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I. THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT MODEL OF CHANGE

Dick Woolworth did what everyone else only talks about -- he
built a better mousetrap. As president of Woodstream Corporation, a
manu.acturer of the old kind of trap in which you catch your fingsrs,
Woolworth put his resources into researching the sleeping, eating, and
crawling habits of mice and engineered a more humane trap that was much
easier to set. A top product designer was hired to make the trap moder-
nistic enough so people would notice the change. The result was a
plastic apparatus looking something like a sardine can, constructed so
that when the mouse entered an archway he tripped a wire which snapped
4p from below and choked him to death.

Elated at the invention, the company told dealers about the new
trap's efficiency and convenience and flooded the shelves of hardwsre
stores with them -- where they sat for a year. As the Wall Street Journ&l
notes, '"The world yawned." The company is now doing well again with
its old traps. Observers have offered several explanations, among the
more astute of whicl is that "It is women, not mice, who buy mouse-
traps." To his chagrin, Woolworth's story is beiug told already in
business conventions across the country as a classic example of how
not to market a product. (Wall Street Jowrnal, Sept. 24, 1970.) The
story is also illustrative of the research and development model of
change in action.

Of various strategies for educatiohal change, the most favored at

higher policy levels in the educational establishment is che research
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and development model. In its simplest form the model envisions the
development of an innovation under scientific control and its diffusion
into an operating situation. The total change process is conceptualized
into a sequence of activities such as “basic research," "applied research,"
"development," "production,™ and 'packaging.'' According to Havelock (1969),
this model presupposes a "user population" influeiaced by a process of
dissemination which is preceeded by an extensive period of research and
developuent,

Five major features characterize such models:

1) There is a rational sequence of activities which moves from

research to development to packaging.
2) Planning must occur on a large scale.

3) A division of labor separates roles and functions in the over-

all process.
4) A passive consumer awaits acceptance of the innovation if it
is delivered properly.

5) A high initial development cost is necessary to eventual success.

Essentially the R & D model views change from the perspective of
change agents or global planners. Many prototypes exist. In education
the most highly developed model is that of Clark and Guba (1965). The
Clark-Guba model analyzes educational change into four major stages:
research, development, diffusion, and adoption. The purpose of 'research"
is to advance knowledge which may serve as the basis for development; the
purpose of "development" to invent and build a solution to an operating
problem; t“e purpose of "diffusion'" to introduce the innovation to practi-
tioners; and the purpose of ''adoption" to incorporate the innovation into

the target system. Each stage is further vefined. (See Figure 1.)
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The logical appeal of such models has proved irresistible. In 1963
the State of Illinois launched a categorical gifted program which in
its architecture approximated this type of model. The Illinois Plan
consisted of a set of coordinated activities including development of
an innovation, its dissemination and eventual adoption by a local district.
At the end of the sequence was a passive consumer who could be persuaded’
to adopt the innovation. Specific roles (experimentors, developers,
demonstration directors, and reimbursement directors) were assigned
responsibility for various functions of the process and the total sequence
was supervised by a state staff, Over a six year period about $30 million
dollars were spenc on the whole operation.

In its final form the Illinois Plan consisted of five complemen-
tary approaches to improving local programs for the gifted: 1) partial
reimbursement to local schools for the extra costs of operating pro-
grams for the gifted; 2) establishment of approximately twenty regional
deménstration centers to provide operating models of various approaches
to the education of gifted children; 3) state support of experimental
projects to advance knowledge of education for the gifted; 4) establish-
ment of a small state staff to coordinate the entire program and to
render consultant services; 5) the creation of several training programs,
including summer institutes and in-service workshops, to increase the
number of specially trained peisonnel who could work in the gifted
programs.

At the center of the Illinois Plan were the demonstiation centers,
serving as the main instruments of change and the repository of major

hopus and resources.
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"The purpose of the Illinois Plan for Program Development

for Gifted Children is to assist and encourage local school

districts to initiate and to improve educational programs for

gifted children. The Illinois Plan includes demonstration

centers which are intended: first, to provide for Illinois edu-

cators and other citizens, convincing and readily accessible

demonstrations in operating situations of a number of approaches

to the evaluation of gifted children; and second, to help schools

whicli are similar in characteristics or geographically near to

develop their own programs'' Colton {1968b)

The Jdemonstration idea itself was not new; teaching methods and mater-
jals had iong been demonstrated to pre-service and in-service teachers, and
laboratory schools were usually justified in terms of their demonstration
function. The idea that demonstration centers would be sponsored by the
state was somewhat unique although previously suggested by Brickell (1961).
What was new was that the proposed demonstration centers in the Illinois
Plan were to be created by the state in ordinary school systems. By 196%
there were 23 such centers operating with combined budgets over $1,000,000.

