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Chapter I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SCOPE

CURRICULA,, RESEARCH, AND TECHNOLOGY

Effective educational systems develop the potential
abllities and meet the individual needs of students. Obvious-
ly therefore, before a curriculum planner can design cur-
ricula to achleve these goal:s, he must first determine the po-
tential abilities and needs of the students and then select
the most effective instructional methods to achieve the goais.
Unquestionably, educational research provides the vital in-
formation for planning successful curricula.

FTurthermore, the rate at which society changes in-
creases continuously; if educatlon is to keep pace with so-
clety, more and more educational research will have to be
periormed. Many scurces have cited the need for research pro-
Jects to adequately meet the growing demands societal changes
make upon our schools. Then toc, when research ylelds signi-
ficant results and indicates potentlal programs, these findings
mist be tested within the schools. The Philadelphia Suburban
School Study Council cites four major faectors which demand such
research and implementation.

® Increases in school population (Present school porulation
will double by the time the present first grader is forty
years old.)

® The mobility of the American population (One-fifth of
the American population changes residence each year.)

© Rapid increase in the amount of knowledge (By the year
2000 there will be 2000 times as much to know.)

© Explosion in technoiogy and 1nvention1

1philadelphia Suburban School Study Council, Inproving
Today's Curriculum for Tomorrow's Challenges (Danville, Il1l.:
Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc., 1964), p. 12.




Thls Hexplosion in technology and invention® has
produced a society which will become increasingly more tech-
nologically oriented. As a result, tezhnological caonsider-~
ations will play an increasingly larger part in educational
decisions. PFinn presents three reasons for the inevitable
integration of education and technology.

First, in a society in which science and tech-
nology are primary, such as America, the society
requires that the educational system insure an
adequate supply of scientists and associated
techniclans. . . . Second, as a society becomes
more and more technologically oriented and con-
trolled, the question of the general education
of all the citizens 1s raissed. . . . Third, be-
canse of the tendency for technology to have no
limits and constantly to extend to new areas, it
1s inevitable that, in an advanced technological
society, technclogy should begin to extend into
the ecducational process itself.2

Ideally, technology should not be considercd another obstacle
for education to overcome; rather, educatlon should take full
advantage of the tools which technology offers.

Today, school administrators--those who are re-
sponsible ror adapting the educational system to contemporary
soclety--are faced with an explicit obligatiocn. Stephen Corey
notes this obligation of professional educators when he writes:

Our rapidly changing culture and its implicatlion
for curriculum change., the continuous 1increase in
pupll enrollments and numbers of teachers, the

need for improved school leadership, the contimuocus
additions to knowledge in general and particularly
our knowledge about children and youth, mwean that
the professional school pecple need to work contin-

uousiy to keep abregst of what they must know and
must be able to do. :

Bearing in mind the obligation of school administra-
tors and the interrelationship of curricula, research, and

2James D. Finn, "A New Theory for Instructional Tech-
nology," Audio-Visual Communication Review (1960;, p. 84%.

3Stephen Corey, "In-Service Education," 1957 Year-

%@keﬁ.‘.m al Society for the Study of
Chicago: 19. s pr 1.



technology, the circumstances of a curriculum innovation of~
fered to school districts in southeastern Pennsylvania,

A COST-FREE_PROJECT IS REJECTED

In 1968, after working for three years with experts
in education, research, and mathematics and investing over
$150,000, the Pennsylvania Department of Public Instruction
(snbsequently renamed the Department of Education) developed
a computerized information storage and retrieval system for
published materials including audio-visual materlals, in '
elementary-school mathematics. Strongly supported by national-
ly recognized leaders in elementary-school mathematics edu-
cation, this system can ald in the development and implemen-
tation of elementary-school mathematics curricula by informing
curriculum planners of avallable methods and resources in
elementary-school mathematics. This project, offered free to
school districtsin Pennsylvania, is called PRIMES--Pennsylvania
Retrieval of Information for Ma%hematics Education System.-

Desceription of PRIMES

The PRIMES file was compiled through the analysis
of all the texts contained in the twenty basal-mathematics
series existing when the work for the project was carried
out. In addition, accompanying teacher's manuals, tests,
special features, films, filmstrips, manipulative aids, and
pretext and posttext ac%ivities were also analyzed. To per-
form these various analyses, two lnstruments were designed
especially for PRIMES--the Content Authority List end the
Behavior Authority List.

_ The Content Authority List contains sll the basic
mathematics concepts taught at the elementary level. This
1ist is so comprehensive that texts used to train teachers of
elementary-school mathematics can be analyzed with it. Each
content item is code numbered for computer storage. With
this master 1list, containing over three hundred items, every
page of the basal texts was analyzed; every independent con-
cept item found on a page was coded according to the list and
recorded on IBM lndex cards.

The second instrument, the Behavior Authority List,
analyzes the behavicral objectives expected to be met in the
teaching of a lesson. Each behavioral objective i1s observable
and measurable; and like the content items, esch bshavioral
objective is code numbered for computer storage. The Behavior
Authority List contains approximately sixteen hundred items.




Againé each lesson of every text was analyzed for behavioral
i

objectives; in addition, the context in which the behavior was
to be observed was also recorded.

After the analyses were completed, the PRIMES file
consisted of over 25,000 microfilm aperture cards contalning
pupil-text pages, teacher's-manual pages, and content and
behavior analyses of all the pages. All ltems contained
computer-generated indexes to access the file.

Introduction of PRIMES

To test the effectliveness of PRIMES, several pleces
of information--including an illustrated brochure--were sent
to the chief administrators of the school districts in the
southeastern Pennsylvania Countles of Chester, Delaware, and
Montgomery. Subsequently, these administrators and their
appropriate staff membhers were invited to attend confercnces
sponsored by the Department of Education to explain the ser-
vices offered by PRIMES and to solicit partieipation in the
project. After these initial presentations, follcw-up meet-
ings were held with each school administrator who indicated
an interest in the program.

Realizing that PRIMES was offered without charge,
and that most school districts functioning individually could
not produce from thelr own resources the services offered by
PRIMES, consider the fate of the project. Of the flfty-seven
local school districts $nvited to attend PRIMES conferences,
only thirty-six districts sent representatives. But regret-
tably, especially in view of the current revolution in elemen-
tary-school mathematics programs and the concomitant problems
of curriculum development and teacher training, only seven
school districts--about twelve percent of the districts invited.-
elected to participate in the PRIMES project.

Why did so many school districts reject the PRIMES
project? The project was developed from thorough research by
outstanding personnel. The system used the latest technolég-
ical developments of data processing and information storage.
PRIMES offered a practical solution to the problem of plan-
ning curricula and selecting instructional materials for
elementary-school mathematics programs--programs which must be
carefully planned to tvake full advantage of the new concepts
in mathematics education. Perhaps the answer rests within the
decision-making process itself.




THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Traditionally, the chief school administrator, with
the consent of the local school board, made curriculum de-
clslons. But nowy such factions as administrative-level cur-
riculum specialists and curriculum committees have voices in
the decision-making process. While these persons are in-
dividually qualified to make decisions about curricula, de-
clsion-making by groups requires good intergroup organization
and effective channels of communication;at times, faulty
organization and commmication impedss the declsion-making
process. In additlon, one individuwal must ultimetely be
authorized to resolve differing opinlons in such a decision-
making situation by stating which opinion will be the final
decisiorj otherwlse, no decision will be reached. In con~-
sidering a decision to be made about curriculium then, one
must determine who actually makes the decision.

The textbook answer to the question orf whe makes
curriculum decisions would state that the superintendent, upon
the advice of the assistant superintendent in charge of in-
struction (who leads a curriculum-study group), with the per-
mission of the school board, makes the decision. But school
districts vary greatly in size and administrative staffing.

In many cases the superintendent has no curriculum consultants
at his disposal; he is the decislon maker. In larger dis-
tricts, several curriculum speclallists may be employed. Some
may work full time on matiters of curriculum; others may be
¢lassroom teachers on release time. Additionally, the amount
of responslbility given to these curriculum specialists for
making decisions varies greatly from dlstrict to district.

A curriculum project desigued for a large number of
school districts must be sufficienily flexible to meet the
different needs of the various districts. Just as individual
differences exist among students in a classroom, so do indi-
vidual differences exist within a group of school distriets.

I» the case of the innovator proposing a curriculum project

to a group of school districts, one of the individual dif-
ferences with which he must deal is the variety of methods used
in making decisions. The llkellihood of acceptance by school
districts of innovative curriculum programs will be Increased
if the directors of these programs lknew more about the decision-~
making processes of the potential users of the programs.

THE OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

The objactives of this study are twofold. First,
the study attempts to discover the factors affecting the de-~
cision-making process which led tu tr~ acceptance or rejection




of the PRIMES project. 8econd, the study attempts to extend
these findings to ald in the introduction, discemination, and
implementation of other innovative curriculum programs. Speci-
fically, the study sought to answer tre followlng questions.

About the Decision-Making Process

® What is the nature of the decislion-making process used
by a particular school district?

® How is curriculum information disseminated within a
school district?

@ VUWhat factors of the PRIMES project were or were not
fully understood?

® Did strengths or weaknesses of programs already func-
tioning in individual school districts affect the de-
cision to accept or reject PRIMES?

® What services or materials could be added to the PRIMES
project to make it more appealing?

® Could further presentations of the project and its of-
ferings change a decision not to participate in PRIMES?

About the Decislon Makers

® What adminlstrative organization exists within a school
distriet for the consideration of curriculum matters?

® Who attended the PRIMES presentations?

® If the superintendent did not attend, to whom did his
representative report?

® VWho was the most influential person in declding to
accept the PRIMES project?

® Are factors such as the years of service fnd educational
background of the chief school administrator relevant to
the acceptance or rejectdgon of PRIMES?

The data collected will be the basls for developing
a model plan to gear the PRIMES project to the specific needs
and characteristics of local school districts. In general,




however, the findings should be valuable In three ways:

® To contribute to general educn:tional development by
adding to the national research dealing with the procass
of change and its relationship to the area of curriculum
development

® To modify the approach used in the future in presenting
innovative curriculum ideas to local school districts

® To help local school districts locate potential obstruc-~
tions to innovation and to aid them in understanding the
signposts of change




Chapter II

RELATED L{TERATURE

This chapter discusses publications which supplied
background material, support, direction, or justification for
the project reported in this paper. The literature reviewed
in this chapter is divided into three major sections: 1n-
novation, decision making, and communication.

The first section treats literature which stresses
the need for innovation in education and cites some of the
pitfalls in implementing these new ideas.

INNOVATION

Rogers recognizes the need for innovation in an
educational institution and offers much sound direction when
he points out that central to any notion of change, adapta-
bility, or self-renewal is the introduction of new ideas in-
to the already-existing system. He points out that the
system must be open and flexible and allow for input from the
external environment. Such input creates a self-renewing
environment, He notes that the body of research dealing
with the diffusion and Infusion of innovations has a rele-
vance for self-renewal.! Rogers also cites four elements
central to diffusion:

@ An innovation

® Communicated via certain channels

‘B, M, Rogers, "Communication of Innovations in a
Comp%ex Institution," Educational Record, Winter 1968,
pp. 67-77.




® To members of a social system
® Who adopt it over a pericvd of time2

He further discusses the variables which affect the acceptaace
or rejection of an innovation. They are the situation, the
personality, the social, and economic status of the adopter,
ths lines of communication used, and the innovation itself.

Lippit stresses four specific aspects of the change
or innovative process that seem to be respcnsible for mini-
mizing the impact of change:

® Most significant changes in practice imply and require
some changes in attitudes, skills, and values of the
practitioner.

® A great portion of the new innovations remain invisitle,
undocumented, and inaccessible to potential users.

@ Educators believe that they should be their own in-
ventors and to use others' contributions would lead to
loss of status in the eyes ¢f colleagues.

® Education lacks a profesgional network of communication
and of agents of change.-

Rogers clearly stresses five necessary character-
istics for the adoption of an innovation:

® Relative advantage 1s the degree to which the innovation
is visibly bettasr than the idea it supersedes.

® Compatability 1s the degree to which an innovation 1s
conslstent with the existing values and past experlence
of the adoptors.

® Divisibility is the degree to which an innovation may be
tried on a limited basis.

e Complexify is the degree to which an innovation is rela-
tively difficult to understand and to use.

2g, M. Rogers, op. cit., p. 68.

iRobert Lippit, "Rules and Processes in Curriculum
Development and Change," Strategy for Curriculum Change
(Washington, D.C.: AséociufibnégoF'SubérﬁIsion'ana Curriculum
Development, 1965), pp. 11-28.




® Communicability is the degree to which the results of
adoptio& or reJection of an .unnovation are visible to
others.

Pye further notes that our scales of judgment are
heavily anchored in our past experiences and that new stimulil
are generally located along particular dimensions of judgment
by comparative processes. Any ldea that does not seem com-
patible with prevalent values or norms will notsbe adopted
as readily as an innovation that is compatible.

Daniel P, Moynihan wrote in the Harvard Education-
al Review that it is commonplace in the history of science
that the appearance of new iunformation ig often followed by
an intense struggle to have it accepted. This would be the
case in the social sclences as well.

The problem then seems to take on the added dimen-
sion of to whom the innovation shall be presented and ih what
form it shall be offered to the potential user. in tne case
of a curriculum innovatic.a, it would be reasonable to pre-
sent the innovation to the individual who decides whether
or not the innovation is to be implemented in his school
district. Who this person is and whether he alone may meke t
the decision necessitates an investigation of the declsion-
raking process.

DECISION MAKING

A decision has been defined as that phase of mental
activity in which a volitional tendency reaches its comple-
tion. The word is_commonly used only where there has been some
deliberate choice.’/ Decision making can be viewed as the

AE. M. Rogers, op. cit., p. 72.

siouis W. Pye, Communications and Political De-

velopment (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
1963), p. 141,

Danie1 P. Moynihan, "Sources of Resistance to the
CclemansReport," Harvard Educaticnal Review, Winter 1968,
ppo 23" ?n

7& Cyclopedia of Education, ed., Paul Monroe
(New York: MacMillan Co., 1928), p. 370. '

10




action or actions performed by the individual in making that
deliberate chnice.

Rogers categorizes the various types of decisions
made in considerationn of the acceptance or rejection of an
Innovation:

® Optional Decisions--Decisions made by an individual
regardless of the decision of other individuals in
the social system. Even in this instance, the in-
dividual's decision is no doubt influenced by the norms
of his social system, his need to couform, or by other
pressures.

@ Contingent Decisions--Decisions which the individual
mey adopt an imnovation only after a majority of his
social system has already made an adoption decision;
he is not forced, however, to conform to the group
decision.

