects
at the time of attending the lectures. Table 6 summarizes the nature
of the responsibilities. Inspection of this table shows that about

Lo per cent of the participants had no personal responsibility for

Table 6 - Resporsibility for Research Project Planning and

Execution
Nature of Responsibility frequency Per Cent
No personal responsibility 120 Lo.8
Personal responsibility for one 61 20.7
or more projects
Administrative responsibility Ll 15.0
for office directing research
Project management responsibility 38 12.9
under principal investigator
Other 29 9.9
No response 2 v
Total 294 100

project research while about half of the participants did have some
form of responsibility., Ten per cent indicated some type of responsi-
bility other than those provided in the item alternatives. An analy-
sis of this latter group revealed that the primary responsibility was
for a personal activity, such as a doctoral dissertation. |f research
responsibility is a useful criterion of research background and in-
terest, these data tend to show that the desired audience was reached
since about 6 of 10 participants had some responsibility for research.

Project Activity. 1In addition to the nature of respensibility,

participants were asked to indicate the source of funding of projects
for which they had responsibility. Responses are shown in Table 7.
In responding to the item, participants were provided an oppor-

tunity to indicate more than one source so that Table 7 should be

- _ w A Laan ) v T R T WK Y
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tahle 7 - Source of Funds for Participants!' Projects

Source of Funds Freauency Per Cent
Federal funds 84 28.6
Local funds 52 18.0
Non- funded 53 18.0
State funds Lo 13.6
Other 32 10.2

Total 262 100.0

read that 28.6 per cent of the total projects reported received

federal support, 18 per cent received local funds, and so on. Responsi-

bility for federally funded projects was indicated by approximately

3 out of 10 respondents with other scurces of funding showing smaller

percentages. For those persons marking 'other," the primary source

of funding was from a private foundation.

An analysis of the responses fcr research responsibiiity and proj-

ect type was made to see if any ralationship existed between these two

items. Table 8 presents the results of this analysis. Respondents

having administrative responsibility for research projects were about

equal in total number of projects to those having personal responsi-

bility. Within project type, federally funded projects were the most
frequent type of project activity for which there was administrative
responsibility followed by locally funded, state funded, and non-funded
‘projects in that order. Within the perscna!l responsibility responses,
the pattern was federal projects followéd by non-funded, local, and
state projects. Respénsibility for project management under the
direction of a prfncipal investigator indicates aiso that a federally

funded project was the type most likely to be involved with other
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project types being less frequently reported. From these data, the
most frequent type of responsibility was related to a federally

funded project which was probably of a research rature.

Summary. In answer to the question of whether or not the intended
audience was reached, a summarization of the data presented in this
section of the'report would tend to indicate that a larger proportion
of non-research personnei than research persons attended the lectures.
Among the non-research personnel, a large portion consisted of persons
engaged in administrative activities In_support of or related to
res2arch but not actively engaged in research. The management prob-
lems associated with their position probably caused them to attend
the lectures in order tz evaluate PERT as a possible useful tool.

The lecture series therefore did disseminate information to an
-audience composed of personnel for which it was basically intended--
namely, persons involved directly or indirectly in research and

development activities.

Participant Awareness of Lectures and Attendance

Awareness. A reasonable premise would be that the composition of

the audience would depend to a great extent upon how potential partic-
ipants became aware of the lecture series. The several means of

calling attention of the educational community to the lecture series

were described earlier in the procedures section. Persons attending
the lecture series were asked to indicate how they did become awcre
of them by checking one or more of the several methods used by the
project to create awareness. The results for this item are presented

in Table 9. The most frequently reported source of awareness was

AT W R RRRRR———.
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Table 9 - Source of Awareness About Lecture Series

Source Frequency Per Cent
Conversation or note 154 52.4
from colleague
Professional Journal 38 12.9 1
or newsletter
1965 AERA Announcement 27 9.2 )
Local news media 18 6.
Other 75 25.5

information received either in writing or orally from a colleague. It
is quite likely this occurred because the information about ihe
lectures was distributed by the local coordinator to one person who,
in turn, passed it on to others. Responses for the second most fre-
quently giver source of ''other'' were examined and found to consist
primarily of reference to an announcement distributed by the local
coordinator. These responses should probably be combined with the
conversation or note from a colleague. Efforts to develop awareness
by means of a printed brochure distributed at the 1965 A.E.R.A.

meeting apparently only reached a limited audience. Brief spot

announcements in the form of a news item for inclusion in professional ]
newsletters appeared to be an even more effective iechniquefin that a
largerr audience was reached by this means than by more formal announce-
ments. From these results, it would appear that potential partic-
ipants became aware of the lectures of this type more by informal

than by formal mezns of calling such lectures to their attention.

This finding has possible implications for other dissemination activ-
ities in that emphasis might be given to informal rather than to formal

means of callinag the educational community's attention to the proposed
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topic or material to be disseminated. It also emphasizes the value
of including local personnel in the dissemination announcement as
opposed to having the announcement come only from a contralized
location.

Attendance. After the participant wes informed about the lecture,

under what condition did he attend the lecture? That is, was he sent
to the lecture or did he attend on a volunteer basis? Once at the
lecture, was he able to attend al! sessions? One item on the questior-
naire dealt with the former question while another item sought infor-
mation about the subsequent attendance. Responses to these two

were tabulated together to see if volunteer or designated representa-
tive attendance was related to the period of attendance at the lec-

ture. Table 10 presents the results of this analysis. Volunteer

Table 10 - Attendance at Lectures by Volunteers and Designated

Representatives
Lecture Attendance '

Attendance Both days | First day|Second da*Part of day| Total®
Condition f % f % f %1 f % f %
Designated 65 77 | 14 17 3 b 3 L1 85 30

Representative
Volunteer 120 60 | L2 21 9 51 27 141 198 70
Attendance

Total 185 65 | 56 20 | 12 L | 30 10] 283 100

%11 persons responding ''‘other'' for either item are not included
in this table.
attendees outnumbered designated representatives by over two to one.
As for attendance, abcut 65 per cent of both groups atternded both days.
The general pattern of attendance was the same for both groups but

with more designated representatives attending both days of lecture




31

than did voluntee.s. The latter group did, however, have a larger

proportion attending only part of any one day.
Summary. Within the audience which did attend the lectures, the

results preserted indicate that the typical participant was likely

to be a volunteer attendee, informed about the lectures informally

by a colleague, and remaining the full two days. If sent as a desig-

nated representative, the participant would more 1lkely stay the full

days possibly to meet an obligation to his sponsoring agency.