The purpose of this paper is to thoroughly examine the form, function,
and effectiveness of the demonstration center, and in so doing to 'test"
indirectly the research and development model of change. For if Havelock
is correct, the essence of the R § D model is in successfully influencing
a passive consumer to accept the fruits of science through a dissemination
process. Ultimately the success o. the demonstration center rests on the
viability of the R § D paradigm. In this paper we will contend that d:mon-
stration centers are of limited effectiveness in disseminating innovations
because of 1) certain polici=s adopted by the Illinois Plan; 2) lack of
proper implementation of othel policies by the demonstration center per-

sonnel; and 3} the deficiencies of the Reszarch and Developnent model of

change. :
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II. EVALUATING THE ILLINOIS DEMONSTRATION CENTERS

The purpose of the demonstration centers was never to affect students
directly, but rather to affect students indirectly by stimulating local
program development in reimbursement centers. An evaluation of the Illinois
Demonstration Centers demanded attention to the operation of demonstration
and reimtursement centers rather than assessment of student outcomes. Ac-
cordingly, this evaluation began with an analysis of the policies that grad-
ually gave form and substance to the Illinois Demonstration Cenfers. However,
since thess policies were formulated over an extended time period and commu-
nicated in mary ways, a first step in the evaluation was to compile these

policies from official and unofficial sources. The major categories of demon-

stration policies and their long-term effects are reported i the next chapter.

A second concideration was the quality of the demonstrated programs.
Were the demonstrated programs really superior to regular gifted programs by
any objective standards? A specially doveloped instrument was administered
in a sample of demonstration classes and compared to a sample of "regular"

gifted classes and won-gifted classes. These results are also reported in

the next chapter.

The third and primary consideration of the investigation was to evaluate
the disseminative effectiveness of the demonstration centers. Since the
centers were based on a model of operation similar to the Clark-Guba diffu-
sion model, it was reasonable to apply the criteria suggested by that model
for each appr~priate stige of educational change. In the offi-ial literatuie
of the centers the operaticnal goals were formalized as follows:

(1) "Awareness: -- Making visitors aware of new programs for the gifted

(corresponding to the '"dissemination" stage of the Clark-Guba model).
The purpose of the "dissemination" stage is to inform about the

innovation:
O
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(2)

3)

"It is the purpose of dissemination to create wide-
spread awareness of the iaventiens among practitioners,
that is, to inform or tell practitioners about the
pe-formance and process aspects of the invention.

The criteria which are appropriate for the evaluation
of dissemination activities include intelligibility

(is the message clear?), fidelity (does the message

give a valid picture?), pervasiveness {dces the message
reach its intended audience?), and impact (does the
message affect key targets.) The essential activities
of dissemination are reporting and interpreting;

these activities perform the function of informing
about the innovation.' (Guba, 1966}

"Acceptance'" -- Convincing visitors to accept the demonstrated
programs as good ones {corresponding to the ''d-imonstration"
stage of Clark-Guba). The Clark-Guba model's 'demonstration
stage affords an opportunity for the target system to examine
and assess the operating qualities of the 'invention, equivalent

to what the Il1linois Centers call 'acceptance'':

"The criteria appropriate to an evaluation of demonstra-
tion functions thus seems to me to include credibility
(is the demonstration convincing and does it build
conviction?), convenience (is the demonstration
accessible to those practitioners who ought to see it?)
and evidential assessment {does the demonstration
illustrate both positive and megative factors related

to the invention so that the observer may reach a valid
professional judgment about its utility?). The essential
artivities of demonstration are production and staging,
and its purpose is to build weli-founded professional
conviction in relation to the innovation." (Guba, 1966)

"Implementation' -- Getting visitors to adopt the new programs
(corresponding to the ''trial adoption' stage of Clark-Guba).

As one of their main goals, the Illinois demonstration centers
also established "adoption" or getting the target population

to try out the innuvation. This formulation coniorms to what
Clark and Guba call the "trial’ stage of adoption. In this phase,

the appropriate criteria include:

-7-

10



How "adaptable' is the innovation to the lccal scene?

How '"feasible'' is it in the local setting?

How does the innovation "act" in this setting?
Thus, the Illinois Demonstration Centers operate in the middle
three stages uf the Clark-Guba change model: dissemination,
demonstration, and trial adoption.

Using criteria from the Clark-Guba model as a guide, the following
instruments were developed:

(1) DObservatiun Schedule

Te help assess the dissemination stage, a 4l-.tem instrumeat on which
observers rated the degree of detail provided in the a) explanation of the
program; b) explanation of the class to be observed; ¢} observation of the
demonstration class; d) explanation of the centez's own evaluation; e) ex-
planation of program feasibility was developed. Ratings were made on a four
point scale from "Detailed" to 'Mone'.