@ Collective Decisions--Decisions in which individuals
in the social system agree to adopt or reject by con-
sensus, and all must conform to the system's decision
once it 1s made,

@ Authority Decisions--Decisions forced upon an in-
dividual by someone in a superordinate position. The
attitudes and opinions of the individual toward the
innovation cannot affect the course of events; he is
simply told what behavior is expected of him.8

Griffiths inseparably links decision making to
the administrative process. He proposes a theory of admin-
istration built on the key concept that the distinquishing
characteristic of administration is that of direciting and
controlling the decision-making process.9 The decision-
making process is construed to mean nct only the decision,
but also the acts necessary to implement the decision.

Goodlad notes that in the current welter of cur-
riculum activities discovering who does make curriculum
decisions, to say nothing of defining who should make

8E. M. Rogers, op. cit., p. 71.

PDaniel E. Criffiths, Administrative Theory
(New York: Appleton-Century Crofts, Inc., 1959), p. 28.

11




curriculum decisions, would be most useful. He points out
that a review of the curriculum bulletins 1ssued by state
departments of education would present a vastly confused
picture over who should make what curriculum deciiions.
Curriculum bulletins are a potpourril of vague statements

of educational aims, principles of child development,

weekly time specifications for each subject, and suggested
activities and technics for the art of teaching. At central
issue seems to be the question of whether or not some cur-
riculum decisions are the domain of the departments of edu-
cation. Perhaps 1f those decisions were concentrated upen
by the departments they could be executed superbly. Obvious-
ly other declisions are the domain of the local school districts
while still others are decisions to be made b{ professional
staffs or faderal offices. Goodlad cautions that until these
questions are worked through, curriculum planning in America,
with all its attributes, will continue to be much less effec-
tive than it should be. 10

Bishop reinforces Goodlad's concern when he notes
that there seems to be an educational conflict 3eveloping,
caused in part by lincreasing specialigzation, that results
in the question, "Who shall make the decisions?" More and
more decisions are complex and require specialized back-
grounds and education in order to bring the most relevant
issues and knowledge to bear upon the guestion. Of course
in the specialist's view, he is the only one in command cf
the knowledge of the alternatives; the generalist, however,
believes each decision requires knowledge of the vast arena
and all other elements in the system must be considered.
Between the two positions seem to exist information and
action voids resulting from different perceptions, know-
ledge, and consequences ?f the major considerations neces-
sary %o make a decisionJ

Willower notes another dimension of this conflict.
The chief school administrator of a school district is most
frequently considered a generalist, yet he must sit in the
unenviable position of making decisions after weighing the
sometimes conflicting recommendations. An additional factor
to be considered is the relative complexity of decision
making in large organizations. Other complicating facters

)
1OJohn I. Goodlad, "Curriculum Declsions: BK
Whom, and What For?," Nations Schools, March 1965, p. 42,

11Leslee J. Bishop, "Educational No-Man's Land,"
Educational Leadership, December 1967, p. 21k,
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are coordination,,Sommunication, accountability, and in-
terunit conflict.' ‘

Hamachek supports Willower by- pointing out that
the decisio: mnakers are burdened with responsibilicies for
curriculum, teacher supervision, board meetings, community
meetings, evaluations, stafiing, pupil progress, gulidance,
records, discipline, transportation, ?%blic relations, tud-
get, and a host of other commitments. -

Comprehensive perception of the situation and the
ability to make decisions, as noted by Hartley, are the
marks of an effective school executive. Hartley warns that
in an analysis of unanticipated consequences, it is impor-
tant for the administrator to consider the unit for which
his decision will have designated consequoences; +the superin-
tendent's decision may have q&verse effects upon the various
units under his supervision.

The National Education Association notes twelve
primary decision areas; foremost among them is one titled
"Decision Making: Who should make what decisions about
education?" Four of the baslic recommendations under this
decislon area are particularly germane: ‘

® Local school boards are the legal instruments through
which the state fulfills its responsibility for edu-
cation. The distinction between lay control of school
policies determined by the board_ of education and im-
plementation of these policies by the professional
staff, with the leadership of the local superintendent,
should be delineated, understood, and respected.

& Local school faculties should have the freedom and the
authority to make decisions about what to teach--within
state and local requirements--and how to teach. Final
instructional decisions should be made by the teacher,
taking into consideration recommendations from avpropri-

1'2D. C. Willower, "Lay and Professional Decisions -
in Education," Peabody Journal of Education, January 1964,
pc 220 ' 7

13D. E. Hamachek, "Leadership Styles, Decision

Making, and the Principal," National Elementary Principal,
XLV (April 1966) 26-31.

11*Harry S. Hartley, "Adminlistrative Decisiors and
Functional Analysis,” Education, January 1969, p. 276.
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ate local, state, and national groups representing the
teaching profession, academie scholars, and the public.

® State educational authorities should establish standards
for public-school instruction, provide adequate re-
sources for their achievement, and give dynamic leader-
ship to curriculum development, experimentation, and in-
novation in local schools.

®  State legislatures should set forth general goals for
the schools, provide adequate financial support, and
delegate broad powers of implementation to the state
and local educational authorities. The state legls-
lature should not prescribe curriculum content or
leglslate specific courses.

Menkin believes that the best-laid plans, along
with the most careful attention to the need and interests
of the members of the group being serviced, are lost in
the process of communicating the developmental plans. He
points out that communication is an interpretative process
and that words mean different things to different people.
He notes also that the receiver listening to a gessage
"selects out" that which is meaningful to him. "

COMMUNI CATION |
The Dictionary of Education defineé communication

as the process whereby a human socliety continues to exist

" by transmitting its values, concepts, attitudes, hablts,
and skills (nonmaterial cultural ccmponen?g) so that the
young may participate in the common life.'”

Delehanty points out that communication occurs only

15National Education Association, Schools for the
Sixties (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1963), p. 1W6.

6p, Menkin, "Best Lald Plans . . .," Adult
Leadership, June 1967, p. 47.

1 A
7Carter V. Good, Dictionary %g Education (McGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., New York, 1959). :
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when people listen to each other with understanding.18
Rogers adds that a listener must be .®la ". ., . to see

the expressed idea aiid attitude from the other person's
point of view, to sense how it feels to him, to achleve

his iram? of reference in regard to the thing he is talking
about," .

Briqtow, like Menkin, suggests that words and
ideas have meaning only in terms of the individual's ex-
perientlal background, present situation; needs, and drives.
1t 1s assumed that people generally understand what has
been siid or written, but very often this is nect the case;
frequently no opportunity is provided for further explana-
tion of new meanings in order to gain background for the
given idea. He further notes that research has played too
little a part in curriculum communication and decision mak-
ing. Good curriculum goes beyond usual educational research.
It cannot be fragmented. It necessitates a design and pat-

tern digaerent-from the usual approach to educational re-
search, :

Smith and Burk stress that commumication is a pro-
fessional responsibility shared by classroom teachers, super-
visors, cocrdinators, principals, administrators, and the
superintendent of schools in his function as professional
leader. There must be a joint effort in exploring together
the needs of the schools, the teachers, and the community.
Exlsting programs must be reviewed and common goals developed.
There is a particular need to understand one ancther's re-
sponsibilities and for all to work toward keeping open chan-
nels for constant cooperation. The media of communication -
must be carefully selected to meet the purpose interded.2!

15D. Delehanty, "Communicstion with your Staff,"
Catholic School Journal, March 1968, p. 47.

19¢car1 Rogers, "Barriers and Gateways to Communi-
cation," Studies in Personnel and Industrial Psychology
(New York: The Dorsey Press, Inc., 1967), p. &10.

0
2 William H. Bristow, "Comrunication in Curriculum,"
Educational Leadership, Wovember, 1965, p. 143.

2'M. J. Smith and J. M. Burk, "Communication is
Central to Effectiveness," Pennsvlvania School Journal,
April 1968, p. 9.
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Bunker feels that the face-to-face encounter is
at the core of communicaticn and that the communication
process may be fully understocd and influenced only by
taking into accocunt the ogganic interrelationships of a
continving organization.?

Meetings are occasions for this face-to-face
encounter, but too frequently meetings become matters of
habit or ritual. Menkin offers criteria for holding a
meeting:

® XKnow why the meeting is being held (objective or
purpose).

® Know what content and format will best achieve this
purpose.

® Ask if a_meeting is the best way to fulfiil this
purpose.

The administrative structure of the organization
might hinder communication. Henderson observes that the
deterioration of communication frequently results from an
Inadequate use of the group process. -The administrative
structure becomes more complex. The teachers are overlooked
in consultations about policies and decisionsj they are
often given information and directives aboul decisions that
have already been made. Henderson points out that the causes
of these subtle changes are not too difficult to discern.

One basic problem 1s the lack of efficiency. Efficiency
requires more line officers, which requires the development

of procedures for action and for control. The complexity

that naturally develops with size and the accompanying d4i-
versity of problems tends to necessitate staffing sufficiently
to permit adequate delegation of responsibilities. These
would naturally center around specific functions. The net
effect this would have would be a vertical structuring of the
administrative pyramid. A second cause offered for the dete-~

22
D. R. Bunker, "Communicating Person to Person,"

National Elementary Principal, May 1962, p. 20.

23P. Menkin, op. cit., p. 47.
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rioration is the tremendous increase of feedback from in-
stitutions, legislators, state agencies, and parents.2

Rogers speaks of the roles corresponding roughly
to the stages of the individual innovation decislion process:

¢ Stimlation or awareness by someone that a need for an

innovation exists. The stimulation is of%en outside
the system.

® Invitation or promotion of the introduction of the new
idea into the social system, usually by a small number
of individuals who are very much oriented to change and
whg may include the original stimulation.

L

Legitimation or decision to adopt or reject the innova-
tion by those in power.

¥ Executlon or putting the decision into action. This

activity is of'ten delegated by the 1eg£§imizers to
persons of lower status or less power.

SUMMARY

Every existing institution nseds a constant infusion
of iInnovations in order to aid constructive change, adapta-
bility and self-renewal. Innovations must be communicated
via certain channels to members of a soclal system who adcpts
it over a period of time. Personality, soclal and economic
status of the adopter, lines of communication, and the in-
novation itself affect the acceptance or rejection of the
innovation. The five necessary characteristics for the suc-
eessfull adoption of an innovation are relative advantage,
compatability, divisibility, complexity, and communicability.
The past expirlences of the potential user plays an important
part in the acceptance of any innovation.

Declsion making can be viewed as the actlion or
actlons performed by the individual in making s deliberate
cholce, TFour types of decisions are optional decisions, con-
tingent decisions, collective decisicns, and authority de-

2“&. D. Henderson, "Desired Influence: Improving
Communication Between Administration and Faculty," Journal
of Higher Education, June 1967, p. 311.

25E. M. Rogers, op. cit., p. 74.
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cisions, Decision making and the administrative process

are inseparably linked. Who makes the decislions as well

as who should make the decisions are guestions that require
answers in the near future. Until these questicns are
answered, curriculum planning in america will be less ef-
fective than 1t should be. Increasing specielization and

the complex and specialized background required for curriculum
decision making are causing educational conflicts. The roles
of the specialist and the generalist in decision making meed
to be more clearly defined. Other complicating factors are
coordination, comnunication, accountability, and interunit
conflict. Add to this the problem of the over-burdened de-
cislion maker and the situation becomes even more conmplex.

Communication remalns a severe problem in a mcdern
technological society. The experimental background, present
situation, needs, and drives color the meanings of words.
Research has played too little a part in decision making
and communication. Communication is a professional responsi-
bility of the school administrator. Face-to-face encounter
is at the core of communication. Tane administrative struc-
ture of the organization may hinder communiication. The in-
adequate use of the group process may result frcm compli-
cated administrative structures. The size of the institution
and diversity of problems add to the complexity of adminis-
trative structure in complicating effective communication.

The roles corresponding roughly to the stages of
the individual innovation decision process are stimulation,
initiation, and legitimation or decision to adopt and ex-
ecution.

' It can be readily recognized that any inncvation
in curriculum must heed strictly the demands and expectations
to be made upon it by the nature of the innovation, the in-
novative process, the decisicn-making process, arnd the
dynamics of communication.
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Chapter IIL

THE PROCEDURE

The research project reported in this study was con-
ducted in six phases. Phase I dealt with identifying the par-
ticipants to be utilized in the studv and soliciting their co-
operation. Phase II included the development and testing of
the instrument utilized in this study. In Phase III, the
chief school administrators and key school personnel involved
in the decision to accept or reject the PRIMES project were
interviewed. Phase IV involved gathering such data as district
size, administrative responsibliliiies of the chief school ad-
ministrator, and educational background of the chlef adminis-
trator. Phase V treated the analysis of the data gathered in
the study. Phase VI dealt with the treatment of the data,
the summary, the conclusions drawn from the study, the pre-
paration and distribution of the final repc-ts.

PHASE I1--SELECTION OF POPULATION

The population used in this study, drawn from the
school districts in the southeastern Pennsylvania Countiles
of Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery, includes all the dis-
tricts to which PRIMES was offered. Appendix ‘A is a
complete listing of the schcols involved in this study.

PHASE II--DEVELOPMENT OF THE INSTRUMENT

The data for this study was obtained in a personal
interview with each of the chief school administrators in-
volved in the study. The interviewer asked questions contain-
ed.in a questionnaire designed to discover why PRIMES was ac-
cepted or rejected. The questions, as well as the motlvation
for each, will now be considered in depth. The complete
questionnaire is reproduced in Appendix B .




Knowledge and Perception of PRIMES

To be sure,;no one can make a decision unless he has
sufficient information. 7This part of the questionnaire at-
tempts to learn if the potential user of PRIMES sufficlently
understood--either as 2 r. 't of written communications or
meetings--the significant facets of the project. To discover
this, the following questions were asked.

@ Are you famillar with the PRIMES project?

® How do you view PRIMES; what services dc you feel
can offer ycur district?

® What impressed you most about FRIMES?

® What do you corsider the most valuable thing PRIMES can
offer your district?

Since the relative advantage of an innovative pro-
ject must be appreciated by the potentlal recelver, the fol-
lowing question was asked.

® Do you think that the PRIMES personnel have anything to
offer beyond that which your district currently has?

Commyunication

Another factor researched was the amount and kinds of
ccmmunication each of the participating districts had with the
PRIMES personnel either through wrltiten or aural communication.
This topic¢ could be researched by determining which of the in-
formative pleces of literature sent by PRIMES were recelved,
which of these were still on hand, and which of the irformative
conferences and workshops wer> attended by district person-

nel. To research this aspect, the following questions were
asked. _

® Who within your distriet was your first major source of
information about PRIMES ?