Quality of Message

Assuming an intended audience is present, any potential utiliza-
tion of the message presented may be limited because the quality of
the information being disseminated is not adequate. If the informa-
tion is not accurate and timely, the chances of subsequent utiliza-
tion are thereby reduced. Several questions were asked to secure
information about the quality of the lecture message. This section
presents the results from the several questions relating to lecture
quality.

Participants were first asked to indicate whether or not they
had any knowledge about and experience with PERT prior to attending
the lectures. Of the total number of participants, 130 or 4k per
cent indicated that they had known about PERT while 162 or 55 per
cent indicated that they had no prior knowledge. Resronses to the
several items relating to the quality of the iectures were analyzed-
only using the experienced group since they would be most likely to
be able to judge the quality of the information presented.

The degree of knowledge and practical experience possessed by

participants with prior PERT knowiedge is shown in Table 11. It wou:id
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Table 11 - Participant Prior PERT Knowledge and Experience

Knowledge | Frequency | Per Cent H Practical Frequency Per Cent
Experience
Little 66 50.8 None 78 60
Some 55 L2.3 Little 27 20.8
Much 9 6.9 Some 20 15.4
Much 5 3.8
Tota1 130 100 Tota1 130 100

appear from Table 11 that the experienced group did not possess
extensive knowledge of the technique. What they did know was 1imited
to knowledge and not to practical experience since approximately 81
per cent indicated they had no or little practical experience with
PERT. [n view of experienced groups' responses about prior knowledge
and experience, one would have to question the validity of their
judgments about the message presented.

Coverage and Expianation, Experienced participants' judgnents

regarding coverage and explanation of basic PERT concepts and principles

in the lectures are presented in Table 12. Approximately 75 per cent

Table 12 - Judgment About Coverage and Explanation of PERT
Concepts and Principles

Judgments Frequency Per Cent

Not adequately covered 3 2.3
or explained

Adequately covered but not 17 13.1
sufficiently explained

Adequately covered and 98 75.h
explained

Not able to judge 11 8.5

Total 129 99.3

&
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of the experienced group indicated that the basic concepts and princi-
ples of PERT were adequately covered and explained in the lecture.

Accuracy and Up-to-Dateness. The experimental group's opinions

about the accuracy and up-to-dateness of the material presented are

shown in Table 13. Approximately half of this group indicated that
the lecture materials were both accurate and up-to-date. Interest-
ingly, about four out of ten experienced participants said they were
hot able to judge the degree of accuracy and up-tc-dateness. Perhaps

these persons® opinions about their own knowledge of PERT but limited

Table 13 - Accuracy and Currency of Lecture Material

Description Frequency Per Cent

Both accurate and 6k L4o,2
up~-to-date

Some inaccuracies but 6 L.6
up-to-date

Accurate but noz 9 6.9
up-to-date

Meither accurate or V] 0.0
up-to-~date

Not able to judge 50 38.5

Total 129 100.0

experience with it did permit them to make Jjudgments about coverage of
basi: concepts and principles because that is with what they were
familiar. They appeared unable, on the other hand, to nieke judgments
about accuracy and up-to-dateness since they had not developed a high
level of knowledge gained through implementation of PERT in project
situations,

Orie possible criterion as to the quality of information presented

might be whether or not an individual would utilize the material in
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his local situation. One item specifically asked the participant if
the materials were judged to be sufficient quality that he would use
them for a local PERT orientation session. The responses to this item

are presenited as Table 14, About two-thirds of the prior PERT knowledge

Table 14 - Utilization by Participants of Lecture Material for Local

Orientation
Utilization Frequency Per Cent
Would use 86 66.2
Would not use 20 15.4
Not able to judge 2] 16.2
Total 128 97.8

group indicated that the lectures were of a sufficient qual ity that

they would utilize the material in PERT orientations for their own
staff.

Summary. To summarize the data on the quality'of the lectures,
it would appear that the substantive material pPresented adequately
covered and explained the basic nature of PERT and was also of suffi-
cient quality that others would likely use it in their own csituation.
In viewfof their limited prior experience and knowledge with PERT,
the paréicipants did not feel that they were able to make strong
judgments about the accuracy and up-to-dateness of the material. Since
the main purpose of the lecture was to introduce PERT to the educational

community, the message presented as judged by participants possessing

some experience and knowledge about the technique, appears to have j
been of sufficient quality to reach this objective.
Some additional evidence about the quality of the lectures was

volunteered by the participants during informal! conversations with the 4
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project staff. The general substance of these remarks was that the
lectures were equal, and in some cases superior, to presentations
made by professional managemeni groups which the participant had
previously attended.

This section of the report should not be left without reference
to a finding that was somewhat unexpected. Reference is made to the
relatively large proportion of participants that had some prior
acquaintance with PERT. The implications of this observation for other
dissemination lecture situations are that possible participants come
knowing about the topic but by attending hope to pick up some new
approach, interpretation, or information to help in their decision
about the topic. With the distinct possibility of participants knowing
the topic, the sponsors of the lecture might well consider the desir-
ability of arranging for participant grouping according to prior
knowledge or restricting attendance to particular groups. Appropriate

lecture and/or instructional materials then could be prepared.

Information Utilization

The major goal of the follow-up survey was to determine if and
how fhe information about PERT had been used subsequent to its pre-
sentation. Several questions were developed to secure evidence regard-
ing the participants' plans for and actual use of the information
presented as a means of assessing this function of the dissemination
lecture series. No baseline data exists by which one could state
that the lectures did, in fact, increase utilization of the PERT
technique. Further, participants' reasons for attending the lecture

would be an important factor contributing to any subsequent utiliza-

tion. Participants attending'to learn about PERT would probably have
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different plans for utilization than would participants already pcsses-
sing some experience. The latter group might have attended to gain
additional information so as to make more effective use of the tech-
nique. In view of the relatively large percentage of participants

who had prior PERT experience, it was thought advisable that analysis
of the data with regard to utilization should reflect not only the
total group but also the degree of PERT experience. Accoidingly,
results presented in this section show responses for bcth the total

group and for those with and without prior PERT experience.