Items were generated by considering what things occurred at a demon-
stration., Operational definitions were developed for each item. Four
obsarvers field-tested both the instyument and procedures for its use at
eight different centers before applying it to the entire population.
Reliability indicated by the coefficient of observer agreement for all
observations was .75, Observers achieved 93% agreement within one scale
point (House, et al 1969),

{(2) Visitor Questionnaire

To asses: the demonstration stage, it was deemed desirable to
have an instrument which would tap the visitors' perceptions at the end
of the demonstration day. The intent of this instrument was to determine

the perceived credibility and acceptance of the demonstration program

O
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immediately after the demonstration while the visitors were still at
the center.

The first section consisted of twenty-four items which probed the
visibility, procedures, and obtrusiveness of the demonstration; the
practical feasibility of the demonstrated preogram; the similarity of
the demonstration district to the visitor's district; and attitude change
during demonstration. The second section of the questionnaire used a
semantic differential consisting of 30 bi-polar scales which had been
factor-analyzed into the following factors: Motivational Qualities,
Subject-Matter Value, Ease of Implementation, and Economic Feasibility.
Visitors were asked to rate the demonstrated program on these scales.

The visiror questionnaire was field-tested or 60 visitors at eight
centers at the same time as the Observation Schedule and was administered
at all centers over a two month period; the total number of visitors re-
sponding was almost 700 teachers and administrators. (Kerins, et al 1969}.

(3) Post Visit Questionnaire

The intent of this questionnaire wés to determine what visitors had
actually tried to use as a result of their visit (the adoption stage)
and their reasons for accepting cr rejecting wl.at they had seen at the
demonstration centers. The most important item in the questicnnaire
asked respondents to relate a concrete, specific example cof something they
had done as a result of their visit to a particular center. This item
was then scored as to acceptable specificity by a panel of jﬁdges. The
questionnaire also had an item based on Rogers' (1964) reasons for adoption,
asking why they had adopted a certain activity. Another item was based
on Eicholz's (1963) reasons for rejection. This questionnaire was then

sent to all those who had completed the Visitor Questionnaire plus a

12
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sample of visitors from the previous year of demonstration. The sample
was randomly divided so that some questionnaires were mailed two, four,
eight, and twelve months after the visit. A little over 1200 or 60% of
the questionnaires were returned.
(4) Interview

Interviews with teachers were conducted in a stratified random sample
of schools in the Illinois Program, the target schools for the demonsira-
tion centers. Some teachers had been to demonstration centers, some had
not. As part of an hour-long structured interview, teachers of gifted
students in these schools were asked who and what had influenced their
current program. No specific reference was made to demonstration centers
in the interview. The interview replies were then scored as to whether
demonstration personnel or visits were mentioned. The intent of this
measure was to assess the long-term and lasting impact on the diverse
target groups of local districts that the demonstration centers were sup-
posed to influence, since the influence could have occurred over a fivw:-
year time period. All tuese data are reported in Chapter IV and Chapter V.

The final data analysis extracted those factors that explain most
of the adoption variables. Essentially this entailed factor analyzing
the visitor and post-visit questionnzires and relating these factors to
the criterion variable of adoption in a step-wise multiple correlation
analysis, These data are reported in Chapter VI.

Throughout the paper findings from related studies on the same
demonstration centers arc used to confirm and explain their operation.
In Chapter VII, the meaning of this study within the research and develop-
ment model of change is discussed. Finally, based on the dynamics dis-
covered here, ways of improving dissemination operations are reported in

Chapter VIII.

-10-
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III. DEMONSTRATION CENTER POLICIES
POLICY MAKERS

In the following chapter, policy is defined as a course of action
prescribed by the state and intended co govern the actions of local
demonstration personnel (Colton, 1968b). The legislation that created
the I1linois Plan provided for the creation of an unpaid, appointive
advisory council as policy-makers. The device ~f an advisory council
not only maintained the tradition of limiting the discretion of the State
Superintendent; it also provided an alternative to the detailed statu-
tory prescriptions which characterize special educational programs and
vhich often offend many school men. 'The Advisory Council could draw up-
on the latest scientific information without having to go through the legis-
lative process to change rules and criteria of the program.'' (Colton, 1968a)

The Advisory Council's wiain task was policy development. As a more
objective party (compared to the daily personal involvement of the state
staff) the Council his been in a position to look at the long range
effects of policy and has had a significantly positive effect during tie
maturation of the Plan in general and the demonstration centers in par-
ticular. Many of its policies have proved to be wise. However, since
it meets only a few times during the year it is highly dependent upon
the advice and assistance of the state staff which has not been set up

as either an evalvation or planning agency. Becausr the Council meets

11
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irregularly and Jdoes not have a great deal of information to work with,
policies are sometimes inconsistent and not based on the most recent
data. It is also difficult to see that policies are implemented as
intended. All in all, while not perfect, the Advisory Council system

has worked fairly well.

MAIN POLICIES

Policies have been iivided $nto the four majnr areas of Colton's
summary of the policies of the Illinois Plan: 1) Gene—al Purpose
of the Centers; 2) Program Management [Role of the Demonstration Direc-
tor]; 3) Characteristics of Demonstration Programs; and 4) Demonstration

Procedures.