¢ Which conferences have your personnel attended?

® What PRIMES publications or notifications have you

received?
® What materials do you have on hand?
On.many occasions the reader misinterpets the

meaning and intent of the writer. Therefore, it is importent
to obtain a reaction to the written communication. The
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following questions were decigned to research this area,

¢ What were the weak polnts of the written information
recelvsd?

® What do you view as the strongest aspects (in an infor-
ga%;gn sense) of the written material received about
R S57?

It is also important to determine ine reaction of
the participants of the various informative conferences held
for the purpose of interesting potential users of the systemy
the question which follows was designed to research how well
the ccnferences imparted information.

® How did you react to the oral presentation?

Administrative Aspects

In view of the facst that the administrative struc-
ture is such a determining factor in influencing the com-
municaticiu process as well as the decicsion-making process,
the following question was included in the study.

® Which curriculum personnel does your distriet employ?

Imbedded 1n the administrative structure are the
communication lines essentlal to acceptance or rejection of
any new idea, It was important, therefore, to determine the
manner in which communication is disseminated within a given
school district.

® To whom is curriculum mail sent?
® To whom may mail be rerouted ?

The following questlions were included for two-
reasons: to determine whether or not the recipients had
- properly understood that the PRIMES services were being of-
fered free and to determine the hidden rost factors that
immediately occur tco a chief school administirator when he
thinks of curriculum development.

9 Do you feel that involvement with PRIMES would place

Y T - 2 -~
a finanecial burden om your distriet?

¢ What do you see as the greatest expenses involved in
PRIMES?

_ In the final analysis, the acceptance or rejection
of the innovative curriculum project must rest with a decision
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made by a schonl administrator or agency. The key questlons
involved seem to be who makes the decision, in what wanner
tha decision was made, and why the decision was reached. The
following questions endeavor to find answers to these queries.

¢ Who would make the decision to become involved in PRIMES?
® How was the final decision reached?

8 Why did you choose (or not choose) to become involved
with PRIMES?

A factor which affects the acceptance of zny innova-
tion and has a direct effect on decision making is the en-
visioned weakness seen by the potentizl recipient. For that
reason the following question was included.

® What do you think are the weaknesses of the PRIMES
project?

Another factor which would influence a decision to
become involved in a curriculum project is the degree to which
the potential user is already engaged in curriculum work. For
this reason the following question seemed germane.

@ What elementary-curriculum projects were your district
engaged in when you first heard about FRIMES?

Follow-up Study

In developing the questicunaire, it appeared to
the developer that a unique opportunity was being presented.
The guestion arose as to whather or not a face-to-face con-
frontation and information session following the research
interview would yield any significant change in attitude
toward the project. To implement this, the interviewer fol-
lowed the questiommaire with an update of PRIMES offerings
and reactions to the following questions were then obtained.

@ In view of what you now know about what the project
offers, do you feel that PRIMES can offer your district
assistance?

Are you now interested in becoming involved with PRIMES?

® Who could be designated as your district's contact with
PRIMES?

® What could PRIMES do to offer more to your district?
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PHASE_III--INTERVIEWS

The interviews were conducted by the researcher
face t¢ face with each of the participants in hils own in-
dividual school district. Although a half hour was budgeted
for the interview and the major portion of data was gathered
in the first twenty mlnutes, most interviews far exceeded the
half-hour allotment due to the high degree of interest gen-

- erated by the review of the offerings of the PRIMES project.
it must be mentioned here, however, that none of the chlef
school administrators had attended the PRIMES conferences
themselves and some seemed upset that a project that seemed
to offer such promise was refused by their representatives.
Analysis of the data concerning change in attitude tow:rd the
project, the percentage of districts now wishing to gzin
further informaticn about the project, as well as the signi-
ficant number of districtswlshing to become involved in the
project, yielded surprising results, It seems particularly
pertinent to point out that there was an exceptional degree
of cooperation in this study; it beczme obvious during the
intervlews that there was a high degree of curriculum exper-
tise that might be tapped with a much higher projection for
success 1f better techniques for dissemination of curriculum
innovations were developed.

PHASE IV--ANALYSIS OF DATA

The four major aspects of the study--communication,
administrative aspects, perception and knowledge of PRIMES
project, and follow-up--were divided into the various factors
that seemed to be particularly the domain of that specific
area. Comrunication included scurce of information about the
project, conferences attended, notifications and publications
received, viewed strengths and weaknesses of written communica-
tion, &nd reactlons to the conferences. The administra*tive as-
pects of the study included listing of curriculum personnel;
curriculum-mzil dissemination practices; viewed cost factors
of curriculum work such as potential expenses; per-pupil ex-
penditure; and economic level of community; educational level -
of the svperintendent;size of the district; the district's
curriculum decision-making responsibility; how the decision
to accept or reject the project was made; reasons given for
the acceptance or rejection of the project, and the number
anc kinds of curriculum projects already engaged in. The
perception-and-knowledge aspect of the PRIMES project includ-
ed such factors as degree of familiarity with the PRIMES pro-
Jject, impression made by the project, aspect of the project
considered as valuable, and the relative advantage of PRIMES
offerings. The follow-up activities included an analysis of
change in attitude toward the project in terms of further

Q
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acceptance or rejection of the project. The data ylelded by
the instrument was analyzed using percentages as well as the
following statistical tests:

. Point-Biserial Correlation

T = M - M N
pot = (U - M) Mo
N
gt q
Chi -Square

2 .

* = (Fo - Fo)
Fe

PHASE V--ANALYSES OF THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

The fifth phase of the project included the utiliza-
tion of the data in an attempt to determine those factors which
peemed to be most closely related to the acceptance or rejec-
tion of the project with the hope that they might provide some
direction toward more effective initiation of curriculum in-
novation. Analysis of those factors most closely related to
the acceptance or rejection of the PRIMES project should point
to the areas of communication, administrative structure, and
deeision making that need further study.

PHASE VI--FINAL REPORT

The final report will be distributed to the par-
ticipating school districts; hopefully the report will pro-
vide direction for evaluation or re-evaluation of communica-
tion practices, curriculum decision-making procedures, and _
administrative structure. It will also be disseminated through
the various curriculum-development channels to become a part
of that ever-growing body of research that might some day
provide more direction to this most. important area of the
school program.




Chapter IV

ANALYSIS CF DATA

The findings in thls chapter deal with the five
major areas of concern in the study and the subhypotheses
of each of these areas. The first set of subhypotheses
treats the communication aspect of the study. The various
factors of communication investigated in this study are:

@ DNissemination of curriculum mail
® Exposure to PRIMES materials

¢ First major source of information about the PRIMES
project

¢ Effectiveness of PRIMES publications
~-Which rere received
--Which were retained by school districts
--Parceived weaknesses
--Perceived strengths

¢ Effectiveness of PRIMES conference informetion
--Conferences attended

--Reaction to conferences

The second section of thls chapter treats the de-
gree of knowledge gained about the PRIMES project and an
analysis of the information which indicated the school admin-

istration's perception of the project. The factors studied:
under this area include: .

¢ Familiarity with the project
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® Perception of the project and 1ts offerihgs
-~-Impression of project offerings
--0f ferings considered most valuabdle

'--ProJect'offerings considered beyond that which the
dlstrict itself could develop

The work conducted in the perception of the project attempt-
ed to show how well the school administrator understood each
of the offerings of the PRIMES project. Before he could be
dmpressed by an offering, consider it valuable, or consider
it to be something which his district itself could not de-
velop, he would have to have a substantial understanding of
the oftering. If an administrator could descride a specific
offering of the PRIMES project and cite its relative advan-
tage, then he obviously understood this particular element of
the project, The analysis of this phase of the project was
twofold--the degree of appreciation of the offerings of the
project, and the understanding of each by the respondent.

The third section of this chaptgr includes the
analysis of the data concerning specific aspects of the
administrative structure of the school districts to which

the PRIMES project was offered. The elements studied in this
phase include: .

@ Administrative structure in relation to the curriculum
personnel employed by the district ‘

® The real and perceived financial considerations of the
project both '

~--Per-pupll expenditure for each district and its re-
lation as a possible factor in the acceptance or re-
jection of the project.

-~The possible relation of the percentuge of pupils from
families below the poverty level to the acceptance or
rejection of the PRIMES project.

--Whether or not the project was perceived as one which
place a financial burden upon the district and the
degree to which this perceived burden might affect
the acceptance or rejection of the projlect,

L/ :The possible'relation of the educational level of the

superintendent to the acceptance or rejection of the
project.
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® Analysis of the decision making process

--Who was the status leader responsible for making the
declsion?

~--How was the decision reached?

--Reasons given for acceptance or rejecticn of the
project %including perceived weakness of the project).

® Degree of engagement in other curriculum projects at
the time PRIMES was offered and its possible relation to
the acceptance or relection of the project.

The fourth section of this chapter deals with the
areas of a possible change in attitude toward the project
and the possible change of decision from an original rejec-
tion to an acceptance of the PRIMES project and a willingness
to cooperate in curriculum development. This includes the
designation of a specific individuval to work with the project.
This section of the study considered analysis of the data
obtained after a relteration of what the FRIMES project is
and specifically what it offers to a school district. It
contains perhaps the most meaningful aspect of the data
gathered by this study and seems to offer direction to dis-
senination techniques utilized in offerings of curriculum
innovation to school districts.

The fifith and final consideration of this chapter
deals with the suggestions offered by the chief school
administrators involved in this study. It is particularly
pertinent since it includes the positive directives offered
by some of the most talanted men in public education--
men who by their education, position, and experience have
much to offer the innovator. Their opinions must be con-
sidered if the innovator 1s tc successfully implement his
curriculum developments in publlc school institutions.

COMMUNICATION

Dissemination or Curriculum Mail

The first of the communication factors studied
was the dissemination practices used by the school districts
involved in the study population. Two subtopics were in-
vestigated. The first atiempted to determirne:

@ Where curriculum mail from state department, curriculum
agencies, book ccmpanies, for example, is sent.




This question attempted to determine the individuals who
were the major recipients of mail which deals with cur-
riculum, and to isolate the initial depositories for cur-
riculum mail which would of course include any mail dealing
with curriculum innovation. The following statements re-
flect the data gathered by the questionnaire.

Eighty-six percent of the schools which elected
to use the PRIMES project designated the superintendent
as the major recipient of curriculum mail, while ninety
percent of the school districts which did not choose to
Jjoin the PRIMES prcject also pointed to the superintendent's
office as a major depository for curriculum mail.

In districts which have no superintendent, four-
teen percent of the schools involved in the PRIMES project
designated the supervising principal as the major recipient
of curriculum mail. :

The curriculum supervisor was termed a major
reciplient of curriculum mall by seventy-one percent of the
schools in the PRIMES project while, sixty-four percent
of the schools which rejected the PRIMES project designated
the curriculum supervisor as a major recipient.'

None of tha schools which elected PRIMES pointed
to the mathematics supervisor as a major recipient of cur-
riculum mail, although twent¥y~twt percent of the schools
which did not elect PRIMES felt that the mathematics super-
visor was a major reclpient of curriculum mail.

Forty-three percent of the schecols in the PRIMES
project noted that principals were majcr recipients of
curriculum mail while eight percent of the school districts
not engaged in the PRIMES project felt thai the prineipal
was a major source of curriculum maillj but forty-eight per-
cent of those schools remarked that principals receive cur-
riculum mail also although they might not be called major
recipients.

Twenty-nine percent of the distriets i.. the PRIMES
project designated the mathematics-~department chairman as a
minor recipient of curriculum mail; twenty-two percent of
the districts not in PRIMES pointed to the mathematics-de-
partment chairman as a minor scurce, and two percent of this
group saild he was a major source.

In the districts that did not elect to join PRIMES,

the following individuals were also felt to be recipients of
curriculum mail: elementary-mathematics coordinator, two
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percent; mathematlics committee, four percent; supervising
principal, two percent; elementary supervisor, six percent,
teachers, two percent.

Table I summarizes the major reciplents of cur-
riculum mail.

The second question deals with the direction taken
in the rerouting of curriculum mail. It attempted to deter-
mine to whom the material was directed after it was sent,
for example, to the superintendent or assistant superinten-
dent.

The primary recipient of the rerouted curriculum
mail in the part1c1pat1ng PRIMES districts was the assistant
superintendent for curriculum; eighty-six percent of the
districts reroute the mail to this irdividual. Within the
districts which rejected the project, the assistant super-
intendent was the recipient of the rerouted curriculum mail
in silxty-eight percent of the cases.

The principal received the rerouted curriculum
mail in fifty-seven percent of the PRIMES project districts
while the principal was the desienated Teciplent of rerouted
curriculum mail in sixty-rour percent of the nonparticipat-
ing districts.

In fourteen percent of the PRIMES participating
districts the K~12 mathematics coordinator received the
rerouted curriculum mail; in the nonparticipating distriects,
the mathematics poordinatcr received the rerouted curriculum
mail in thirty-two percent of the cases.

The elementary-school mathematics supervisor.had
the rerouted curriculum mail sent to him in twenty-nine
percent of the districts lnvolved in the PRIMES project
while the elementary-school mathematics supervisor received
the rerouted curriculum mail in ten percent of the nonpar-
ticipating districts.

Other individuals receiving rerouted curriculum
mail in the nonparticipating distrlcts were: teachers, four
percent; elementary supervisors, two percent; curriculum

supervisors, two percent; curriculum administration council,
two percent,

Table II sammarizes the data presented in the
forego.ng discussion. '
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TABLE 1

INDIVIDUALS DESIGNATED AS MAJOR RECIPIENTS
OF CURRICULUM MAIL

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Percent Designated Individual Number Percent
6 86 Superintendent L5 90
Curriculum Supervisor
71 (Assistant Superintendont) 32 64
0 2 Mathematics Supervisor 11 22
3 43 Principals (Major) b 8
(Minor) 24 48
Mathematics Department
2 29 Chairman (Major) 1 2
(Minor) 1 22
OTHER RECIPIENTS
Elementary Mathematics
Coordinator 2 4
Supervising Principal 1 2
Elementary Supervisor 3 6
Teachers 2
N=7 N=50
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TABLE II
RECIPIENTS OF REROUTED CURRICULUM MAIL

School Districts School Distrilcts
In PRIMES : Not In PRIMES
Numbsr Percent Designated Individual Number Percent

Assistant Superintendent

6 86 for Curriculum | 34 68
14 Mathematics Supervisor 16 32
b 57 Principais . 32 - 64

Elementary-Mathematics
2 29 Bupervisor (Coordinator) 6 12

OTHER RECIPIENTS

Elementary Supervisor 1 2

Teachers 2

Curriculum Supervisor 1

Elementary-Mathematics

Supervisor 1 2

Curriculum Administrative

Council 1 2
=7 N=50
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Only one school district in the nonparticipating
~roup of schools uses a mail-routing sheet to guarantee :
proper direction of curriculum mail within this district. A
carefully designed routing sheet could effectively dissemin-
ate curriculum mail.