Plans for Use. Each participant was asked to describe any plans
he had for using the information presented at the lectures. Recog-
nition was given to the possibility that participants might have had
several plans for usage by providing several alternatives and asking

them to check as many as desired. Table 15 presents a listing of the

Table 15 - Plans for Utilization of PERT Information

Plans for Use Total Experience | No Experience
f % f 7 f %
Planning Project 50 17 30 23 20 12
. Proposal . '

Specific Project 28 13 26 20 12 7

Management '
Multi-Project Control 38 13 26 20 12 7
Instruction 22 8 12 9 10 6
No Plans but Curious 164 56 Lo 38 14 70

About PERT
Other 25 9 16 12 9 6

plans for use as they appeared in the questionnaire item along with

the responses for the total group and the groups with and without

PERT experience. Over one-half of the total gruup indicate. that
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th_.y had no plans for using the information but were simply curious
to learn about PERT. Approximately two out of ten said they antici-
pated using it for planning a project proposal. The experienced
group also had a large percentage checking no specific plans for use
in a specffic situation but did indicate more specific plans for usage.
The inexperienced group, on the other hand, was much like the total
group in that 7 out of 10 persons indicated no plans for use but
attended the lectures simply to know about PERT. |t would appear
that participants already posseséfng experience or information about
the technique had more definite and immediate plans for using the
information presented than did persons not having such experience.
These results suggest that in planning for dissemination of informa-
tion about a new technique, it might be fruitful to set up different
sessions for those with and without experience in the technique since

they do appear to have different plans for using the information.

Actual Use. Even though an individual attended with a projected

plan for using the information, it is possible that such plans may
not have been fulfilled. One item, therefore, asked the participants
to indicate whether or not actual use had been made of PERT cn a
projéct, Response to this item is presented as Table 16. Seven

out of ten respondenté indicated that they did not make any actual

use of PERT on a broject. Participants experienced in PERT were about
evenly divided with regard to actual use withk 57 per cent saying they
did not use it but 42 per cent saying they did actually make some

use of it., Those inexperienced with PERT had responses similar to

the total group. It would appear from the above that persons attend-

ing the lecture with no plans for use but interested in learning
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Table 16 - Actual Use of PERT on a Project

Use Total Group Experience No Experience

f % f % f %

Yes 83 28.2 54 L.5 29 17.8
No 205 69.7 74 56.9 130 79.8
No Response 6 2.0 2 1.5 L 2.5
Total 294 100.0 130 100.0 163 100.0

about PERT made little actual use of the information, Those partic-
ipants familiar with the technique and attending the lectures with
more definitive plans subsequently carried through by making actual
use of the technique. A possible interpretation is that attendance
at the lectures may have spurred them to initiate apptications be-
cause of increased knowledge or simply reinforced whatever plans they

had in mind when they came to the lecture.

PERT Implementation. In &'dition to indicafing actual use,
participants were asked also tu describe briefly the type of prbject
on which PERT was implemented. The number of different project
implementations was tabulated. Of the total group, 210 participants,
or 71 per cent, ideutified no projects; 70 persons, or 2 per cent,
indicated one project; 10 persohs, or 3 per cent,.indicated two proj-
ects; and three personé, or 1 per cent, indicated three or more proj-
ects. The precjects listed were classified according to the general
description of the project as provided by the participant. Table
17 presents a listing of the general nature of project apglications
sub-divided by those whc had PERT experience and those who did not.

A total of 63 different projects were reported by the experienced

group while the no-experience group reported only 35 projects. For
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Table 17 - PERT Applications by Project Type and PERT Experience

General Nature PERT No PERT

of Project Experience Experience
Administration 12 6
survey 10 6
Developmental 10 5
Experimental 5 3
Curriculum Instruction 5 9
Building Construction 3 0
Proposal Preparation 3 ]
Doctoral Dissertation 2 ]
Not Classifiable 13 L
Totals 63 35

the experienced group, the most frequent tyoce of project identified was
one dealing with an administrative problem. Survey and deve: pmental
type projects were the second most frequently listed projects. For
the inexperienced group, projects of a curriculum and/or instructional
nature were the most frequent applications follcwed by an adminis-
trative and survey project. Seventeen of the projacts described by
both groups did not seem to fit in any of the above categories and
thus are reported as ''~ot classifiable.!" Thirteen come from the expe-
rienced group and four from the inexperienced group. |

The above results, while reflecting a limited implementation,
suggest that the participants saw PERT as being suitabie for a
variety of different applications, a point often stressed by PERT

special "ts as one of its basic values.

Degree of Implementation. For the projects reported above, the

participants were asked to indicate the de ree of PERT implementation

on the application. Table 18 presents the degree of implementation
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Table 18 - Degree of PERT Implementation on Projects

Degree of implementation Total Experience No Experience
f % f % f %

Network only 23 8 10 8 13 8

Network plus time 23 8 17 3 6 L
estimated

Network, time estimates, 24 8 16 12 8 5
and schedules

Above plus up-dates 1 L 8 6 3 2

Other 3 1 3 2 0 0

Mo Response 216 71 76 59 133 82

Total 294 100 130 100 163 100

again sub-divided by experienced and no-experience gmups. The general
pattern shown in the table showed that various degrees of implementa-
tion were empioyed un the several projects. The experienced group
made more extensive implementations taan the non-experienced group
which might be somewhat expected in view of the former group's kncw:

ledge.

Dissemination Activities. in addition to implementation on proj-

ects, another form of utilization of the material presented would be
to disseminate it to persoris not attending the lecture by a partic-
ipant who dic attend. Participants were asked to indicate if any
subsequent use of the information had been in an instructional con-
text subsequenc to the lecture. Table 19 shows such instructional
utilization categorized by group size and audience nature. A total
of 77 such presentations were made by the respondents. The audiences
consisted generally of féllow'staff members meeting in relatively
smail groups. The second most frequent audience consisted of stu-

dents and in fairly large groups. It would appear from these data
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Table 19 - Instructional Presentations by Audience and Group Size

Audience
Group Size #_¥ Project
. Students Staff Personnel Other Total
0-9 3 22 8 3 35
10-19 7 8 0 ] 16
20-29 6 3 ] } 11
30-39 6 ] 0 0 7
bo-49 ] ] 0 0 2
50-59 0 0 0 1 1
60-69 ] 0 0 0 ]
70-79 ] 0 0 0 ]
80-89 0 0 0 0 0
90-99 ] 0 0 [ ]
Totals 26 35 9 7 77

that participants did make subsequent use of the information by pre-
senting it informally to small g.oups of <ol ieagues, and to students
in a more formal class situation. The latter interpretatEOn is some-
what speculative since no item dealt specifically with this point but
is inferred from the data in the table.