General Purpose of tre Centers

Over time the purpose of the centers has changed as disseminating
innovations appeared more difficult. The original puirpose of the centers
in 1953 was to provide a realistic setting for displaying exemplaiy pro-
grams. Solicited teachers and administrators observed the demonstration
program; it was assumed they would return to their schcols to install
the programs in their own classes and schools. By May 1965 it had become
apparent that visitors were not adopting whole programs.

The state office then insisted that the demonstration centers do
more than inform visitors abou: the efficacy of their demonstrations. The
state encouraged the demonstration directors not only to continue their
efforts of making their visitors aware of the programs and of accepting

the programs psychologically, but 2lso to help former visitors develop

O
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programs for the gifted in their own schools. In other words, the
directors would be responsible for helping out school personnel from
neighboring reimbursement schools. {Evidently, this policy was ;iot
unanimous, since a statement included in the minutes of an Advisory
Council meeting (Sept., 1965) indicated that ''Services of a director to
another district should be limited to providing information and creating
awareness.').

However, by 1967 there was little official doubt that"...the pur-
pose of the Illinois Plan for Program Development for Gifted Children is
to assist and encourage local school districts to initiate and to im-
prove educational programs for gifted children...demonstration centers
are to help schools which are similar in characteristics or geographi-
cally near to develop their own programs.' The wisdom of this shift is
now apparent. "Follew-up" (helping the visitors in their home district)
has proved to be the main variable astociated with administrators adop-
ting new activities.

Closely associated was another event. Originally the centers were
to put themselves out of business after a few years by disseminating their
prograns. As with most change agencies, this did not happen. Instead,
the centérs persevered, (having expzrience, expertise, personal contacts
and inside information) and the directors themselves developed into a co-
hesive and powerful group nearly equal in policy determination with the
state staff and Advisory Council. The group cohesiveness was instrumental
in establishing the centers during the difficult initiating period. This
"grass roots' infl:snce also made local needs strongly felt and made changing

the function of the centers very difficult.

O
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Role of the Directors

The role of the demenstration directors paralleled the history of
tke demonstration center. Early in the program it had been established
that demonstration directors, to be effective at all, had to work on a
full time basis and could not be coaches or teachers for part of the day.
The next question was whether these diivectors would remain under local
authority while performing services for the state. Since the program was
still in its infancy and one of the guiding principles was to maintain
local control at all times se as to cooperate with local school officials,
the directors were selected by the superintendent and remained as local
employees subject to the rules of the district.

Although perhaps necessary to the establishment of each center, the
long-range impact was to seriously impair the effectiveness of the centers.
The directors viewed their career orientation as lying within the local
district, not with the state. (House, 1967}. Superintendents were inclined
to view the centers as public relation ploys and the behavior of the direc-
tor was determined accordingly. Even though the state insisted on each
director being in the field one third of his time, none did so.

The more experience he received as a demonstration director, the more
he tended toward & generalist, public relations role with publicity as a
goal and away from a technical specialist role with follow-up the goal.
For the director, the latter role did not pay off. Since "follow-up" is
most clearly associated with adéption, the damage has been great. In
spiie of rigorous attempts, the state has not been able to remedy this
basic defect -- due to the local control policy and the influence of the

directors as a group.

O
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Closely related to this policy has been the high cost of demon-
stration due to almost prohibitive overhead costs. For example, for the
1968-69 school year the average cost of demonstration was $145 for every
visitor ($826 for each visitor who tried out an observed activity in his
own school). The latter costs are ccmparable to money spent training a

person in a six week summer institute.

Demonstration Programs

Generally the policies for demonstrating quality programs have been
quite successful. The emphasis among the early demonstration programs was
on carriculum materials developed at the University of Illinois, but gradu-
ally the emphasis began to be placed more on teaching strategies and locally
developed curriculum projects. Criteria for these programs were that they
be internally consistent, socially significent, educationally significant,
and that they have unique identification procedures, a trained staff, and a
‘supportive environment. Most of these criteria were well met.

To test the quality of tkese precgrems, a low-inference, student judg-
ment instrument was developed and used in assessing cognitive and affective
emphases. A sample of demonstration classes was superior to a sample of
'regular" gifted classes and a group of "average' classes in 'classroom
focus" -- active student involvement in class activities with reduced pres-
sure on tests and grades (Steele et al, 1970). This dimension has been
most emphasized in the selection and training of demonstration personnel.

Of the four dimensions classioom focus is the easiest to make visible

to visitors. On the other three dimensioﬁs of the instrumert -- lower

level thinking apilities, higher level thinking abilities, and positive
classroom climate -- there were no diffetences between demonstration and
reimbursemeht gifted classes. (Both samples of gifted classes were superior
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to the average classes sampled. In addition, demonsiration visitors were
highly impressed by the programs. They saw them as highly motivating and
academically valuable, relevant to visitor needs, and appropriate for a
gifted student population (Kerins, et al, 1970).