Exposure to PRIMES Materjial

A second factor attempted to determine the number
of exposures that the school districts had to PRIMES com-
munication materials or conferences such as: - state depart-
ment mall, letters, brochures, convention presentations,
steering committee meetings, county presentations, local
presentations, and filmstrips. The number of exposures
was quantified for each district in the participating and
nonparticipating districts. A point-biserial mode of
analysis of the data was done to determine the validity of
the null hypotheslis that there is no significant relation
between the number of exposures a district has.to PRIMES
project materials or conferences and whether the schuol
district accepted or rejected the project.

The point-biserial correlation yielded¢ an Tpbi
of .513 which was significant at the .05 level. The
null hypothesis can be safely reJected and it can be assumed
that there was a significant relation between the number of
exposures to PRIMES project materials or conferences and the
acceptance or rejectlon of the project. The districts which
accepted PRIMES tended to have had a greater number of ex-
posures to PRIMES communications. The data to support the
correlation above is supplied in Table III.

TABLE IiI

NUMBER OF EXPOSURES TO PRIMES MROJECT MATERIALS AND/OR CON-
FERENCES AND ACCEPTANCE OF PRIMES PROJECT

IN ouT '
0 0 7 = -
1 = 7 | bt (Mp M) Np
2 0 10 ot VY%
3 2 L r g = (5,14 - 2.77)
L 2 9 pbi ~ ‘2~ <o 7
- A2
6 _ > Pobi " 515 .
7 1 0 Significant at .05 Level
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First Personal Source of PRIMES Informatior

The study also sought to determine which person with-
in a district was the first to know about the PRIMES project.
The assistant superintendent for curriculum was the first
source of information about PRIMES in fifty-seven percent of
the school districts which elected PRIMES while the same in-
dividual was the first personal source of informaticn in ten
rercent of the districts that dld not elect the PRIMES project.

The mathematics supervisor was the first personal
source of information ebout PRIMES in fourteen percent of the
districts in the PRIMES project while this indlvidual was
cited as the first personal source of Information in eight
percent of the nonparticlpating districcs.

The elementary-mathematics supervisor was the first
personal source of information about PRIMES in epproximately
ten percent of the nonparticipating districts.

The mathematics-department chairman at the high
school level was the first source in two percent of the non-
participating districts,

The elementary-school principal was the first per-
sonal scurce of information about the PRIMES project in
forty-three percent of the participating districts while the
seme indlvidual was designated as the first scurce in ten
percent of the school districts that did not elect to par-
ticipate in PRIMES.

Individual teachers were designated as the first
source of information in six percent of the nonparticipating
districts. Thirty-four percent of the superintendents in
the same group felt that they were the flrst source of in-

formation about the project . because of literature mailed to
them.

The percent total for the group of school districts
which accepted the PRIMES project exceeded one hundred per-
cent because one district had two different individuals de-
signated as first major source of information about the project.
Both individuals attended a PRIMES conference together. It 1s
also siznificant to note that all of the school districts
vhich elected to participate in FRIMES had individuals other
than the school superintendent who was a source of information
abcut the project while only fifty-two percent of the non-

rarticlipating districts had a personal source of information
about the project.

Table IV summerizes the foregoing discussion.
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TABLE IV
FIRST PERSON TO KNOW ABOUT THE PRIMES PROJECT

School Districts _ School Districts
In PRIMES : Not In PRIMES
Number' Percent‘ Source Number Percent

Assistant Superintendent

L 57 for Curriculum 6 10.2
Mathematlcs Supervisor

1 14 (K-12) ok 8
Elementary-Mathematics | ‘
Supervisor 7 10.%
Mathematics-Department ~ .
Chalrman 1 ' 2

3 43 Principal 5 10
Teachers 3 6
Superintendent _
{Through Mail Sources) 17 3%

N=7 N =50

Effectiveness of PRIMES Publications

——r=——

The study alsoc investigated the number and kinds of

PRIMES publications received by the schocl districts involved
in this study. »

Toveda, : J
The first task in the investigation of PRIMES publi- .
cations was to determine the relation between the numbder of )
publications réceived by the participating districts and thelr
willingness to participate in the PRIMES project. The follow-
ing null hypothesis was iested: there 1s no significant re-
lation between the number of publications received by the
school districts from the PRIMES project centers and whether
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or not the school district accepted the project.

A point-biserial correlation analysis of data
yielded an Tppy score of .333 which was significant at the
.05 level of confidence. This was sufficient to reject
the null hypothesis. It would seem to indicate that there
was a significant relat’in between the number of pubilcations
recelved oy the school districts and the acceptance of the
PRIMES project.

'~ The data for the above correlation is supplied in
Table V,

TABLE V

NUMBER OF PUBLICATIONS RECEIVED FROM PRIMES CENTERS AND
ACCEPTANCE OF PRIMES PROJECT

IN __OUT_
! r.. =M -M) |N

o 19 9 pbi Pt .,l__n

1 0] 3 . |

2 o |13 i "
bt T =25 [7

3 0 13 1.6% 50

v |7 |12 Tppi = -333

Significant at the .05 Level
of Confidence

Whether or not the district felt the materials they
were sent about the PRIMES prcject wesre significant enough to
be retained within the school district could indicate the ac-
ceptance of the written PRIMES information. A portion of the
questionnuire was designed to determine which of the specific
materials were retained.

The infermation letters describing the project ang
its extent were retained by one hundred percent of the dis-
tricts which accepted the PRIMES project while only forty per-
cegt gflthe districts which rejected the project retained this
material,
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One hundred percent of the diatriels which accepted
the project retained the descriptivec brochure sent to all the
school districts which cooperated in the study. This 11-
lustrated brochure described the project and each of its ser-
vices, Of the districts which rejected the project, only
fifty percent retained the brochure. Samples of the letter
aid brochure sent to all the school districts in Montgouwery,
Chester, and Delaware Counties may be found in Appendix C. .

A conjecture that the retention of the PRIMES in-
formation materials would indicate an interest ia the pro-
Ject and a possibility of acceptance led to the followling
null hyrothesis: there i¥s no significant difference be-
tween the number of pleces of informative materials retain-
ed by group of school districts which accepied the PRIMES
project and the number of pieces retained by the group which
rejected the project.

A chi-square score of 5.016 was significant at the
.05 level of confidence; this was sufficlent to reject the
null hypothesls. 1t was therefore assumed that the group of
school districts which retained a significantly high number
of the informative materials sent them introducing the PRIMES
project also tended to accept the preject. Table XXVI
Appendix D 'supplies the data relevant to this work.

To determine the perceived strengths and weal-
nesses of the informative materials sent %o each district,
each district was asked to list the weaknesses found in these
materials. Included in the questionnaire vere queries with
alternatives such as "not clear enough," "too technical,"
and "not inclusive enough." To determine whether the per-
celived weaknesses of the written materials were a factor in
their acceptance, the following null hypothe¢ses was developed:
there is no significant aifference in the number of weak
points listed for the written PRIMES materials either by
the group which accepted the PRIMES project or by the group
which rejected 1it.

The chl square of 0.033 was not significant at the
.05 level of confidence. The null hypothesis is, therefore,
accepted. The stated weaknesses about the written materials
apparently did not influence the decision to accept the
PRIMES project since the districts which accepted the pro-
Ject were equally critical of the written material.

Table VI lists the major wealknesses of the wr.t-
ten materials supplied to each of the districts for the
purpose of introducing the PRIMES project and its services.
The percentages listed for each point represent the percent
of the total number of listed weaknesses by both groups.
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TABLE VI

WEAKNESSES ATTRIBUTED T0 THE WRITTEN INFORMATION SENT
TO INTRODUCE THE PRIMES PROJECT

Number Percent

Not clear , 16 35
Too much to read 13 28
Too technical 7 15
Not sure what was offered 5 11
Not inclusive enough 2 Y
Not enough vnersonal contact 2 L
No organization 1

Total Responses 46

A two-part question was included to ascertain the
strengths of the written informative materials and to de-
termine whether or not #n understanding of the specific
curriculum offerings that PRIMES presented would affect the
acceptance or rejection of the project. The first part
solicited noted strengths of the written information while
the second part asked which offerings were particularly
acceptable to the school districts. Table VII shows the
stated strengths of the written materials sent to the dis-
tricts involved in the study. The statements about the
worth of the data bank and the thoroughness of the program
do not reflect the specific offerings of the project.
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TABLE VII
STATED STRENGTHS OF THE WRITTEN INFORMATIVE MATERIALS

School Distriets School Distrlcts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Percent Strengths Number Percent
7 49 Content Description k 13
0 - Text Selection 4 13
1 6 Testing Information 2
L 2y Behavioral Objectives 2 7
3 18 Consultant Help 6 20
2 12 Curriculum Guide 3 110
0 -- Text Selectinn L 13
0 - Data Bank 3 10
Thoroughness of Project 2 7
17 Total Total 30

Even though only seven schools in the group accepted
PRIMES, they accounted for more cthan half the number of identi-
fied specific offerings of the program. Thls indlcates a sig-
nificant amoung of information gained from the written materials
sent to them and precipitates the following null hypothesis:
there is no significant difference in the number of specific
offerings identiflied as strengths between the group of school
districts which elected the PRIMES project and the group which
rejected it. The chi-squafe score of 8.867 was significant
at. the .01 level of confidence and exceeded the .05 level,
thereby rejecting the null hypothesis. The group of school dis-
tricts which elected to enter the PRIMES project identified a

siiniflcantly greater rnumber of project offerings than the group
which rejected 1t.
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Effectiveness of PRIMES Conferences

During the project's introductory stages, the PRIMES
project personnel held several conferences to introduce the
program and 1ts services to school district administrative
officers. Conferences ware held at Pittsburgh., California
(Pennsylvania), West Chester, Allenberry, Carlisle, and in
the local counties. The followling null hypothesis attempts
to investigate the potential relationship of number of con-
ferences attended and acceptance of the project: there is no
significant difference between the number of conferences at-
tended and the acceptance of the PRIMES project by a group of
public cchool districts. The chi-square score of 5.398 yield-
ed by the conference data was significant at the .05 level of
confidence. This indicates that there was a significant re-
lation between the number of PRIMES conferences attended Ly
representatives of a school district and their acceptance
of the project. The data for the above analysis is shown on
Table VIII. ' :

TABLE VIII
CONFERENCE ATTENDANCE

School Districts | School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Conferences Number
1. Pittsburgh b
2 West Chester 23
7 County 2
Allenberry 1
Cariisle 1
California
(Pennsylvania) 1
777710 Total Total 31




A second factor investigated witu respect to the
conferences was the reaction oi the school administrators to
the oral presentation of the IRIMES porscnnel. The positive
reactions were investigated to determine which of the pre-
sentations seemed most effective and which PRIMES offeringa
were best recsived. The investigation of the negative re-
actions entalled such factors as clarity, irre..evancy, end
potential costs. Whether or not the negative or posi&ive
attitudes would have an effect on the acceptairce of the
project was a concern that prompted the following null
hypothesls: there is no significant difference in the di-
rection of the attitude (positive or naga“ive) between the
group of schools which accepted the PRIMES project and those
which rejected it.

The chi -square score of .0934 yielded by the at-
titude toward the conference data was not significant at the
.05 level of confidence; therefore, the null hypothesis was
rejected. Apparently there was no significani difference
between the directicn of the attitude including the support-
ing reasons and the acceptance or rejection of the project.
Data supporting this finding is found in Table IX.

Table IX 1llustrates that the reasons given for
the positive attitude were somewhat similar for both groups.
Tne information can be used by the PRIMES directors as an in-
dicator of direction of interest. It certainly will be of
service in the future. Attention must be given to any po-
tential offerings not included in this list, but which are
deemed important by the directors since they are not given
specific «ttention by the conferezes. The negative criticism
offers direction for future conferences by pointing to
specific areas which need attention.

FAMILIARITY WITH THE PROJECT .

Acceptance of an innovative curriculum project re-
quires that the receiving scnool district administrators
clearly understand the project, what its specific offerings
are, and the relative advantage of these offerings. The
school administrator's familiarity with an innovation's
specifiic services should therefore be a determining factor
in an initial acceptance or rejection of an innovative cur-
riculum project. With this in mind, the study attempted to
determine how well the school administrutors which accepted
the project felt that they understood the project and its
offerings, and how well those school administrators which
rejected the project flelt that they understood the project.
First, the school administrators were asked whether they
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TABLE IX
ANALYSIS OF REACTION T0 CONFERENCE LATA

School Districts | School Districts
In PP.IMES Not In PRIMES
" Number Reaction Number

Positive (Why?)

5 Curriculum Description 8
L Curriculum 9Yeip 6
2 Materials 6
2 Experts Y
1 Matﬁematics Background
No Reason for Attitude Given 2
14 Total . Total 26
| Negative (Why?)
1 ' Not Clear L
Did Not Seem To Offer Much 6
Could Not See Its Applicatic
In Your District 6
Seemed Too Costly
Seemed to Require Too Much
1 Expertise 2
Superior Attitude of Presenters 2
2 Total Total 20

-
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were or were not familiar with the project and 1ts offer-
ings. An alteinatlve to a dirsct "yes'" or '"no" was offered
by allowlng the response of "“vaguely." The null hypothesis
researched was as follows: there is no significant differ-~
ence in *he respcnse given to a query attempting to determine
the degree of famillarity with the FRIMES project batween
those school district administrators which acceoted the pro-
Ject and those which rejected it.

The chi -square score of 1%.763 yielded by the data
gathered was significant at the .00t level which is beyond
the .05 level of confidernce desired. The null hypothesls was
therefore rejected. There was a strong relationship between
the degree of familiarity that school district administrators
had with the project and their acceptance of the project.
Data supporting the above information is supplied in Table X.

TABLE X

ANALYSIS OF DATA YIELDED BY INVESTIGATION OF DEGREE OF
FAMILIARITY WITH PRIMES FROJECT

School Distiricts Scheol Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Famlliar with PRIMES Number

Yes 13
¥o ‘ 16
O Vaeguely _ 21
=7 - N= 5’0

Chi square 14,763

Significant at ,001 level of
confidence

Perception of the Project

The second factor investigsted in this section of the study
evaluated how well the school administrator under~ -

42




stood the specific cfferings of the PRIMES project. This was
done 1n three distinect areas--perception of the project and
its offerings, impressions schoul administrators had of these
and products, and which of these the school edministrators
felt were of greatest significance.