Reasons for Non-Use of PERT. Besides knowing what actual use

had been made of the information pPresented, it would be equally import-
ant to know or hkave some idea of the reasons the information pre-
sented on PERT was not used by participants. Since it seems reason-
able that the institution with which an individual is affiliated and
its principal function might have some relationship to using the
information, the responses tc the item asking about reasons for none-
use were classified by institution type and function. The results of
this analysis are shown in Table 20,

The reason most often given for not using PERT was its unsujt-

ability for the type of work in which the participant was involved.
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Analysis of this reason by institution type and function reveals

that most of the participants came from universities, particularly

in the teaching area. A similar pattern gppeared for the second

major reason given for not using the technique which was insufficient
know ledge about it. Twenty-seven per cent of the participants pro-
vided reasons other than those supplied on the questionnaire. An
analysis of these other reasons showed that the 29 of the 78 persons
said that there was no opportunity or need to do so and/or having no
project available on which to implement it. Other frequently occurring
supplied reasons were no time available (9 persons), the technique was
suitable only for large-scale projects (6 persons), and planned to use
it in the fucure (5 persons). A total of 19 different reasons for not
using the technique were supplied within the "other! category.

A possible interpretation of the reasons for not using PERT subse-
quent to the lectures might be.that the participants came with curios-
ity to learn about PERT but after having it described to them found

‘that it was not appropriate for their situation on the basis of some

“criteria known only to the participante It would be interesting to
know the criteria smployed by the participants for deciding the tech-
nique was not suitable for them. It also seems a little difficult to
comprehend why a person would give two or more days of his time to
attend lectures on a technique which had proved its value in the manage-

ment of research and ther decide that the technigue was unsuitable.

Seeking of Other Information. One general goal of dissemination

aclivities is to motivate a recipient to seek further knowledge about
the information presented. One method of assessing this aspect of

the lecture series would be to determine the extent to which participants
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sought such additional knowledge and/or assistance. Four items asked
for information relative to this point.

One item asked participants for whom the leccure was the first
introduction to PERT, if they were motivated tc attend subsequent

presentatiuns, Table 21 presents the responses to this item. Twenty-

Table 21 - Motivation to Attend Gther PERT Sessions

Motivation Frequency Per Cent
Yes 74 25
No 139 Ly
No Response 81 28
Totals 294 100

five per cent of the participants said they were so motivated while 47
per cent indicated they were not. Roughiy three out of ten participants
did not respond tc the item apparently feeling that it was not rele-
vant.to them.

The participants were also asked to identify any subseqgusit pre-
sentations they did attend. An examination of only 12 responses to
this item showed that seven persons attended the PERT workshop held
at Ohio State University, one person attended the PERT Orientation and
Training Center in Washington, D. C., and four persons attended some
local presentation not otherwise identified. Nineteen participants
indicated that they wanted to attend a presentation but either could
not find ore or were unable tc attend for some reason (e.g., lack of
time or money). i would appear from participants® respbnses‘to this
set of items that somz provision should be made to provide information

about additional opportunities, if kncwn, at the time of the original

dissemination so that those desiring more information could ogiain it,
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Consultant Use. It is possible that even with an understanding
of the knowledge presented, an individual implementing the PERT tech-
nique wouid feel that reed for additional information and skills that
might be proviced only by a consultant or PERT specialist, The avail-
ability of such consuitants in the case of a specialized technique
such as PERT could well be a limiting factor in subsequent utilization
of the information. Utilization of such persons would also reflect
participant interest in knowing more about the technique than that
provided by the ilectures. Participants were asked to indicate iF¥ they
had employed the services of a PERT consultant in any subsequent use
of the technique. Of the total respondent group of 294 persons, only
ten persons said that they did draw upon the services of a consultant
while three said that they wanted to do so but could not find or locate
such a person. In view of the resrnnses to this item, it would appear
that limited use was made of consultants but if there was a desire to
use one that there was no major obstacle to locating a consultant,

. The results presented in this section perhaps reflect the previous
findings that many persons had no plans for using the technique plus
the limited number who made use of the techniquz as presented in the
section on project applications. The availability of consultant help
appears not to be a limiting factor in subsequent utilization, at

least in the case of the PERT technique.

Contact with PERT Sources. Effective dissemination procedures

should identify sourc~s a persor could contact for further :nformation.
In the case of the lectures, sources of additional PERT information
were made available to participants as part of the lecture content.

A bulletin by the project staff listing several sources of information
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was made available to those persons requesting such information nut
not QEstributed to all participants in a systematic fashion. Since
such information was disseminated as part of the lectures, it would
be desirable to know what sources were contacted both from the point
of view of the participant's seeking additional knowledge and to
assist in determining the value of including this information as part
of the lecture.

Participants were asked to list any agencies they remembered
contacting for information. Tabulation of the responses in terms of
number of agencies contacted revealed that 254 or 86 per cent made no
contacts while 40 or 14 per cent made one or more contacts. The

several agencies contacted are presented in Table 22, [t is not

Table 22 - ..gencies Contacted for PERT Information

Agency Frequency
PERT Project (0.S.U,) 12
PERT Orientaticn and Training Center, Washington, D. C. 5
U. S. Office of Education 3
Special Projects uyffice, U. S. Navy 3
U. S. Government Printing Office 5
U. S. Air Force L
Business-Industrial Concerns 9
Miscellaneous Governmental Agencies 2
Colleges or Universities 2
Publ ishers 2

Total

I
<

surprising to find that the PERT project was frequently mentioned since
it was the sponigriné agency for the lectures. The table does show

that @ variety éf agencies were contacted perhaps reflecting the inter~
est in PERT held by a limited number of participants anxious to secure

more information. Expectations that providing persons with information
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about PERT agencies with the hope that contacts will be made for
additional information seem not to be too realistic in terms of the

data obtained in this part of the study.

Summary, The results presented in this section on the utiliza-
tion of information presented to the participants tend to show that
subsequent use of PERT was somewhat related to prior experience with
the technique. While over one-half of the participants had no initial
plans for using the information, participants with PERT experience
had a larger pioportion having more definite plans for use than the
inexperienced group. A similar relationship was noted with regard
to the degree of impiementation on an actual project although for
both groups and the total actual use of PERT was limited. Reasons
for not using the information centered primarily on the lack of either
a suitable project and/or time to do so. Only a relatively small
number of participants indicated that the technique was unsuitable for
their work.

The information pfesented was also subsequently used by a small
proportion of participants to tell other colleagues and students
about PERT. A similar small proportion of participants were motivated.
to attend other PERT presentations and to seek information from other

sources,

Assessment of Dissemination Technique

The principal means used by the PERT project to transmit informa-
tion tc other persons about PERT were (1) the series of lectures
described here, (2) the preparation of a monograph to be publishesu »y

the U. S. Office of Education ana distributed to the educational

community, and (3) a series of informal bulletins. To secure some
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assessment of the usefulness of the first two procedures to dissemi-
nate information about PERT, participants were asked to rank order
several common dissemination techniques in terms of their potential

value as an initial means of disseminating to education new techniques
such as PERT. Participants were also asked to indicate under what

condition they would attempt to secure a copy of the monograph when

it becomes available.