Concurrent with the War on Poverty, the state in 1965 declared that
the demonstration centers should develop programs which would deal with
'socially significant educational problems.” Areas suggested included
racial problems, hallucinogenic drugs, drop-outs, loss of creative talent
and emotional disturbance. Little has been done by the centers in those
areas,

It has also been suggested that demonstration programs concentrate on
gifted youth from socially and culturally underprivileged groups as well
as underachievers. These students have received cnly slight attention, and
nearly atl of it in the Chicago area. As with Title I and other such at-
tempts, these programs have been less than a booming success. The programs
serve almost exclusively pupils "whose mental development is accelerated
to the extent that they need and can profit from the program."

Another basic policy has been the requirement for continual research
and evaluation. One of the reasons for founding the centers was to provide
a medium where research could be quickly illustrated and delivered to the
consumer: the school teacher and administrator. For this reason it was
required that '"programs being demonstrated should be able to show applica-
tion of research findings beyond the typical subjective evidence." By this
was meant th2t scientific opinion was desired and not solely the opinion of
the teacher down the hall. Fach demonstration center was to supply"...data
for measuring learning outcomes or studeni growth in such areas as values,

kinds of thinking, or self direction.” Some centers did attempt to evaluate
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their programs in these terms, but the policy was not enforced so many
centers did nut seriously evaluate. Those centers that did research their
programs rarely notified the visitors that the results were available.

The criterion policy for the demonstration centers was ''exportability."
"The significant elements of the program rust hold good promise for adap-
tation or adoption by schools which the center is to serve." The only way
this policy could be accuratel,; judged was to examine the schools serviced
by the demonstration centers and see if the demonstrations had indeed in-
spired any action on the part of the visitors. In other words, had the
centers gone beyond the level of intellectual awareness and psychological
acceptance to actual physical implementation of a curriculum or teaching
strategy? The following chapters will illustrate that there is a great
difference between demonstrating a promising program and actual implemen-

tation in reimbursement classrooms.

Demonstration Procedures

The policies on demonstration procedures closely paralleled the oper-
ational goals of the centers. The policies spelled out ways of soliciting
visitors, making visitors aware of the program, providing services to the
visitors' schools, and evaluating and improving the demonstration procedures.

In soliciting visitors the centers have been enormously successful.
Combined they drew 6,000 visitors in 1968-69 (including 3,500 teachers and
aduinistrators). In a way this was a mixed blessing since the directors
were sometimes so busy showing visitors around that they neglected other
services. Each demonstration center had been continually urged"...to attract
visitors in sufficient numbers to justify the cost of demonstration.' At the
same time the centers had been urged "...not to secure visitors tut effect
better programs fof éapable children in other schools." The response to this
Q
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dilemma was predictable; it was easier and politically safer for the demon-
stration directors to report numbers of visitors to the state staff and
Advisory Council with the implication that these visitors were highly satis-
fied and inclined to import the demonstration programs or ideas into their
own districts.

In evaluating their own demonst.ation procedures, the findings of the
centers were that the visitors were highly satisfied and that they feit in-
clined to import some aspect of a program. This was an honest finding de-
rived from the visitors' immediate reactions. The problem was that this
reaction was a spuriovus index of visitor behavior. Visitors were extremely
positive about future actions while still at the center but their ultimate
actions were often severely limited onceé they returned to the social, eco-
nomic, and political realities of their own school. Perhaps as the Advisory
Council has advocated, '"Changes in a reimburced program should be a measure
of the effectiveness of a demonstration center as a sales agent."

All in all, in making visitors aware of the program and getting them
to accept it, the policies pursued by the centers have been highly success-
ful. Policies such as letting visitors talk to teachers and students have
paid off. Unfortunately, these actions were not sufficient to insure adop-
tion in and of themselves. The directors have also provided a number of
services to visitors, such as training institutes and workshops. The one
major exception, as mentioned previously, is that'follow-up" has not taken
piace to the extent desi.ed. And it is this service that is linked to adop-

tion. (Kerins, et al 1970).
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IV. THE DEMONSTRLTION PROCESS

PRE DEMONSTRATION

Each center mailed several hundred brochures to schools throughout
the state explhining the typr of programs it demonstrated and at what
grade levels. While the grade level varied from lst to 12th grade, the
variety of demonstrated activities ranzed from music and creativity pro-
grams to Individually Prescribed Instruction and from team teaching to
"new curricula."

During th: 1968-69 school year, over 3,000 teachers, the majority of
whom were fema.e elementary teachers in self-contained classrooms, ob-
served demonstgations. These teachers were well educated (32% had at ieast
their Master's), recently educated (59% reached their highest level of
education within the last five years), and experienced (50% had at least
10 years of teaching experience). Over 500 administrators, generally male
principals, also observed demonstrations &t the centers.