To determine the manner in which PRIMES was per-
celved by the school administrators to whom the project was
offered, the study evaluated the administrator's ability *o
name a specific service and describe the inherent nature of
the service. The adminlstratcrs could discuss the entire
range of services offered by the project.

Theoretically, the greater the understanding of the
specific services and the greater the number of services under-
stood, the greater would be the inclination to accept the
project. This prompted the following null hypothesis: there
is no significant difference in the number of PRIMES services
understood by the school district administrator - which acceptad
the PRIMES project and those which rejected it.

The chi-square score of 6.693 ylelded by analysis of
the data was significant at the .01 level of confidence which
was beyond the .05 level set for acceptance; therefore, the
null hypothesis was rejected. It is therefore assumed that the
school district administrators which accepted the project under-
stood a greater number of services of the PRIMES project: Data
to support tlis analysls is supplied in Table XI.

* TABLE XI |
PRIMES SERVICES UNDERSTCOD AND ACCEPTANCE OF THE PROJECT

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES -
Number Services Understood Nuaber

0 Know very 1little about FPRIMES 24

5 Curzsculur Description 2

5 Textbook Analysis _ 15

3 Textbook Selection 16

5 Scope and Sequetice 2

3 Content Outllie 2

2 Behavioral Objectives L

23 Total Total 41

Chi -square 6,693
Significant at .01 level of confidence
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A distinet advantage of this information to the d4i-
rectors of PRIMES was an analysis of the offerings best under-
stood. For example, the group which rejected the project
understood best the textbook-analysis and textbook-selection
services. Further, school districts wvhich were not interested
in these specific services would probably see little value in
accepting the project. Obviocusly, the group which accepted
the project understood more of the specific services which the
project offered.

Ths study further examined the specific supportive
aspects of the project which seemed to most impress the school
administrators. Not only was the school administrator asked
to state the specific element which impressed him most, but
also to indicate why this specific aspect of the project im-
pressed him. Those school administrators which would be im=-
pressed the most--as evidenced by the number of the project's
elements with which they were impressed--shculd elect to par-
ticipate in the project. The following null hypothesis was
therefore projected: there is no significant difference be-
tween the number of aspects of the PRIMES project which im-
pressed the school administrators who elected to join the
PRIMES project and those who rejected it.

The chil-square score of 12.695 yielded by the
analysis of the data was significant at the .00%1 level which
was beyond the .05 level of confidence set for acceptance.
The null hypothesis was therefore rejected and it was assumed
that the school administrators which accepted the PRIMES project
were impressed with a greater number of the services offered
by the PRIMES project than those who rejected it. Data to
support the work above 1s shown in Table XII.



TABLE XTI

PRIMES ASPECT WHICH IMPRELSED THES
SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS

School Districts School Districts

In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Supportive Aspect of Project. Number

5 Services -3

2 Personnel 1

5 Content Listing L

3 Behavioral Objectives 3

5 Curriculum Description 7

20 Total Total 18
Chi squars 12.675

Significant at .001 level of
confidence

The study attempted to distingulsh those services
which impressed the school administrators and those wh .ch they
felt were valuable. The motivation bchind this distinetion
was simply that an innovation may be impressive, yet the
potential users may not see it as particularly valuable. Here
again the school admlnistrator had to verify his selection of -
valuable service by supportive reasons. The range of services
allowed a number of adifferent alternatives for answers. The
nunber of services deemed valuable was quantified and the
data was analyzed to investigate the following null hypothesis:
there is no significant difference between the number of
services deemed valuable by the school administrators which
elected to join the PRIMES project and those which rejected it.

The chi-square score of 10.214 yielded by analysis of
the data was significant at the .01 level and thls was beyond
the .05 level of confidence set for acceptance. The null hy-
pothesis was rejected and 1t was assumed that the school ad-
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ministrators which accepted the PRIMES project saw a greater
number of services as valuable +han those who rejected it.
Data to support the work shown above is given in Table XIII.

TABLE XIII

PRIMES SERVICES DEEMED VALUABLE BY
SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number fervices Number
6 Experts 5
L Consultants 6
5 Content Outline 5
L Behavioral Objectives L
1 Text Analysis 4
20 Total Total 24

Chi square 10.214

Significant at .01 level of
cenfidence :

The study next consldered the relative advantage of
the services offered by the PRIMES project over those services
already available within the school district. The school admin-
istrators were questioned about those aspects of PRIMES which
offered adva: -ages such as personnel, services, and materials
in excess of the facilities of the individual school district.
Relative advantage is frequently given as a valid criteria for
the selection of an innovative project. If the school adminis-

rators could give reasons toc support their statements of that
a service had a specific advantage, and these services of the
project could be quantified, then the possible relation between
percelved relative advantage and prolect selection could be in-
vestigated. The study sought %o determine the number of ser-
vices which were thought %o have relative advantage and the
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%
poesible relation of this to acceptance or rejection of the
project by investigating ths following null hypothesis: there
1s no significant difference between the number of PRIMES
services felt to have relative advantage by those school ad-
ministrators which elected the PRIMES project and those which
rejected the project.

The chi-square of 5.80% was significant at the .02
level and this was beyond the .05 level of confidence set for
acceptance. The null hypothesis was rejected and it 1s as-
sumed that the school administrateors which accepted the projlect
saw a significantly greater number of relative advantages in
the offerings of the PRIMES project then those districts which
rejected it. The data to support the work above is shown in

Table XIV.
TABLE XIV

PERCEPTION OF RELATIVE ADVANTAGE AS STATED
BY BCROOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATORS

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES'
Number Service " Number
6 Experts 17
6 Consultants _ 19
N Content Outline 3
2 Behavioral Objectives LI

—
18 Total Total 40

Chi- square 5.80%

Significant at .01 level of

ceviidonce
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ADMINISTHATIVE FACTORS

This sectlon discusses the administrative structure
of the school districts to whom the PRIMES project was offered.
The data analyzed here includes the administration-level cur-
riculum employees, financial considerations of curriculum de-
velopment related to the PRIMES project, the size of the school
districts, analysis of the decision-making process, and in-
volvement in curriculum projects othsr than PRIMES.

Administrative Curricujum Persopnel

First considered are the curriculum personnel em-
ployed at the administrative level in each of the school dis-
tricts for both the group which accepted the PRIMES project
and the group of school districts which rejected it.

Seventy-one percant of the school districts which
accepted PRIMES employ an assistant superintendent in charge
of curriculum while fifty-six percent of the districts which
did not elect to join the PRIMES project had this curriculum
position in their district. Fourteen percent of the school
distriects which elected PRIMES and fourteen percent of the
districts whieh did not elect to enter the project had a K-
12 mathematics supervisor. One hundred percent of the school
districts which elected the PRIMES project had a currently
functioning mathematics committee while only four percent of the
districts which rejected the project had a mathematics con-
mittee. The implication here is obvious,

‘Since PRIMES is geared to the elementary s—al. -, the
two following positions are directly related to *'.e gr¢lasct.
Fourteen perceant of the school districts whiok jolned the
PRIMES project had an elementary-matherat, . . supervisor and
fourteen percent of the districts which uid not join the project
had this position in their school district. Twenty-nine percent
of the sclionl districts which selected PRIMES employed a di-
rector of elementary education while ten percent of those dis-
tricts whieh rejected PRIMES employed someone in this position.

Interest in the possible relation between the number
of curriculum personnel employed and acceptance or rejection
of the PRIMES project led to the following null hypothesis:
there is no significant difference in the number of curriculum
personnel at the administrative level in the group which
accepted the PRIMES project and the gronp which rejected it,

A chi square was run »n the data involving the number
of administrative-level curricv um personnel and whether or not
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they electd PRIMES, The score yielded by analysis of the
data was 0.93%, which was not significent at the .05 level of
considence set for acceptance, and the null hypothesls was
accepted. It is therefore assumed that there is no signi-
ficant difference in the number of administrative-lavel
curriculum personnel and whethsr or not a school district
elected to joln the PRIMES project. Table XV summarizes

the data discussed above.

TABLE XV

CURRICULUM PERSONNEL EMPLOYED AT THE ADMINTYSTRATIVE
LEVEL AND ACCEPTANCE OF THE PRIMES PROJECT

School Districts S€hool Distriets
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Percent Curriculum Personnel Number Percent

Assistant Superintendent

5 71 for Curriculum 28 56
K-12 Mathematics Super-

1 ik visor 7 14

7 100 Mathematics Committee 2 4
Elementary-Mathematics

1 14 Supervisor 7 L
Director of Elementary

2 29 Education 5 10

=7 N=50

Chi square 0.93%

Not significant at .05 level of
confldence

As an additional note gbout district pefsonnel, this

study surveyed the educaticnal level of the chief school admin-
istrators in the districts discussed. Seventy-one perttent of
the school 4districts in the group which elected PRIMES had
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chief schocl administrators who held doctorates while sixty-
two percent of the school districts which rejected PRIMES had
chief school administrators who held doctorates. All other
chief school administrators in both groups were at a master's-
plus level in educational background.

Financlal Conslderations

The first financial consideretion was the per-pupil
expenditure for each district in the study population. Any
distriet giving serious thought to curriculum development must
at some phase consider the possible costs involved. One of
the financial considerations that was readily available for
comparative study was the per-pupil expenditure for the school
districts. Fossible relationsnips hetween the amount of moiney
spent per pupil and the willingness to accept an innovative
curriculum project--in this case the PRIMES project--prompted
the following null hypothesis: there is no significant dif-
ference in the ampount of money expended per pupil between the
group of school districts which elected to join the FRIMES
project and the grcup of school districts which rejected it.

The pcint-biserial mode of correlation used to
analyze the data yielded an r of ».016, which was not
significant at the .05 level PPL set for acceptance; therefore,
the null hypothesis was accepted. 1In this case, there is no
significant difference in the per-pupll expenditure for the
group of school districts which elected to join PRIMES and
those which reject the project. Table XVI supplies the data
used for this analysis.

Another financial aspect of curriculum development
is the current govermnment funding of speeial programs relat-
ing to those districts wlith a given number of pupils below
a standard set as the poverty level. In view of the large
nunber of programs and Innovations implemented through federal
projects, the pessibility that thls situation might make a
district more receptive to innovation prompted the following
null hypothesis: there is no significant difference in the
nunber of pupils below the poverty level in the cchool dis-
tricts that elected the PRIMES project and those which rejected
it.

The point-biserial correlation score of -.037 was
not significant at the .05 level set for acceptance; therefore,
the null hypothesis was accepted. It 1s assumred that there
is no significant difference in the number cf pupils dbelow
the poverty level in the school districts that elected the
PRIMES project and those who did not elect to participate in
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TAELE XVI

PER-PUPIL EXPEI\DI’IURE AND ACCEPTANCE OF THE
FRIMES PROJECT

Per-Pupil

School Districts ovehool Distriet
Expenditure Not In PRIMES In PRIMES

$1000 L i
$ 950 2 0
$ 900 2 0
$ 850 3 0
$ 800 0 0
$ 750 2 0
$ 70v 5 1
$ 650 7 2
$ 600 6 1
$ 550 " 2
$ 500 1 0
$ 450 0
$ %00 0

* bt " M, - ¥,) Np X = 3300

v, Ny , = 3770

x2t = 21,995.0
t ° 22.32
Mp = 66
M, = 66. 14
Tppy = -.016
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the project, Table XVII below supplies the data supporting the
findings given above.

TABLE XVII

ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBER OF PUPILS BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL AND
THE ACCEPTANCE OF THE PRIMES PROJECT

% Relow OEQ School District School Districts
Poverty Level Not In PRIMES In PRIMES
o4 - 25% 0 1
2z% - 23% 0 0
20% - 21% 1 0
184 - 19% 0 0
164 - 17% 0 0
1Wg - 15% 0 0
1294 - 13% 0 o]
10% - 1% 3 0
8% - 9% 0 0
6% - 7% 9 0
LW - 54 _ 11 1
24 - 39 24 L
0% - 1% 2 1
Tobi T (Mp - Mt) X& = 221
o 2N xgt i 2?0.5

£ = 2157

£ = 4,11

M, = b k2

M = 4.57

rpbi = -,037
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Mext considered was the school administrators'
perception of a possible finapcial oukley for the PRIMES pro-
ject, and the degree of a Tinancisl burden this might place
upon the district--great, reasonable, or little. The reac-
tions to these queries were quentified and a ehl-square
was i1un on the aata to test the following null hypothesis:
theras is no difference in the number of scheool administra-
tors who perceived a possible financial burden between the
group of school districts which elected the PRIMES project
- and the group which rejected it.

A chi-square score of 3.391 was not significant
at the .05 level of confldence set for acceptance; therefore,
the null hypothesis was sccepted. It can be assumed that both
the group which accepted the PRIMES preoject and the one which
rejected it had similar expectancies for the possible financial
burden to be imposed by the vroject. Data to further support
these findings may he found in Table XVIII. ‘

The next null hypothesis tested, which relates di-
rectly to the one above, was the foilowing: there is no
significant difference in the manner in which the schcol ad-
ministrators viewed the degree of fimnancial burden imposed by
PRIMES between the group which accepted PRIMES and the group
which rejected the project.

The chl-square score of 1.698 yielded through
analysis of the data wa: not significant at the .05 level of
confidence set for acceptsnce. The null hypothesis was
therefore accepted and it was assumed that both the group
which acceipted the project and the one vhich rejected it
viewed the potential financial burden in a siamllar manner.
Table XVIII supplies data to support the analysis given
above. :
Of course, the PRIMES project was offered to school
districts free; the perceived financial burdens in this dis-
cussion are not direct cash outlzys to participate in the pre-
Ject. Rather, this study investigated "perceived" financial
burdens for two reasons. First , a school district could incur
administrative expenses by participating in any project: Lia-
son personnel to coordinate local and state agencies cost money;
secretarial help to handle the inevitable paper work also repre-
sents an expense to a school district. Administrative expenses
could conceivably deter a distriet from participatiny' in a pro-
ject. But second, if an administrator in reality knew nothing
about PRIMES and one of the project's interviewers asked why
his district rejected the prcject, the administrator could save
face by stating simply that the project was too costly.
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TABLE XVII1

FINANCIAL EXPECTANCIES ANTICIPATED FOR INVOLVEMENT
IN THE PRIMES PROJECT

Ochool Districts : School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Expect Financial Burden Fanber

5 | Tes 21

2 No 12

0 No Response 17

=7 Degree Expected N=50
0 Great 5

Reasonable 18

0 Little 0

Size of the Districts

District size affects such elements as the number
and kinds of administrators needed, administrative structure,
and the functioning of curriculum programs. With thils ia mind,
the following null hypothesis was formulated: there is no
significant difference in the total number of students attend-
ing the schools in the dist¥icts which accepted the PRIMES
project and in the schools of the districts which rejected 1t.
Ar.p; of -/069 yielded by analysis of the data did not reach
the® .05 level of confidence set for acceptance. Theretore,
the null hypothesis was accepted. Data tc support the finding
is listed in Table XIX,

Since the PRIMES project was geared to the elementary-
school level, a point biserlial correlation was also run in terms
of the number of elementary schecol pupils attending school in-
volved in this study. The correlation was to test the follow-
ing null hypothesis: there is no significant difference in the
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number of elementary-school puplls attending the schecols in the
districts which accepted PRIMES and in the schools of the dis-
tricts which 1ejlected 1it.