Ranking of Dissemination Techniques. Participants varied in

their behavior to the ranking item with some persons ranking all eight
techniques listed while others chose to rank only part of the 1ist.
The results presented for this item, therefore, were based upon only
respondents ranking all items. It was felt that participants posses-
sing prior knowledge of PLRT might possibly have some idea of how
material of this nature shculd be Presented and thus would rank the
various techniques in an order different from persons who did not
have such experience. The analysis for this item, therefore, con-
sistea of securing the rank order of techniques for the total group
Plus separate rank orders for Participants experienced and inexpe-
rienced with PERT. Table 23 Presents the median rank for each tech-
nique plus a final rank for the total group.

Inspection of the table shows that the dissemination lecture
was ranked first by the total and experienced groups followed by the
workshop and the instruétional film, The-inexpe}ienced group, on
the other hand, ranked the workshop first, Except for this one change,
the firal rank order for the PERT inexperienced group was essentially
the same as for the total group. The PERT experienced group indicated

t’ 2t the use of professiona! journals and the monograph were more
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Table 23 - Participants' Rank Order of Dissemination Techniques

Total PERT No PERT
Dissemination Group Experience Experience
Techrique Median Rank | Median Rank | Median Rank
Rank Order | Rank Order] Rank Order
Dissemination Lecture 2.10 1 2.01 1 2.18 2
Workshop 2.14 2 2.21 2 2.14 ]
Ins:ructional Film 3.85 3 3.93 3 3.79 3
Professional Meeting L.89 L 5.14 6 L.75 L
Monograph 5.05 5 4.79 L L.89 5
Professional Journal 5.07 6 4,88 5 5.16 6
College Course 5.32 7 5.43 7 5.25 7
Cther 7.96 8 7.96 8 7.87 8
Total N = 245 N =104 N =140

desirable methods of dissemination than presentations at professiona!
meetings and college courses while the inexperienced group felt that
professional meetings were of morez value than publications. One
interesting finding is the apparent value placed on the instructional
film, It is quite possible that the use of a film on PERT produced
by North American Aviation and used as part of the lecture serieSlmay
have been influential in causing this item to rank as highly as it
did. One cculd specuiate on how the participants would have rated
the film as a technique had it not been included as part of the
iectures.

It should be noted that a workshop was held at The Ohio State
University shortly after completion of the lectures ard several per-
sons attended both. Reports from those persons who attended both
indicated that they received more useful information from the workshop
session than the discemination lectuirs because a more extended oppor-
tunity was provided to wofk on their own problems under sdpervision

of persons knowledgeable about the technique. If their reactions
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are typical of others who attend workshops this wculd account for
the technique being ranked so high, and most particularly by persons
who have no or limited experience with the technique.

Eighteen persons suggested a variety of techniques under the
'"'other'' category. An examination of these responses indicates that
some kind of discussion in small groups, problem-oriented clinics,
in-service meetings, and opportunities to see and use PERT in an
operational setting were frequently recommended as worthwhile tech-
niques. Three persons suggested that some type of consulting office
be established to provide assistance in implementing PERT on a project.

The general result from this item supports the position taken by
Havelock and Benne (4} that the ". . . ideal vehicle for transmission
of new knowledge of a complex nature would appear to be comprzhensive
in-residence iearning sessions.' They go on to indicate that the most
important and effective means of transmission is the opportunity ', . .
afforded the recziver to somehow experience the new information either
through observing a demonstration or by trying it out himself." Con-
sidering the lecture as a face-to-face demonstration with an oppor-
tunity for try-out by means of a practice problem, the rank order
assignad by the participants to the leqture technique would provide
evidence that the dissemination technique used by the PERT project was

at least appropriate if not effective.

" Monograph

In view of the plans of the U. S. Office of Education to publish
and distribute a monograph at some cost, it was thought desirabie to
have some idea of the effort participants would exert to secure such

a monograph. The tiral item on the questionnaire was structured in a
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~ mauner that would determine if the experditure of money to secure i
information was a limiting factor in this type of disseminatien,

" The item could also be fnterp}eted in terms'of the deéree o% effo;t i
that & participant would expend in order t6 secure information.

Table 24 Presents the participants' responses to this item. A<king

Table 24 - Degree of Effort to Secure PERT Monograph

Effort Frequency Per Cent
Would Purchase Copy 145 49.3
Would Write for Free Copy 93 31.6
Would Read if Sent Free . 29 | 9.9
Would Not Purchase Copy L 1.4
Other i3 b L
No Respon..e 10 3.k

Totals 294 100

persons to expsnd resources for information appears not to be a limit-
ing factor since approximately 50 per cent of the respoidents indicated
that they would buy a copy of the monograph. The same results can be
interpreted to mean that the respondents wanted the information strorgly
enough that they would buy a copy. It should be pointed out that

these results may be slightly misleading because of the fact that
respondents were asked only to indicate oie response but the question
stem had in it th: word '"conditions’* rather than "condition." |n
coding the responses, a participant who marked all three alternatives
that he would read it if sent free, write for a free copy, as well as
purchase a copy was coded as saying that he would purchase a copy

since it was felt that this represented a stronger level of effort

than simply reading or sending for a gratis copy. Of the group of the
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F perscns responding Othér, several indicated they would have theif
drganization purchase the copy or preferred to examine the publica-
,tign’before purchase.

It is ‘nteresting to note the relative rank position assigned by
the participants to the monograph as a useful means of disseminating
information in view of the fact that a large amount of the PERT proj-
ect s;aff time was involved in preparing the monograph. It is quite
likely that the monograph will be the initial experience with PERT
for many persons in the educational community. One might question g
the possible_value of such a‘monograph in view of the par;icipants'

responses that a facz:-to-face situation is a more effective means of

TRATTE

dissemination.

Summary. To summarize this section of the report, it could be
said the dissemination lecture technique as structured and employed by
the PERT project was a worthwhile approach to presenting th2 dasired
information to the educational community. It is believed that the

. face-to-face situation plus the opportunity to practice the skills

incorporated in tha lecture were influential factors in causing the
participants to rank this technique so highly among a 1ist of possible
techniques. The participants' ranking of aliernative technique would
support the general thesis that face-to-face communication is an
effective and important means of presenting new knowledge.