Funds from the reimbursement phase of the Illinois Plan financed these
teachers &nd administrators on visits tc demonstration centers. At the
time of the visit, a quarter of the teachers and half of the administrators
were directly involved with ongoing gifted programs in their districts.

The other visitor: were either in the planning stages of a gifted progran
or were personnel who visited because they were curious.

Teachers and administrators genecally agreed on reasons for visits.
Although curiosity was a major factor for both groups, 40% of the teachers
and 32% of the administrators came to a particular center with the idea that

they wanted to make a change in their classes or schools. Therefore, it is
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obvious that a significant numoer of the visitors were self-selected to
the extent that they had more than an open mind toward change; they were
ready and eager for it. In fact, 34% of the visitors were already highly
interested in using the activities before visiting the center and 8% had
already decided to do so.

Part of the traditional demonstration process has always been to
initiate visitors to the day's activities during an orientation session.
Over coffee and rolls the demonstration center director might acquaint
the visitors with the nature of tha program which would be observed while
later the demonstration tzachers rzlated the essence ¢f the specific classes
they taught that day.

Generally, the centers did explain overall program objectives and
treatments, but did not explain how the demonstration teachers were selected
and trained. To a lesser extent the center personnel explained specific
class objectives and specific treatments but they failed to discuss any
particular characteristics of the «¢lass, such as its academic progress.

It should be noted that a few centers failed tc give any information at
all to the visitors except for an extremely sketchy outline of the day's

activities.

The L:monstration

After the orientation the visitors expected to see from one to four
classes in perhaps two or three different schools. The evidence suggests
that the demonstrations were well cdone and that the content of the classes
was good. The visitors were able to hear and see the class proceedings
clearly without disturbing the students. In most cases they observed a

high degree of student involvement in class activities, and a great deal
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of student and teacher enthusiasm abéut their particular demonstration
classes. The visitors received an oppertunity to talk with the teachers
and usually with the students who participated in the Jlemonstration classes.

After viewing classes visitors concluded that these demonstration
classes were relevant to their needs and 80% of them also stated they
would like to incorporate some aspect of a demonstrated activity into
their own classes or schools. More specifically, the popular activities
among visitors were independent study, some of the special curriculum
materials, small group work, team teaching, learning/resource centers,
the inquiry method, fle:xible scheduling, inductive teaching and indivi-
dualized instruction. Most of these activities cculd be employed with
average as well as gifted children,

It seems logical that the demonstration directors would attempt to
impress the visitors with the feasibility of the activities these visitors
had just witnessed, since psychological acceptanct of the activities is
a requirement before actual implementation -- the ultimate goal. However,
in most centers problens of future installation of demonstration activi-
ties in their own schools were not discussed. ior example, the practical
problems of the cost, the necessary materials, equipment, or training, and
how to obtain all three, were usually not mentioned. Neither did the
centers explain their evaluation plans or procedures or results.

Although for over 84% of the visitors there would be only one visit
to the center, they were subjected to a fairly standafdized processing
which did not deal with the particular and personal aspects of their
honie situations. Visitors were likely to be told quite a bit about the
overall program and the classes they were to view but not very much about

any evaluation of the program or how to implement it ir cheir district.
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For their part visitors felt that they had been very well informed.

When asked about their general reaction toward the demonstration
center 94% of the visitors replied with a positive response. In fact,
about 33% of all the visitors reported that their attitudes changed during
the demcnstration day, with the overwhelming change (79%) being from
neutral to positive. The visitors usually perceived the demonstrated
programs as being different from those in their home districts, appro-
priate for gifted children, and relevant to their needs. They also saw
the demonstrated activities as having high motivational value and academi-
cally valuable subject matter.

The vasc majority of visitors believed that some of the demonstrated
activities were realistic with regard to physical prerequisites in their
school personnel, space, facilities, and funds -- even though they
perceived the demonstration centers to be higher socio-economically.

They saw their schools as being able to handle the innovations.

By the end of the day. in spite of some doubts, the majority of
visitors said they were going to attempt to change their classroom beha-
vior (74%) or their curriculum (58%). They were committed to the activi-
ties as demonstrated dbut even more committed to the ideal educational philo-
sophies underlying the demonstrations. In short, they were convinced
(many before they came); they liked what they saw and intended adopting

many activities to their own situations.

POST DEMONSTRATION

There werz two types of follow-up given to the visitors: passive

and active. Passive follow-up is defined as sending materials to past
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visitors and making presentations to groups of school personnel. Active
follow-up is defined as a person-to-person working relationship involving
the visitor ;nd a member of the ¢amonstration staff.

The figure below illustrates the range and type of follow-up visiting

school personnel received.