The r .. of .085 was not significant at the .05 level
of conf!dence PP* get for acceptance. Therefore, the null hy-
pothesis was accepted as stated. Apparently there is no sig-
nificant difference in either the total number of pupils at-
tending school or the number of elementary-school pupiis alore
for the schools which accepted and the schools which rejected
the PRIMES project. Tables XIX and XX supply the data for
the finding listed above. '

TABLE XIX

NUMBER OF PUPILS IN SCHCOLS WHICH ACCEPTED OR REJECTED THE
PRIMES PROJECT

Number of  School Districts  School Districts

Pupils Not In PRIMES In PRIMES
15,000 1 0

14,000 0 0

13,000 1 o Tppy = (Mp - Mp) [N,
12,000 0 0 O Nq
11,000 3 0 oba S (5.1§:géz§)'(2.
10,000 .| 0 P pt ® -.069

9,000 1 1

oo e e
7,030 2 0 dence ‘

5,000 3 )

5,000 8 2

L,000 Y 1

3,000 7 2

2,000 6 0

1,000 5 0
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TABLE XX

NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY-SCHCOL PUPILS IN DISTRICTS WHICH AC-
CEPTED OR REJECTED TFE PRIMES PROJECT

Number of School School
Elementary Districts . Disiricts
School Pupils Not In PRIMES TIn PRIMES

8,000 1
7,500 1
7,000 0
6,500
6,000
5,500
5,000
4, 500
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
- 2,000
1, 500
1,000
500

il

r

(M_ - M
pri ¢ p t)

-2
= Nq

pbi ° (__.8_28-?-?%.51) (2.67)
Trbi .085

—

T

(Y
o O O O O C

—-—

e
-—h

Not significani et .05
level of confidence

-l O (] (@)

OOy 6w N F o NN
N O N

Decislon-Making Process

The administrative personnel of each district were
asked to name who they thought would make the decision to elect
to joing the PRIMES project. Table XXI lists the answers fyom
both the group which accepted the PRIMES project and the group
whici rejected it.
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TABLE XXI

POTENTIAL DECISION MAKERS TO ELECT OR REJECT
THE PRIMES PROJECT

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES ' No: In PRIMES
Number  Percernt Decision Maker Number  Percent
1 1%  Superintendent 27 5%
Superintendent and School

1 1%  Board 5 10
Superintendent and Assistant

3 43  Superintendent 5 10
Superintendent, Assistant
Superintendent, and School

1 14+  Board , 2 4
Superintendent,, Assistant
Superintendent, School Board,
Mathematics Supervisor, and
Principals : 1 2
Superintendent, Assistant
Superintendent, Principals,
Mathematics Department

1 1% Chairman 1 2
Superintendent, Assistant
Superintendent, Principals,
Administrative Cabinet 1 2
Superintendent and Adminis-
trative Cabinet 1
Superintendent and Principals 2 L
Superintiendent, Assistant
Superintendent, Elementary
Mathematics Supervisor 1 2
Superintendent, School Board,
Assistant Superintendent, and
Administrative Cabinet 1
No Response 3 6

N=7 N=50
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Next, the study determined the manner in which the
decision to accept or reject the FRIMES project was actuall
reached. Tablie XXII shows the responses given in each case.

TABLE XXII

~ HOW THE DECISION TO ACCEPT OR REJECT.THE
PRIMES PROJECT WAS ACTUALLY REACHED

School Districts School Districts
In PRIMES Not In PRIMES
Number Percent Who Decided Number Percent

Not sufficient interest to

0 0 reach a decision 34 68
Assistant Superintendent for
Curriculum 1

3 43  Superintendent 2 L
Committee 5 10
Superintendent and Assistant
Superintendent for Currievium 3 6

1 14+ Superintendent and Committee 1 2

Superintendent, Assistant
Superintendent for Curriculum

2 29  and Committee
Superintendent and Mathe-~
1 14 matics Chairman
No Response a 8
N=7 N=50 300 Total

In sixty-eight percent of the cases in which the
PRIMES project was rejezcted, it was rejected by default rather
than be a decision. The following examples are some incidents
recounted to the interviewers.
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- The assistant superintendent for curriculum was to call a meeting to
investigate the project, but he was in the process of changing jobs and never
got around to it. Another superintendent stated that someone reported that
the project had something to do with selecting books. We just bought new
books so we didn't bother looking any further. In another case, a superin-
tendent became slightly angry and said, "You mean all this was offered to
us for nothinrgz and we didn't take it? It lcoks like I will have to tall to
certain people around here."

It is too difficult to determine the amournt of misinformation that the
superintendents received in terms of what the project was, what it had to
offer, what was expected of the participating district, and how much it
would cost. But the fact was clearly indicated earlier that those districts
which knew the most about the project and its oiferings tended to partici-
pate in it.

One of the superintendents interviewed described an excellent
procedure to insure the effective transmission of information from
the conference room to the district office. His representative at the
PRIMES session was given ten days to file a written report. A card
noting this responsibility was prepared and {iled on the day of the
session. Ten days later, this card was examined. 1If the report had
not yet been submitted, both the representative and the superintendent
were notified daily until the responsibility was met.

The primary reasons given for rejecting the project were also
examined. The analysis of the data gathered in this area is invaluable
to the developers of the PRIMES project and might be of inferest to
proponents of cther curriculum innovations., Table XXII lists the
reasons given by the school district administrators for rejection of the
PRIMES project.




TABLE XXITI
REASONS GIVEN FOR REJECTION OF PRIMES PROJECT

Reason Number Percent
1. No reasons offered for rejection 15 30
2. Did not know enough about the project 9 18
3. Had other curriculum commitments 6 12
4. Project did not seem bo offer enough L 8
5. Too mmueh time involved 2 L
6. Could not see what project offered 2 b
7. Not ready to work in mathematics 2 L
8. Financial 1 2
9. ot sufficient personnel 1 2
10. District already working beyond
what project had to offer 1 2
11. Did not see need for project 1 2
12. Combination of numbers 3 and 8 1 2
13. Combination of numbers 3, 8, and 9 1 2
14, Combinaticn of numbers 3, 5, and 7 t 2
15. Combin&tion of aumbers 3, ¥, and 8 1 2
16, Combination of aumbers 3 and § 1 2
17. Combination of numbers 4 and 6 : 1 2
N=50 100 Total

A combination of numbers 1, 2, and 6 (6 and 2 gre
actually related) account for fifty-two percent of the rejec-
tions. This is to say that more than half the districts had
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no specific reason for rejecting the project or did not know
enough ahout the project to see its value, Again, this has to
be put in context with the fact that the districts which knew
the most about the project and its services accepted it in
order to reallze the importance of this finding.

Other Curriculum Projects

Suspecting that other curriculum commitments may be
reasons for rejecting the PRIMES project, the study attempted
to determine the number of projects engaged in at the elemen-
tary-school level by all the districts involved. A pcint bi-
serial correlation mode was used to analyze the data in order
to test the following null hypothesis: there is no significant
difference in the number of curriculum projects in which the
school districts were engaged at the time the PRIMES projsct
was offered between the districts which elected to join the
project and those which rejected it.

The r of .16263 ylelded by analysis of the data
was not signifiggﬁt at the .05 level set for acceptance.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted. It is assumed
that the districts which accepted PRIMES were engaged in a
significant number of curriculum projects as the districts
which rejected it. Table XXIV illustrates the data for the
finding listed abdbove.

TABLE XXIV

CURRTCULUM PROJECTS IN WHICH DISTRICTS WERE
ENGAGED WHEN PRIMES PROJECT WAS OFFERED

Schoeol Districts Schobl Pistricts
In PRIMES | ~ No* In PRIMES
Number Subject Area Number

r—-m-.l'.N—-J O'UT -1
0 0 7 | rpbi = (Mp - Mt) Np
1 1 1 N
3 v q
2 . 9 (2.57 - 1.98)
r, = %) - O

3 > T abi 36 (.3741)

iy 0 3 rpbi = .16263

5 1
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CHANGE IN ATTITUDE

The fourth zection of thils chapter deals with the
change 1n attitude toward the PRIMES project as a result of
the school administrators hearing flrsthand in a face-to-face
situatlion the information given to them through the mail and
at the meetings. The superintendents were then asked 1f they
would now be ready to accept the project.

Of the fifty school districts which rejected the
PRIMES project, twenty-tvwo (forty-four percent) of the school
administrators felt that they had a more positive attitude
toward PRIMES now that they understood more about it. Forty-
elght percent were noncommittal in their attitude and gave no
response, while eight percent still felt that PRIMES did not
have enough to offer their district.

In response to whether or not they would now like
to engage in the PRIMES project, twenty-four percent of those
who rejected the project were noncommittal and gave no response;
four percent still gave a definite no to the project, and six
percent were undecided. An overwhelming sixty-six percent of
the schcol administrators were now willing to become commited
to the PRIMES project. Table XXV shows these findings.

TABLE XXV
PRESENT ATTITUDE TO THE PRIMES PROJECT

Attitude Toward Project Number Percent
More Positive - Understand Better 22 Lk
‘No Change Y 8
No Response 24 48

germ— cueeem—"

N=50 Total 100
Interested in Becoming Involved in PRIMES MNumber Percent

Yes 33 66
No | 2 L
Undecided 13 26
No Response 12 2L

N=50 Total 100
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The findings above are perhaps the most significant
in the study. They parallel, of course, the suggestions of
the superintendents who called for a face-to-face meeting for
any project as important as PRIMEIS., The number of districts
ready to become ‘involved in the project was bester than four
times the number of school districts which initially sccepted
the projeccv. This is a finding which cannnt be ignored.

Recommendations of School District Superintendents

The interview sessions gave the investigator a
face-to-face exposure to the key school administrators of
three large counties. The combined background and ex-
perience of these men offered a rich pool of information.
The investigator therefore solicited suggestions for im-
proving the techniques of introduction and implementation
of innovative curriculum projects. The following suggestions
were offered by the school administrators involved in this
study. Most of the suggestions offered btelow were voiced
by several administrators rather than being the specific
suggestion of one school superintendent.

The first and most frequently articulated of all
the suggestions was a request for a face-to-faze meeting with
the chief school administrator and key administrators on his
staff. Several superintendents veiced dissatisfac'ion with
large group meetings in that they frequently had specific
goals or problems that might not fit the context of the meet-
ings. They felt that meetings too often covered only the
vague generalities of the proposed project and did not offer
them the opportunity to inves%igate a specific application
to their own district.

The superintendents further suggested the formuia-
tion of a brief (half-sheet typed) informative description of
the proposed project accompanied by a response sheet which
obligated the superintendent to react to a specific request
for compliance, a request for further information, or a
total rejection of the project with stated reasons for re-
Jection. The superintendents felt that the brief description
would suffice to present the highlight of the project. They
rcould then respond with an acceptance or regaest for further
information. The signed rejection slip would obligate the
superintendent to read the proposal carefully befare making a
decislon. The reasons supporting the rejection would intorm
the sender of the deficiencies of their program, the wesalmess
of their informative resume, or the lack of understanding on
the part of the proposed recipient. :
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The adminlistrators also suggested the introduction
of the innovative project via workshops where the participents
would actually use the proposed materlals, technigues, ete.,
and apply them to thelr own specific district needs. This
would offer the administrator the opportunity to see the ad-

vantages of the project as they refer specifically to his
school) districts' problems.

Another suggestion involved a telephone conference
with each school district administrative staff. GQuestions
and answers could then be geared to the specific nesds of the
individual school district.

One schcol district superintendent. suggested the
application of an accountabllity check. The superintendent
has hls secretary record the date of any meeting or conference
attended by his administrative staff. They would then have
ten days in which to file & report with his office, If the
report was not sent within ten days beth the superintendent
and the designated administrators received dally notlces of
the work due until the situatlion is resolved.

One factor seems guite clear; the majorlty of the
suggestions strongly propose more personal contact with the
informative sessions geared to the specific needs of each
school district. It would seem that thelr point shculd be
well taken. This method of intrcducing an innovaticn would
offen the proposed recipient of the project the oppor* mity
to see 1ts specific application to his own circumstances,
Misunderstandings and misconceptlons could be resolved more
easily on a one-to-one basis. Tkis direction seems to offer
sound direction to the 8urricuium innovator,
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Chapter V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS. IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

The major purpose of the study was tc investigate
the factors which seemed to affect the decision-making pro-
cess as it related to the acceptance or rejection of the
PRIMES project. The study in addition attempted to extend
these findings to aid in the introduction, dissemination,
and implementation of other innovative programs. The study
was divided into several specific areas of investigation.

The decision-making process was studied to deter-
mine the major factors which caused the acceptance or re-
Jection of the PRIMES project. This process was studied
in terms of its application in each of the school districts
involved in this study. The degyee of understanding and
knowledge of the PRIMES project and 1ts services was investi-
gated to determine its affect upon the desision to accept
or reject the project. The study also scught to determine
the degree to which on-going curriculum projects affected
acceptance or rejection of the project. The districts were
surveyed in order to ascertain whether or not an updating
of information about the PRIMES project could change the
decision to reject the project.

No study of the decision-making process could omit
investigating the key factor in the process, the decision
maker himself. The study collected and analyzed dqatz that
dealt with the administrators who attended the conference,
the individuals who were charged with the responsibility
to make the decision; and the pcople who were most influential
or had the most potential to @:’ect the decision. The admin-
istrative structure of the individual school distriets were
also studled as a potentilal factor in acceptance or rejection
of the PRIMES project.

The study, conducted in southeastern Pennsylvanisa,
involved all the school Qistrlcts in Chester, Delaware, and
Montgomery Counties. The superintendent and key school ad-
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ninistrators of each of these districts was interviewed face
to face to gather the data. Supplemental data such as dis-
trict size, pupll population, and per-pupil expenditure was
g?;?ered from the statlstical records of the three county
offices.