The results presented in this section about asking possible
recipients to expend funds to secure published material relating to
the new information would not appear to be a strong barrier to disseminat-
ing knowledge by this means even though this means of presenting new |

information is not tco highly valued by possible recipients as a useful

technique.
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CHAPTER 1V

summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

The purpose of this chapter is to éummarize the purposes,
procedures, and findings of the present investigation. Several
conclusions derived from the findings are presented and some recom-
mendations are m~s: relative to dlssemination activities cf the

nature discucsed in this report,

Purpose

During Marchand April of 1965, the PERT project staff presented
a series of lectures at twelve major universities in the United
States. The purposes of the lectures were to infori the educational
community about PERT, a management technique developed for plan-
ning and controlling research and development activitiés, and to
encourage its use. To determine the extent to which these purposes
had been accomplished, it was decided to conduct a follow-up of
participants attending the lectures. Two primary objectives guided
the nature of the follow-up study. One objective was to determine
the degree of utilization by perzonns attending the lectures of the
information presented. The second was to use the opportunity offered
by the follow-up study to seek information which might give some

insight into the dissemination process in the field of education.




Procedures

With the above objectives in mind, a questionnaire was designad
which would provide information about the nature of the audience, plans
for and actual utilization of the information, quality of the message,
and preference for selected dissemination activities. The question-
naire was maiied during November and December of 1965 to a total of
397 lecture participants, identified from rejistration lists tor each
lecture.

A total of 294 questionnaires, or 74 per cent, ‘were returned Ly
December 31, 1965, the cut-off date for analysis. Ques:ionnaire

. return by lecture location varied between 50 and 100 per cent with
the median response being 73 per cent. The findings presented below
are based upon the responses from the above group of useable questior-

naires.

Summary of Findings

To provide a systematic presentaticn of the responses tb specific
questionnaire items, thegtopical organization used in Chapter 1l for
presenting analysis of responses has also been employed here. The
general finding Ffor each item relating tou the topic is presented. The
reader is referred to Chapter Ill for detailed information abouf
responses to each item.

A. Regional Coverage

1. Using home states as a criterion, approximately 95 per
cent of the attendees at a given lecture were from the
state in which the lecture was held.

B. Nature of Audience

2. Forty-five per cent of the participants had earned
doctorate degrees, 40 per cent had the masters degree,
and the remaining participants holding bachelor's

degree or less.
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3. Approximately 40 per cent had major staff positions in
their institutions with lesser p~rcentage hclding Exec-
utive (33 per cent), Assistant tixecutive (10 per cent)
and minor staff positions (17 per cent).

L., Aporoximately two-thirds of the participants were assoc-
iated with colieges and universities with lesser per-
centage coming from state agencies (10 per cent) and
school systems (18 per cent). |

5. Thirty-four per cent indicated the primary function
of the unit to which they were attached was teaching
with lesser percentages indicating research (30 per
cent), administration (21 per cent), and service (14
per cent). .

6. Approximately 4l per cent indicated no personal responsi-
bility for research project management and/or adminis-
tration with 59 per cent indicating some form of respon-
sibility for research project management.

7. The most <common source of funding for projects for which
participants had responsibility was federal government
(29 per cent) followed by local funds /{18 per cent) and
state funds (10 per cent). Eighteen .er cent of the
projects had no funding.

C. Awareness of Lectures and Attendance

8. The most common means of becoming aware of the le. “ure
series was by some informal communication from a .clleague
(52.4 per cent) with more formal means of deveioping
awareness of the series having lesser percentages,

9. Seventy per cent of the participant< attended on a
voluntary basis and 30 per cent attended as designated
institutional representatives.

10. Sixty-five per cent of the participants attended both
days of the lecture with lesser percentages attending
on'y the first day, second day, or parts of any one day.

D. Quality of Message

11. Forty-four per cent of the raspondents indicated that
they had some n»rior knowledge and experience with PERT,

12. Using judgments obtained from the prior experience group,
75.4 per cent indicated that the lectures adeguately
covered and explained PERT concepts and principles.

13. With regard to accuracy and currency of material presented,
L9.2 per cent of the experi~nced group indica:ed that the
lecturcs were accurate ard up-to-date but about 39 per cent
saiu they were unable to make judgment on this matter.
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4. Approximately two-thirds of the participants indi-
cated that the lectures were of sufficient quality
that they would use the material presented to orient
fellow staff members.

~E. Informatiorn Utilization

15. Fifty-six per cent of the respondents indicated that
they h :d no particular plans for using PERT when they
attended the lectures. '

16. When sub-divided on the basic of prior PERT experience,
38 per cent of the experienced group indicatea no cians
for use, while 70 per cent of the inexperienced group
said they had no plans.

17. Approximately 70 per cent of the total aroup indicated
no actual use of PERT on a project.

18. Eighty per cent of the inexperienced group indicated
no use while approximately 60 per cent of the experienced
group said no use of PERT had been made on an actual
project.

19. Within the group of participants who had n ide use of
PERT, 2k per cent had applied it to cna project with
lesser percentages to two or more projects.

20. The most frequent type of project to which apr!ication
had been imade dealt with an administrative situation,

2. The degree of implementation rr project application
for the total group showed equal percentages (8 per
cent) establishing = network only, a network plus time
estimate, and a network plus time estimate plus schedules.

22, The experienced group had a larger percentage (12 per
cent) than did the inexperienced group (5 per cent)
implementing the technique at higher levels (networks,
time estimates, and schedules),

23. The information presented at the lectures was utilized
to inake 77 subsequent presentations to students, staff,
and project personnel groups.

2h., The most frequert reason for not using the information
was the unsuitability for the participants’' type of work
(21 per cent) followed by insufficient knowledge of the
technique (15 per cent). Other reasons had le-cer
Percentages.

25. Twenty-five per cent of the responses indicated a desire
to attend other PERT presentations as a consequence of
attending the lecture series.
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26. Ten out of the 294 participants indicated that subsequent
- use had been made of PERT consultants.

| . 2]. A total .of 47 contacts were made to.other agencies for
. ¥ additional informetion about PERT with The Ohio State

University PERT project cited &s the most frequent (12 !
times) source. N

F. Dissemination Techniques

28. The dissemination lecture was ranked first by the total
. ‘, group as the mest effective technique for disseminating
information to the educational community about new tech-
niques such as PERT. Other techniques in order of
rarking were workshops, instructional films, professional
meetings, monographs, professional journals, and col lege
courses. Slightly different rank orders were obtained
, when participants were divided on the basis of PERT
- experierice, '

29. Approximately one-half (49.3 per cent) of the partic-
, ipants indicated that they would purchase the PERT
- monograph to be published by the U. S. 0ffice of Educa-
ticn while 31.6 per cent said they would write for a
free copy and about 10 per cent said they would road
it if sent free.