FIGURE 2 SERVICES RECEIVED BY VISITORS

Teachers Administrators
PASSIVE Receive Materials 21%* 26%
FOLLOW-UP
Receive Presentation 8% 15%
Receive Training 5% 12%
Receive Help in Starting e
a Program 5% 11%
ACTIVE Receive Assistance With Student
FOLLOW-UP Selection Procedures 3% 8%
Receive Help in Developing
Lesson Plans 4% 3%
Receive Assistance With
Curriculum Development 4% 4%

*A visitor could respond to all items; therefor:, the potential
response for each category is 100%.

A large percentage of the visitors to the Illinois Demonstration Centers
received no help. Visitors who did get help in most cases received passive
follow-up, although visitors who asked for follow-up usually got it. For
the most part demonstration directors passively waited for visitors to
iritiate requests for particular assistance.

There were individual centers that attempted a more thoicugh follow-up

than others. However, the variation did .ot seem great, thereby suggesting
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that part of the problem lay within the total structure and not just with
personnel from a few centers.

In summary, the state policy-makers encouraged the use of follow-up
to overcome the problem of demonstrating in what is often perceived as an
atypical sitvation. The follow-up has not been as frequent nor as p=ne-
trating (speeches and materials) as policies demanded. For example, 10%
or more of the visitors in 17 or the 20 centers received mailed materials.
However 10% or more visitors in only 5 of the 20 centers received help in
developing their own programs. Similariy the centers did not stress the
practici:l matters of how visitors may adopt activities. Neither did
cent.rs provide the 'evidential assessment' the Clark-Guba model calls
for. For their part the visitors did not seem to miss these ommissions.
They felt that they were well informed and left with what could be de-

scribed as a euphoric feeling.
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V. Td% IMPACT OF DEMONSTRATION

lmEIementation

After periods ranging from two months to one year since their visit,
the great majority (79%) of visitors were still favorably impressed by the
demonstrations and said they saw some activities they would like to im-
plement at home. The activities most often mentioned were independent
study, individualized instruction, and team teaching. Somewhat fewer
(46%) said they had started incorporating changes.

The criterion item, however, asked respondents to relate a specific,
critical incident of how their behavior had changed as a result of their
visit. A panel of three judges independently scored the written comments
according to a carefully defined protocol. Being able to give a specific
example was considered the best indicator of the short-range impact of the
demonstration center. About 29% of the 1100 teachers and administrators in
the sample were able to supply a concrete example of behavior change. (Note
that this example, which we label "adoption," may be indicative of only a
one-time trial).

FIGURE 3 ATTRITION FROM INTEREST TO ACTION AMONG VISITORS

Teachers Administrator . Total*

/
Would like to use activities \78% \ 82% / 79%
Have decided to accept and use activit;:§\§9% \\ 53% [/ 58%///

Have started incorporating changes 46% \X_ 46% // 4634///
Can give an acceptably specific example of chaEEé\}O;wi 25% // 29%///
*Since the teachers' responses outhumber the administrators' responses

by more than five to one, the total % is closer to the teacher% than to the
administrator %.
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The length of time between visiting the demonstration center and filling
out the qyestionnaireseemed to make no difference for administrators.
llowever, those teachers who filled out the questionnaire 4 months after
the visit had higher adoption ratios than those eizht months after the
visit. Also, those who received the questionnaires in the spring indicated
a significantly higher degree of adoption than those who received them
in the fall.

The overall adoption ratio of 29% for all twenty centers is consis-
tent with an earlier study of two centers which found a 19% ratio (House, 1966):
(The earlier study used a stricter scoring protocol that eliminated all
responses not directly employing the subject matter demonstrated.}

Among the twenty centers investigated here the percent of visitors

indicating trial adoption ranged from 14% to 55%. Two centers had adop-
tion ratios of 50% while three had less than 20%. The nunber of visitors re-
ceived and the number affected are independent of each other. For example:

1) Some centers affected a comparatively high proportion of visitors
even though they had a large number of visitors;

2) J3ome centers affected a high proportion but did not handle a large
number of visitors {perhaps because of the nature of their demon-
strations or their physical setting);

3) Some centers affected a comparatively large number of visitors simply
because of the large number of visiting school personnel; the pro-
portion of visitors affected was low;

4) Scme centers apparently had very little going for them -- affec-
ting only a few of the small number of visitors to their centers.

A standard of 100% success is an entirely unrealistic expectatic.a for

change programs. In social institutions resistance to change is strong.
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The adoption of innovations in 25% of the contacts made is no mean accom-
plishment while a rate of 50% adoption would represent an extremely high
degree éf success. As a total group, the Illinois Centers affected 29%

of their visitors -- a highly respectable figure. Of 3500 school personnel
visiting, about 1000 tried out at least one new thing. In getting people
to try out things the centers must be judged a success. There are, however,
some important qualifications. First, the population visiting the demon-
stration centers was strongly seif-selected -- many wanted to change be-
fore they came. The 29% who did try something new are a percentage of
people already committed to change, not of the total educator population,
which is often considered to be rather recalcitrant. The results are a
little like giving a test solely to one's better students.