CONCLUSIONS

Flve major factors were considered in this study.
Firet, communication was investigated in terms of the manner
in which it affects curricuium, curriculum innovation, and
decision making. Second, the school administrator's per-
ception of the PRIMES project was studied. This was fol-
lowed by analysls of the administrative structure of the
school districts in the study. Next, the effect of the updat-
ing of information about the PRIMES project and its services
was studied in terms of whether or not it affected a change
in declision to become involved in the project. Finally the
suggestiong of the chief school administrators were consider-
ed in light of deriving potential direction for more efficient
and effective modes of introducing and gaining acceptance for
innovative curriculum projects.

fommunication

The superintendent was deslgnated as the major re-
cipient of curriculum mail by botlk the school districts which
elected the PRIMES project and those which rejected it.
Eighty-six percent of the school districts electing PRIMES de-
slgnated the superintendent as the major recipient, and ninety
percent of the school districts rejecting the project de-
signated the superintendent as the major reciplent. ‘

The curriculum supervisor was alsc terred a major
reclpient of curriculum mail since seventy-one percent of the
school districts Irn PRIMES iesignated him for this position
while sixty-four percent o1 the distriets rejecting the pro-
Ject assigned him as a major recipient.

A third major recipient of curriculum mail was the
elementary-school prinecipal; forty-three percent of the group
in PRIMES and eight percent of the group rejecting PRIMES
named him for this position. It should be noted however that
forty-eight percent of the group rejecting the project felt
that he received curriculum mail even though he might not
be designated as a major recipient. _

Other recipients of curriculum maill were the mathe-
matics-department chairman, the elementary-mathematics coor-
.dinator, the mathematics committee chairman, the elementary
supervisor, and individual teachers.
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The three major recipients of curriculum mail in
rank order therefore are the superintendent, the curriculum
supervisor, and the elementary~school princlpals

The assistant superinrtendent i.1 charge of cur-~
riculum was the major individual to whom curriculum mall was
rerouted. Eighty-six percent of the districts in PRIMES
nzred him as major recipient of rerouted curriculum mail as
opposed to sixty-eight percent for the dilstriets not in
PRIMES. The principal, the K-12 mathematics coordinator,
and the elementary-school mathematics supervisor--in rank
oraer-~-were also designated as recipients of the rerouted
curriculum mail.

Other individuals to whom the curriculum mail
could be rerouted were the mathemwatics supervisor, the
elementary-mathenatics coordinator, the curriculum super-
visor, and indiviaual teachers,

Exposure to PRIMES Materials

» There was a significant relation between the
number of exposures to PRIMES project materials or conferences
and the acceptance of the project. The point-blserial
cerrelation yielded an rypy of .513 which was sufficient

to siafely reject the nul? hypothesis that there will be no
significant relation between the numter of exposures a
district had to PRIMES materials or conferences and whether
the school district accepted or rejected the project.

First Personal Source of PRIMES information

- The first persons i1¢ know about the PRIMES prcject
and to act as personal scurces of information within the
school districts were the assistant superintendent for
curriculum, the prinecipal, and the mathematics supervisor
in the participating distriets; the superintendent, the
assistant superintendent for curriculum, the elementary-
mathematics supervisor, the principal, the mathematics
supervisor, teachers, and the mathematics-department chair-
ran--in that order--were designated as the first source

of information sbout the project in the districts rejecting
PRIMES.

Effectiveness of the PRIMES Publications

Several factors indicating the effectiveness of
the PRIMES publications were investigated. The number of
publications received by a school district was significantly
related to their acceptance of ithe project. The point-
biserial Ppbi of .333 was sigrificant at the .05 level of

67

AVAILGADLLL i e HMLMED



confidence -and invalidated the nuil hypothesis that there
'1s no significant relation between the number of publications
received by the school districts from the PRIMES project

centers and whether or not the school district accepted the
project,

Districts which accepted the project had retalned
nore of the informative literature about PRIMES than those
districts which rejected it. A chi-square score of 5.016
significant at the .05 level of confidence, was suf:icien%
to reject the mull hypothesis that there was no significant
difference between the number of pieces of informatlive
materials retained by the group of school districts which
accepted the PRIMES project and the number of pieces retain-
ed by the group which rejected the project.

The group of school districts thut accepted the
PRIMES project were Just as critical of the written ma-
terials sent to them and perceived as significant a number
cf weaknesses in them as the school districts that rejected
the project. Th2 perceived weaknesses in the written material
were not, therefore, a significant factor in the aceeptance
of the project. The chi-square score ylelded by analysis of
the data was 0.033, which was not significant at the .05 level
of acceptance and invalidated the null hypothesis that there
is no significant difference in the number of weak points
listed for the written PRIMES information materials either
by the group which accepted the project or by the group
which rejected it.

Perhaps one of the most significant findings of bhis
study is that the schcol districts which elected PRIMES
identified significantly more specific project offerings than
the group whivi .eyccied Lt., 1t waz concluded tuerefore that
the greater the number of specific aspects of an innovative
project ldentified and understood by the potential recipient
the more the llkelihood that the project will be accepted.
The chi-square score of 8.867, significant at the .01 level
o»f acceptance, led to the rejection of the null hypothesis
that there 1s no significant differences in the number of
specific project offerings identified as strengths between
the groups which elected the PRIMES project and the groups
whilch rejected 1it.

4
4

Effectivenes PRIMES C ves

It was concluded that the number of conferences
attended by the potential users of the PRIMES project de-
finitely affected the decision to accept the project and
that the group of participants which chose to utilize the
project attended a significantly greater number of con-
ferences. Analysls of data yielded a chi-square score
of 5.398, significant at the .05 level of confidence, and
Invulidating the null hypothesis that there 1s no signifi-
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cant difference between the number of conferences altended
and the acceptance of the PRIMES project by a group of school
districts.

. An interesting conclusion drawn from the findings
was that the attitude toward the conferences was the same for
both the group accepting the project and the group of schocls
rejecting PRIMES. Strangely, the group rejecting the projects
were no more negative in their attitude toward the conferences
than the groéup accepting the project. The chi-squaie score
of .0934 yielded through analysls of the data was not signifi-
cant at the .05 level of confidence and invalidated the null
hypothesis that there 1s no significant difference in the
direction of the attitude (positive or negative) between the
group of schools which accepted the project and those which
rejected 1t.

Understanding and Perception of the PRIMES Project

There was a very strong relation between the degree
of familiarity that the school district's administrators had
with the project and its acceptance. The school district
administrators who accepted the PRIMES project felt much more
familiar with the project than did the administrators which
rejected 1t. Analysis of the data yielded & chi-square
scare of 14,763 significant at the .001 level of confidence, .
which led to the rejection of the null hypothesis that there
will be no significant difference in the respouse given to a
query attempting to determine the degree of familiarity with
the PRIMES project between those school district administrators
which accepted the project and those which rejected it.

The follewing three conclusions are directly
related and should be considered as a composite even though
each is independently significant. First, the school dis-
trict administrators which accepted the PRIMES project
definitely understood a greater number of the specific
services offered by the project. This would strongly verify
the conjecture that the greater the number of the specific
services understood, the greater the inclination to accept
the project., The chi-square score of 6.697 yielded by
analysis of the data was significant at the .01 level of
confidence and invalidated the null hypothesis that thers
is no cignificant difference in the number of PRIMES services
understood by the school district administ.ators which ac-
cepted the FRIMES project and those which rejected 1t.

Second, the school dilstrict administrators which
elected to accep% the PRIMES project were impressed by
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a greater number of the specific services offered by the
project than those administrators which rejected. A greater
understanding of an innovative project and its concomitant
offerings would lead to a more posltive impression of that
project. The chi-square score of 12,695 ylelded by analysis
of the data was significant at the .05 lewvel of confldence and
invalidated the null hypothesis that there 1s no significant
difference between the number of aspects of the PRIMES project
which impressed the scheol administrators who elected to

Join the project and those who rajected it.

Third, the school district administrators which
accepted the PRIMES project considered more services valuable
than those who rejected.. The chi-square score of 10.21%
significant at the .01 level of confidence, invalidated the
null hypothesls that there is no significant difference be-
tween the number of services deemed valuable by the school
administrators which elected to join the project and those
vhich rejected it. One must consider the significance of
the three conclusions reached above, especlally in 1light of
their direct bearing upon the successful acceptance of an
innovative curriculum project. :

School district edministrators which accepted the
project saw a significantly greater number of relative ad-
vantages in the offerings of the PRIMES project than those
districts which rejected it. The chi-square score of 5.804
was significant at the .02 level of confidence and lead to
the rejection of the null hypothesis, there 1s no significant
difference between the number of PRIMES services felt to have
relative advantage hy those school district administrators
who elected the project and those who rejected it.

Administrative Curriculum Personnel

School districts which accepted the PRIMES project
all had a functioning mathematlies committee; thls seemed a
significant factor when ca notes that only the scheol dis-
tricts which rejected the project had a mathematics committee
functioning at the time the project was offered.

There was no significant relation found between the
number of administrative personnel employed in curriculum and
whether or not the district administrators chose to join the
project. Analysis of data ylelded a chi-square score of 0.93%
which 1s not significant at the .05 level of confidence, and
lead to the acceptance of the null hypothesis that there is no
significant difference in the number of curriculum personnel em-
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Ployed at the administrative .level and in the group which
accepted the PRIMES project and the group which rejected it.

Financial Considerations

One should note that there was no significant dif-
ference in the per-pupil expenditure for ¢{he group of school
distriets which accepted the PRIMES projJect and the group
which rejected 1t. The point-biserlal correlation score of
~-.016 was not significant at the .05 level set for acceptance
thereby validating the null hypothesis that there is no sig-~ -
nificant difference in the per-pupil expenditure for the group
of school districts which elected to Join PRIMES and those
which rejected it. '

It was also concluded that there was no sigrificant
difference between the number of pupils below the poverty
level in the school districts which slected PRIMES and those
which rejected it. The polnt-biserial correlation score of
~,037 was not significant at the .05 level set for acceptance
thereby validating the nuw!l hypothesis that there 1s no
significant difference in the number of rupils below the
poverty level in the school districts that elected the PRIMES
project and those which rejected it.

Apparently the school district administrators which
selected the PRIMES project envisioned the potential financial
burden in a similar manmer to that seen by the administrators
which rejected the project. The null hypothesis that there is

no significant difference in the number of schocl district adas. .

ministrators who percelved a pesslble financial burden between
the group of school districts which elected the PRIMES project
and the group which rejected it was accepted since the chl-~
square score of 3.391 was not significant at the .05 level.

Similarly, the group which accepted the project and
the group which rejected the project viewed the potential fi-
nancial burden in.the same manner. The chl-square score of
1,698 was not significant at the .09 level of confidence and
allowed the acceptance of th2 null hypothesis that theraz is
no significant differcnce in the manner in which the school
administrators viewed the degree of financial burden imposed
by the PRIMES project between the group which accerted the
project and those which rejected 1it. '

8ize of the Districts
The size of the pupil population within the sehool

districts electing PRIMES was not significantly different froa
the size of the pupil population in the districts rejecting

71



the project. The ryp; of .089 was mot significant at the .05
level; therefore thg nvll kypothssis vhat there 1s no signi-
ficant difference in the total number of students attending
the schools in districts which acccpted the project and those
which rejected it was accepted. The same was true when the
independent analysis was completed for the elementary school
student population. This separate analysis was included be-

iausi the PRIMES project was geared to the elementary-school
evel. '

c - Proces

The superintendent, or superintendent and assistant
superintendent, or the superlntendent and the school board were
deslgnated as %he major declsion makers in the selection or
rejection of the PRIMES project.by seventy-one percent of the
school districts which elected the project and by seventy-four
percent of the districts which rejected the project.

Primarily, the PRIMES project was rejected by de~
fault rather than by a direet decision to turn down the project.
Sixty-sight percent of the districts rejecting the project
noted that no officilal decision was reached.

The PRIMES project was rejected without any speeci-
fic reasor by a majority of the school districts to whom it
was offered. Fifty-two percent of the rejecting districts
had no speciflic reason for refusing the project. .

Other Curriculum Projects

The districts which rejected the project did not
do so because they were engaged in more curriculum endeavors
than the accepting districts. The r pi of .16263 was not
significant at the .05 level and thepnﬁll hypothesis that
there 1s no significant difference in the number of curricuivm
projects in which the school districts were engeged at the
time the PRIMES project was offered between the districts
which elected to join the project and those which rejected
it was accepted. :

Change in Attitude
After a face to face meeting in which the super-

intendent receives personally the specific information about
an innovative curriculum project and what 1t offers he will

72




be aore inclined to accept it. This conclusicn wag based
upon the fact that after the review glven personally to
school district superintendents an overwhelming sixty-
four percent now elected to become engaged in the project.
Thls included thirty-three school districts as opposed to
the original seven districts accepting an 1ncrease of over
four mundred percent.

M ATIO

The implications which followwwere derived from
the findings and conclusions of this study. They clte specific
directions that demand special attention. They will be used
as a basis for the recommendations which will follow. The
implications listed below must be considered as a focal point
by the personnel of the PRIMES project itself and curriculum
innovators in general because they single out several specl-
fic areas from among the mess of factors which affect the
curriculum developer. These factors may be the causes for
failure or at best contribtute significantly to the failure
of potentially important curriculum innovatlons.

There i1s not a single curriculum agency to which
all curriculum information will be sent cnce it enters a
given school district.

There 1s not a well defirnsd curriculum agency
within each school district which is responsible for review-
ing all curriculuz materials sent to the school district.

The number of exposures that the curriculum sgents
of a school district have to an innovative curriculum project
affects their acceptance of the project.

The retention of informative brochures, advanced
publications, descriptive notifications seem to have a direct

bearing on the acceptance of the project or innovation that is
the subject of that maill.

The greater the number of speciflic offerings under-
stood by the administrators of a school district the more
likely they are to accept that innovation.

School districts which have an active curriculum
committee functioning at the time a curriculum innovation is
offered will be more llkely to accept the innovation that

falls within the scope of the subject matter for which they
are responsible.
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Finanecial considerations do not seem to play as
great a rcle in the acceptance of a curriculum innovation as
might be initially expected.

Although the superintendent is designated as a
decision maker in curriculum matlters and mey be the only
individual with the legal status to make curriculum dacisions
in small school dilstricts, he freguently is not directly in-
volved in the declision to accept c¢r reject a curriculum project.

Most significantly, many innovative curriculum pro- -
Jects are rejected through defaultj;no official decision
is geaghed in terms of the accepterce or rejection of the
project.