Conclusions

On the bases of the participants' responses as presented and
anaiyzed in Chapter 111, and the summary findings, the several con-
clusicaus are derivable.

1. The original plan of having each lecture location serving
as a regional center for adjacent states was not met in practice.
This conclusion is based on data obtained from participant state of
origin showing the predominant number coming from the state in which
the lecture was Iocated.

2. The local coordinator for each center plaved an important

role in determining the nature of the audience. This conclusion is

, based upon data relating to the participant's insiitution type and

function plus highest earned degree.
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3. The éudiencé consisted of persons who voluntarily attended
the lectures out of curfosity but whose professicnal interests did
rot reside exclusive.y in the .area of research and development.

This conclusion is derived from the data on professional title,
agency functiun, research responsibility, attendance conditions, and
plans for informafion use.

L. Informal communication between colleagues plays a more
important role than formal techniques in creating awareness of
dissemination. This conclusion is based upon data showirg that
notes and conversations were cited by participants as the most fre-
quent means by which the lectures were called to their attention.

5. Participants' expectations of gain from the Ieéture appeared
to have been met in view of the large proportion who attended ohly
for informational purposes and indicated no particular plans for
using the informetion. This conclusion is based upon data on plans
for use of the information and data regarding actual use.

6. Utilization of the information presented appeared “o be
positively related to the participant's prior know!edge about the
technique. This conclusion is based upon data from participants'
plans for use, actual project applicathn, and prior knowledge of the
technique.

7. The quality of thke message.was satisfactory for its purpose,
This conclusion is based upon data secured from ex;erieﬁced vpartic-
ipants' judgments about the lectures' content, accuracy, and currency
and possible use fopr other dissemination activities.

8. Non-utilization of information appears to be related to the

participants' pérception or judgment about i%s suitability for his
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situation and the degree of knowiedge possessed. This conclusion is
based upon data‘reiating to participanté' reasons for not using the
w@gchnique plus data from implementation on projects, and prjor PERT
experience, - |

9. Only a relatively smali proportion of particiﬁants can be
expected to make use .f the information presented. This conclusion
is based upon data relating to actual use, desire to attend other
presentations, and steps taken to secure additional information.

130. Face-to-face dissemination techniques in the form of lectures
and workshops appear to be the most useful procedures for introducing
a'technique’sdﬁh as PéRT to the educaéional cdhmunity. This conciu-
sion is based upon _data relating to the participant rankmordering of
‘possible dissemination techniques.

11. Participants desiring additional information about a topic

do not regard the expenditure of funds as a major obstacle to securing
that information. This conclusion is based on data regarding effort

to be expended in secuving the PERT monograph.

Recommendations

The findings and conclusions presented above plus the experience
gained by the PERT project staff in actual conduct of the lectures
can be combired to suggest some recommendations fo: conducting similar
types of dissemination activities. Threz such recommendations appear
below,

1. The selection of the local center coordinators should be
made carefully since this person is quite influential in determining
audience composition. Techniques employed by the coordinator to create

awareness of the activity plus his own professional orientation are

quite influential and important factors here.
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2. It is quite likely that participants will attend a dissemina-
tion activity with already existing degrees of knowledge about the
technique and'plans for using -it. Therefore, "it would appear ainsabIe
and/or desirable to assess participant background, so that one or more
session could be arranged to deal with differential kncwledge and
plans.

3. More workshop-like activities should be included so that

participants can be actively involved as soon as possible in the

topic being presented.
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PERT Dissemination Lecture Survey

Directions: Unless indicated otherwise, respond to each item by marking an '"X"

ir the hox before the appropriate response.

than one response.

Note that some items ask for more

'f additional explanatory material is necessary, please
write in the margin by the item for which the material is relevant.

i. What is your highest earned degree?

No degree
Bachelor's
Master's

Doctorate

2 Please provide the following information concefning your position at the

time you attended the lectures (March-April 1965)

Your title

Eranch, Department’, or Division

institution or

agency

City and State

3. What was the general type of institution or agency with which you were connected

at the time of

.

for s
y:

maidunt

attending the PERT lectures?

College or university

Private Foundation

Governmental agency (federal)
Governmental agency (state)
Private or public school system
Business or industry

Military

Other (list)

(Continued on Page 2) l
§




L., What was the principal function of the unit to which you were attachad?

L1y, Administration
[CJ2. Research
[]3. Teaching

. CJ4. Service

5. Describe the type of responsibility you Lad forv the planning and execution
of research projects (funded or non-funded) at the time of attending the
\octures” .

Ez-io Mo personal administrative responsibility for a research
project

[:]2. Personal responsibility for one or more projects for which
I am the principal investigator

[:]3. Administrative respondbility for an office directing one or
more research projects

[y Responsibility for the management of a project under the

. direction of a principal invastigator.

[J5 oOther (Specify)

6. indicate the type(s) for which you had responsibility according te your
response tc item 5* (check more than one if needed)

L11  Non-funded project

Ll2. iocally funded project

* [13.. State funded project .
» LI4. Federally funded project

[ I5s. other {specify)

How did you become aware of the PERT dissemination lecture series?

[:]I, Announcement distrisuted at 1965 AERA meeting

[CJ2.  Announcement in loczl news media (newspaper, radio, etc.)

[ 13 Announcement in professional journais or newsletters (Phi
Delta Kappan. American Psychologist. etc.)

LJu. Conversation or note from coileague

DS_ Other (specifys__

Please indicate the conditions under which you attended the PERT lectures:

Ll Designated representat.ve of an agency of institution
2 Volunteer attendee because of personal interest
3 Other {spezify) _ 1

(Continued on Page 3)
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[ad

9. Describe your attendance at the dissemination lectures:

Attended only first day

Attended only the second day
Attended both days

Attended only parts of any one day

alilen

10. Were you acquainted with PERT prior to attending the dissemination lectures?

E:11. Yes

2. No »

IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO ITEM 10, RESPOND TO !T&MS 11 THRU 15, IF NO, CONT:NUE
NN AT ITEM 16.

11. How would you describe your knowledge about PERT?

l:]:I. Little knowledge
r [12. Some knowled ge
[13. Much knowled ge

12. How would you describe your experience with PERT?

::]I. No practical experience
LJ2. Little practical experience
[CJ3. Some practical experience
CJ4. Much practical experience

14

13. How would you describe the lectures with regard to coverage and explanation
of basic PERT concepts and principles?

[:]l. Basic concepts were not adequately covered nor explaired

[[J2. Basic <oncepts were adequately covered but not sufficiently
explained

E][B. Adequately covered and explained

14, Not able to judge

14, How would you describe the accuracy and up-to-dateness of the material
presented in the lecture?

[:]!. Both accurate and up-to-date
2. Some irnaccuracies but up-to-date
3. Accurate but not up-to-date

4. Neither accurate nor up-to-date
[J5. Not able to judge

(Continued on Page 4)




15.  Did you feel that ideas and content of the lectures were of sufficient
quality that you would utilize them in presenting a PERT oriéntation
lecture to your own agency or staff?

CI1. Yes
E];Z. No
E:‘3. Not able to judge

16. Describe any plans you had for using the information presented at the
lectures (check more than one if necessary):

[:]I. For use in planning project proposal

E:;Z. As a management system for a specific on-going project

[J3. To enable me to control several on-going projec:s under my
responsibility

E:lh. To conduct instruction

)5. | had no immediate plans for using it since | was just
curious to learn about PERT

[J6. other (specify)

17. Did you actually use PERT un a new or on-going project?

[:]I. Yes
[:]2. No

18. If your answer to item 17 was Yes, describe briefly ii:e nature of the project(s)
’ on which you-implemented the technique (e.g., curriculum development projects,
experimental resecrch project, schecl survey project, etc.).

19. Uvescribe the degree of implementation for the project identified in item 18,
If None, go on to item 20. (Check only highest level of implementation).

E]ﬁ. Developed only a network

Cl2. Developed a network and secured time estimates

ER Developed a network. secured time estimates, and established
1

a schedule for control purposes
L, Accomplished actions described in response 3 plus conducting
one or more up-dates of the project
[Cds. other (specify) -

(Continued on Page 5)
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20.

21,

22,

23.

2L,

25.
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If you did not or have not utilized or implemented FERT, please irdiccte
your reason (check more than one if necessary).

[:]I. It is not suitakle for my type of work
[J2. 1t is too conpl icated

3. It was not what ! thought it was goi.g to be
CJ4. Insufficient knowledge about the technique
[C)5. involves too much initial effort end time
[J6. Lack of a computer to process data

7. Other (specify)

If you made any presentation of an instructional /ature based upon informa-
tion secured from attending the disseminaticn lectures, indicate the nature
of the audience(s) and the approximatc size of the group(s).
Group Size

[11. Sstudents

CJ2. Feliew staff members

[J3. Research project personnel

L4, Other {specify}

If the jecture was your first introductior to PERT, were you motivated to
attend any other presentations, seminars, or courses on PERT as a conse-
quence of attending the dissemination lectures?

[:]i? Yes
[CJ2. nNo

1€ Yes to item 22, identify below any presentation(s) you did attend, If
None, so indicate,

S MRS AN SIAERS. | . WD ASWN . Gds

Kave you employed or util-zed FERT consultants :n your activities since
attending the d:35s5emsnation rect.res’?

[:]!. Yes
[:]Za i wanted o b.t covida-t fozate one
3. no

List below any office: or agenciec you can remember contacting for further
information aso.t FERT, If None, 30 ind:cate.
Agency Location

(Continued on Page 6)
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26. Listed below are several possible procedures for presenting information
e @ new technique,such as PERT, to the educationa!’ community. Rank from
1 to 8 the items listed in terms of how you would rate their effectiveness
as an initial means of dissemination.

D[i. Dissemination lectiires

I:lz. Instructional film

13, Monograph or book

L. Article(s) in professional -journal(s)

5. Presentation(s) at national professional meeting(s)
6. College level course(s)

C17. Workshop(s)
{18. oOther (specify)

27. The U, S, Office of Education is planning to publish a monograph on PERT

applications in education. Under what conditions would you attempt to secure
such a monograph?

. 1 would read it if the monograph was sent to me gratis
| would write for a copy if available free

f would buy @ copy if 't had to be purchased.

i

0

i would not buy a copy if it had to be purchased
ther (specify)

miwes

IF YOU HAVE MADE ANY APPL{CATSON OF PERT TO EDUCATIONAL PROJECTS AND HAVE AVAll-
ABLE NETWORKS, COMPUTER REPORTS, AND SiM}LAR MATERIALS, WE WOULD APPRECIATE

RECEiViING SUCH [NFORMATION FOR OUR FILES, PLEASE SEND TO THE ADDRESS AT THE TOP
OF THE FIRST PAGE,

Be sure you have responded to all items as required

THANK YOU FOR_YOUR COOPERAT iON

The research reported herein «a: supported through the Cooperative Research
Program of the Off:ce of Education, U. S. Department of Health, Educaticn and
Wel fare.,

— N -
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THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF RDUCATION

19435 NORTH HIGH STRERT

COLUMBUS, OI119 43210

Eaom G. Gusa, Assistcns Direcsor
M. Kanw Oransuaw, Ascistons Director

Anrts L. Roasan, Assisscons Director
and Director of Gradus’e Studies

The PERT Project

Dear

During the Spring of 1965, the Cooperative Research Program of
the U S. Office of Education and The Ohio State University sponsored
jointly a series of lectures the purpose of which was to disseminate
information about a new management information system known as Program
Evaluation and Review Technique, or PERT. While the kasic purpose of
the dissemination lectures was to inform the educational commun, cy about
the nature of PERT, it was also hoped that the lectures would stimulate
the utilization of the technique in various aspects of education. Upon
our request, an extension of the original contract was grantad for the
purpose of conducting a follow~-up study to determine the degree ouf
utilization, if any, between the time of the lectures and the present
time. ‘ '

According to our records, you were in attendance at one of the
dissemination lectures We are therefore seeking your assistance in
this evaluation by completing the enciosed questionnaire. The content
of the questionnaire is designed to determine what actions you have
taken subsequent to the lectures to learn more about PERT and/or to
utilize PERT in educational activities Would you please complete
the questionnaire as soon as possible and return it in the stamped,
sel f-addressed envelope provided?

Your cooperation in helping the PERT Project staff in this
evaluation is deeply appreciated If you have any suggestions,
comments, or experiences on the utiljzation of PERT in educational
activities, we would be more than happy to hear from you

Sincerely yours,

Desmond L. Cook .
Project Director

DLC: jhp

Enclosures: PERT Dissemination Lecture Survey
Return Envelope