Activity in other curriculum areas will not hinder
the acceptance of the curriculum innovation which is under-
stood and considered important by school administrators.

A face-to-face meeting which introduczss an innova-
tive curricuiun project to the official decision makers of an
individual school distrlct lncreases the probabllity oi its
acceptance,

RECOMMENDATIONS

The multitude of breakthroughs in the technology of
education the many projects in educational research vielding
significant results, and the increased number of curriculum
agencles supplying information for schools have placed an un-
bearable communication burden upon school administrators.

New and complex administrative structures and the increasing
nunber of demands for the administrators time have increased
the need for efficient and effective communication. An agency
created within the school district itself, specifically de-
signed to receive, sort, and redistribute all curriculum mail
should go a long way towsrd facilitating more effective and
efficient communication.

To make the above agency a more effective instm-
ment of commmnication, each district should establish a
mail route with specific individuals, groups, and commlttees
designated as recipients of mail for which they would be
primarily responsible. This route would tend to be a2 more
direct way of getting information and communication to those
individuals or groups who would have experience and respon-
sibllity for acting upon them. IT this route were supported
by a dated checklist for incoming mail, as well as a storage
and retrieval system for this mail, it would decrease the
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possibility of important or valuable informatlion being lost
or sidetracked out of circulation. This system would lend
itself strengly to accountability, a direction in which the
modern school administrator seems to be heading.

The suggestion given by the one school superinten-~
dent of an accountability file could easlly, iriclude as a part
of this file the mail system. Direct action should be taken
on all curriculum proposals or offerings even if the action
is merely that the project offered was turned down and the
speclfic reasons for its rejection made a matter of record.

An officilal chain of command with prescribed chan-
nels could be an integral part of this system. Projects,
proposals, and offerings deemed significant should follow a
series of intermediate steps with accurate records kept to
indicate actions taken.

A major factor involved in the PKIMES project was
the saving of thousands of hours of teacher and administrator
time., This fact alone would seem to support the idea that
the time lost in the develppment and implementation of the
mail communication system desceribed above could have been
easily recouped by any district that becomes involved in the
project to say nothing of any other wvaluable innovations that
lost to the district through default.

Since the number of specific offerings of the pro-
Ject understood by the school administrators had a direct
bearing upon their acceptance, it would seem reasonable
that innovative project directors should sclicit reactions
to their projects that would clearly indicate the degree
to which thelr project was understood. This would offer
direction for the program directors in terms of how well
their program was understuod. Remedial or cocrrective
actions could then follow.

Permanent subject-matter curricunlum committees
would seem to be far more effective in the analysis of a
prospective curriculuw innovation. They would have the
interest and expertise necessary to make the most effective
recommendation. Obviously this effort, i1f done for remuner-
ation, would add incentlive to develop expertise and at the
same time provide talent pools in each academic area that
could be tapped when necessary. It would not be necessary
tor the committee to be working on specific tasks at all
times; one of thelr major functions would be to review
curriculum offerings that are made to their district.
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The final recommendation is that the directors
of innovative projects have perlodic face to face meetings
with the school superintendent and key declsion maksrs in
order to gain and maintain support for their projlect. Al-
though this seems to be more time consuming than large con-
ferences, 1t 1s a far more successful way to gain an under-
iganding of and acceptance for new and different curriculum

eas, ‘
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APPENDIX A

COMPLETE LISTING
OF THE SCHOOL DISTRICTS INVOLVED
IN THIS GTUDY
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7

8.

9.
10.
1.
12.
13.
1,
15.
16.
17.
18,
19,

25.

Ablngton
Avon-Grove
Bristol Township
Cheltenham
Chester City
Chester Township
Chichester
Clifton Heights
Coatesville
Collingdale
Colonial
Parby-Colwyn
Darby Townshlyp
Downingtown
Folecroft
Garnet Valley
Hatboro-Horsham
Haverford
Interboro
Jenkintown
Kennett
Landowne-Aldan
Lower Merion
Lower Moreland

Marple-Newtown

SCHOOL DISTRICIS

L0,
k1.
k2.
L3,

k5.
U6,
L7.
L8,
%9.
50.

75

Nother Providence
Norristown
North Penn
Octorara

Owen J. Roberts
Oxford

Penn Delco
Perkiomen Valley
Phoenixville
Pottsgrove
Pottstown
Radnor

Ridley

Rose Tree Media
Sharon Hill
Smedley

Springfield (Delsaware)
Springfield (Montgomery)

Spring-Ford
Sourderton
Swathmore

Tredyffrin-Easttown
Unionville-Chadds Pord

Upland
Upper Darbdy



51.
52.
53.
5t
59.
56.
57.

Upper Dublin
Upper Merion
Upper Moreland
Upper Perkiomen
West Chester
Wissahickon

Yeadon

N



APPENDIX B

PRIMES QUESTIONNAIRE
INVITATIONS TO PRIMES MEETINGS
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PRIMES QUESTIONNAIRE

1. List of curriculum personnel

A,
B.
c.

D.

Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum
Mathematics Supervisor, K-12
Elementary-Mathematics Supervisor (Coordinator)

1. Full-time

2. Part-time

3. Number of elementary schools supervised:
Others:

2, Mail dealing with curriculum (from state department, book
companies, ete.) is sent to:

A,
B,
C.
D.
E,
F,
G.

Superintendent

Curriculum Supervisor (Assistant Superintendent)
Matilematics Supervisor

Principals

Mathematlcs-Department Chalrman
Elementary-Mathematics Coordinator

Others:

3. Mail may be re-routed to:

B.
D.
E.

Assistant Superintendent for Curpiculum
Mathematics Supervisor
Princlipals

Elementary-Mathematics Supervisor (Coordinator)
Others: '
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4. Are you familiar with the PRIMES Project?
YES ) NG VAGUELY

If NO, who in your distriet would be included to know
about 1t?

5. What exposure have you had to PRIME3?
A. State Department
B, Lletters
C. Brochures
D. Convention Presentations
E. Steering Committee Meeting
F. County Presentations
G. Local Presentations

H. Fllmstrip

I. Others:

6. Who was your first major source of information about
PRIMES?

A

Assistant Superintendsnt

B, Mathematics Supervisor

C. Elementary-Mathematics Supervisor
D. Mathematics-Department Chairman
E. Principal

F. Teachers

G. Filmstrip

H. Others:




7. How do you view PRIMES? What services do you feel that
it can offer you, your district?

A. Know very little abcut PRIMES

B. Curriculum Description
C. Textbook Andlysis

D. Pextbook Selection

E. Scope and Sequence

F. Content Outline

G. Behavioral Objectives
'H. Others:

8. What iupressed you most about PRIMES?
. Services
. Personnel
. Content Listing

A

B

c

D. Behavioral Objectlves

E. Curriculum Description
F

« OQOthers:

9. What do you consider the most valuable factor that
PRIMES can offer your district?

A, Experts

B. Cbnsultaﬁts

C. Qontent Outline

D. Behavioral Objectives
E. Others:




10. Do you think that the PRIMES perscnnel have anything to
: offer beyond that which your district currently has?

A,
B.
C.
D.

E.

Experts

Ccusultants

Content Outline
Behavioral Objectlves
Others:

11. Which conferences have your personnel attended?

A.

B.

c.
D.

-
N

Pittsburgh
West Chester
County
Allenberyry

. What PRIMES publications and/or notifications have

you recelved?

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Letters

Brochures

Notificatior.s of County Meetings
County Superintendent Notification
Others:

13. What materials do you have on hand¥?

A,
B.
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14, What were the weak points of the written information
recelved?

A. Not Clear

B. Too Technical

C. Not Inclusive Enough
D. Others:

15, What do you view as the strongest aspects (in an
information sense) of the written material received
about PRIMES?

A,

B.

C. Its offering:

Cortent Description
Behavioral Objectives
Testing Informatlion
Consultant Help
Curriculum Guide
Others:

AR EF N »
L ] L ]

16. How did you react to the oral presentation?
A. Positive ~ Why?
1. Its offering:

a. Curriculum Descripticn
b. Curriculum Help

d., Materials

d. Experts
e, Others:

B. Negative - Why?
1. Not Clear

2. Did not seem to offer much



3. Could™not see 1ts application in your
district

4, Seemed too costly
5. Seemed to require too much expertise

6. Others:

17. Do you feel that involvement with PRIMES would place
a financial burden on your district?

YES NO__
A, Great

B. Reasonable
C. Little

18. What do you see as the greatest expenses involved in
PRIMES? (Check one or more)

A. Consultants--from West Chester PRIMES Office
B. ©State Consultants

C. Teacher Release Time

D. Secretarlal Help

E., Extra .ay for Teachers

¥F. Materials

G. Others:

19. Who would make the decision to become involved in
PRIMES?

A. Superintendent

B, School Board

C. Assistant Superintendent

D. Mathematics Supervisor

E. Elementary-Mathematics Supervisor

ERIC e




20.

21,

How was

A,
B.
C.
D.
E

Why did
PRIMES?

A.
BI

Principal
Mathematics Department Chairman

Others:

the final decision reached?

Superintendent Decided

Committee Decided

Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum Decided
Not sufficient interest to reach s decision

Others:

you choose (not choose) to become involved with

Other Curriculum Commitments
Money

Personnel

Time

ProJect does not offer enough

Distrist 1s already beyond what PRIMES has to
offer '

In what way?

Others:
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22.

24,

26.

What do you think are the weaknesses of the PRIMES
Project?

What elementary curriculum projects were your district
engaged in when you first heard about PRIMES?

A, Language Arts

B. English
C. Social Studies
D. Reading

E. Sclence.

F. Others:

In view of what you now know, do you feel that PRYMES
can offer your district assistance?

A. Yes - Why?

Are you interested in becoming involved with PRIMES?
A. Yes
B. No

Who could be designated as your district's contact with
PRIMES?

A,
B.




PRIMES QUF3TIONNAIRE

COMMONWEALTH (OF PIMNSYIVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBIIC INGTRUCTION
WEST CHESTER STATE COLLEGE
CHEYNEY STATE COLLEGE

NAME : : POSITION
SCHOOL DISTRICT
ADDRESS “_
Street City Zip Code

1. Who is responsible for the elcmentary mathematics program
in your district?

Position

Telephone No.

A.C.

2. Current Elementary Mathematics Textbook Series

Title Pufriisher. Pub. Date
Title Publisher " Pub, Date

3. -Standardized Achievement Tests in Use

Title Poblisher Pub., Date
Title Putlisher " Pub, Date

4k, Interested in Service?

Yes No —
Undecided

Signed

Date
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MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS
COURT HOGSE
Norristown, Penpa. 1940%

February 26, 1968

TO: Chief School Administrators, Assistant Superintena
dents in Charge of Instruction, and Elementary
Principals.

FROM: Dr. Harry N. Gasser and Louls A. Krug, Assistant
- County Superintendents

SUBJECT: PRIMES Mathematics Program Presentation

An important meetling concerning ways of developing, study-
ing and evaluating elementary mathematics programs (K through
6) has been planned for teachers, supervisors and administra-
tors in Montgomery County. Research and mathematics advisors
of the Department of Public Instruction, Director of the
Education Develcpment Center, and West éheﬁter State College
Mathematics Department professors will present the new PRIMES
program (Pennsylvania Retrieval of Information for Mathematics
Education System). '

Two purposes are to be served by this meeting: (1) The
details of the PRIMES system, a Title V, ESEA project, will
be explalned as they apply to a variety of curriculum pro-
blems in mathematics for grades K through 6. (2) A proposal
will be offered which would permit each local school to apply
the PRIMES system to its owny mathematics program during the
remaining portion of this academic year. Individual schools
may decide for themselves whether they wish to partlicipate
and how extensively they wicsh to do so.

DATE: Monday, March 11, 1968

TIME: 2:00 to 3:30 P. M.

PLACE: Whitemarsh Junior High School Additorium
Colonial School District
Germantown Plke, Route L22 .
Plymouth Meeting, Penna.

Parking: Avallable on the Plymouth-Whitemarsh High School lot
behind the senior high school. Entrance from Germantown Pike
at west end of campus. Short walk across campus to junior
high building, at east end oi campus, behind senior high
addition.

70



COoPY COFY COPY

DELAWARE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Court House Annex
Medla, Pennsylvania 19063

January'25, 1968

TO: Chief School Administrators
Elementary Principals, Curriculum
Directors and Supervisors

FROM: Judson E. Newburg
Assistant County Superintendent

An important meeting concerning ways of developlng,:sstudy-
ing and evaliuaiing mathematics programs (K to 6) has been
planned for teachers, supervisors and administrators in
Delaware County. Members of the Department of Public In-
struction and Wect Chester State College will present the
new PRIMES (P:nna. Retrieval of Information for Mathematics
Education System) program,

Two purposes will bo served by this meeting. The detalls
of the PRIMES system as they apply to a variety of cur-
riculumn problems in mathematlcs in grades K to 6 will be
explained. A proposal that would permit each local school
to apply the PRIMES system to its own mathematics program
during the remaining portion of thls academic year will be
explained. Individual schools will decide for themselves
whether they wish to participate and how extensively they
wish to do so.

DATA: Thursday, February i1, 1968

TIME: 2:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.

PLACE: Wm. Toal Building (Auditorium)
PARKING: Parking will be permitted in the lot

surrounding the Wm, Toal Building after
1:3C p.m. Entrance is from Orange Street

' The Willicm Toal Building is located at 2nd and Orange Streets,
in Media, Pennsylvania.
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OFFICE CF THE COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF CHESTER COUNTY
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
MARKET AND NEW STREETS
WEST CHESTER, PENNSYLVANIA 19380
6922660

February 20, 1968

10 Chief School Administrators,
Elementary Prineipals, Curriculum
Directors and Supervisors

FROM: John N. Buch
Assistant County Superintendent

An important meeting concerning ways of developing, studying
and evaluating mathematics prograems (K to 6) has been plan-
ned for Elementary Principals, Curriculum Directors, Super-
visors and Administrators in 6hester County. Members of the
Department of Public Instruction and West Chester State Col-
lege will present the new PRIMES (Penna. Retrieval of Informa-
tion for Mathematics Education System) program.

Two purposes will be served by this meeting. The details of
the PRIMES system as they apply to a variety of curriculunm
problems in mathematics in grades K to 6 will be explained.
A proposal that would permit each local school to apply the
PRIMES system to its own mathematics program during the
remaining portion of this academic year will be explalned.
Individual schools will decide for themselves whether they
wish to participate and how extensively they wish to do so.

Date: Friday, March 1, 1968
‘Time: 10:00 a.m. - 12:00 nocn -
Place: Chester County Office Building

Second (2nd) Floor
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