The most important question though is the depth and duration of the
change. Simply trying out something new one time is not far-reaching change.
In structured interviews in 34 target reimbursement cdistricts (a 10% ran-
dom sample), teachers of the gifted were asked who and what had influenced
ti.eir program. No specific reference was made to demonstration centers,
Teachers in 10% of the districts attributed substantial influence in the
development of their programs to help from demonstration certer personnel
though not to visits to demonstration centers. This figure represents a
cumulative impact over several years in the target population.

In addition, when the quality of gifted programs in these districts
was related to other variables, there was no relationship between quality
of program and visits to demonstration centers or visits from demonstration
personnel. There were small but significant relationships with visits from
university consultants and from state staff members. These findings are
consistent with Erlandson's (1969) survey of 202 reimbursement directors

which found that demonstration directors were not influential in local re-
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imbursement decision-making but that state consultants were.

Finally only about 2% of the target reimbursement districts had adop-
ted a demonstrated program in toto -- the original goal of the ¢enters.
in fact, little evidence was found of earlier demonstration programs such
as ''new math', even in some districts that had been field test sites.
At best, districts seldom adopted new programs from demonstration centers,
although some attempted to. What resulted was a patchwork of partial
adoptions which extended neither to all grades, subjects, or schools in a
district nor to all classes within a grade, subject area or school. Changes
directly attributable to the demonstration centers tended to be not very

far-reaching,

Reasons for Acceptance and Rejection

In order to discover the reasons teachers and administrators accepted
certain innovative activities in their schools instead of others, a check-
list was developed from Rogers' (1964) framework of characteristics of in-
novations. The five characteristics were relative advantage, compatibility,
complexibility, divisibility, and communicability.

The one main characteristic which influenced visitors to accept an
activity and adopt it into their own school situation was divisibility. By
“"divisibility'" is meant that the activities can be used on a limited basis
or that parts can be used without necessarily adopting the entire activity.
Many individuals were willing to accept something new only if it appeared
possible to integrate it into their present system.

It was assumed that there would be an attrition rate between wanting
to implement an activity and actual implementation. The question, there-
fore, was asked whether visitors would like to use an activity but were

unable to. A total of S54% of these school personnel believed they were
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unable to use at least oie of the observed activities. Each one of the

respondents indicated his reasons by checking off as many of the sixteen

items as he considered applicable. The items were based on Eicholz's (1963)
framework for the identification of forms of rejection.
that a lack of money and facilities, complex schedule changes, and a shor-

tage of staff kept them from using the activities.

contention that often

O
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"The uniqueness of a demonstration makes it suspect and not

at all compelling to the observer. The demonstratior presents
something that can be done given a highly unusual set of conditions
--it is rigged, so to speak. It neglects to demonstrate to the
observer what he can do about the factors in his situation which
are different from those in the demonstration setting. The demon-
stration assumes that rational factors are the only factors to be
considered, but the observer knows or should know that there are
economic, political, social and other factors involved in bringing
about the same change in his system or context. The factors,

which are probably the major barriers to chauge, are not dealt

with in the demonstration setting. Demonstrations present the
""what" aspects of change and {ew or none of the ''how' zspects.

The observer is presented with a fait accompli and he gets none

of the information regarding how it was brought off." (Horvat 1967)

32
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VI. MAIN FACTORS LEADING TO ADOPTION

What factors operated within the demonstration process to influence
a visitor to adopt activities he had seen demonstrated? To answer this
question data were related to whether an individual adopted a demonstra-
ted activity from a center. (The verbal information and explanation con-
veyed by the demonstration directors seemed to have little relationship
to later adoption.)

A principal components analysis was performed on the responses of
the 600 teachers and 88 administrators who completed the visitor question-
naire at the demonstration center and the 907 teachers aund 186 administra-
tors who completed the post visit questionnaire. Six factors for teachers
and six for administratoss were extracted from each dquestionnaire. (See
Figure 4). These factors were statistically derived clusters of related
items in thz questionnaire which had been given the most appropriate names
for the items they contained.

To find out which of these factors were most important an additional
statistical step was taken. After undergoing a varimax rotation, the 12
factors for teachers and 12 for administrators were entered into a step-
wise multiple correlation analysis with the criterion variable of adoption:
their examples of innovations attempzed as a result of the demonstration
center visit. (Only visitors who completed both a visitor and post visit
questionnaire were used in the analysis. This included 371 teachers and
82 administrators.) This analysis identified seven factors which were the

most critical for adoption (accounted for the largest amount of the var.ance.)
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These appear in italics in Figure 4.
The four fac.ors that pertain to :dministrators were:

Administrators % Variance Accounted For

o)

Personal Follow-up 17%

Prima Facie Evidence of

Operationability 6
Materials Follow-up 4
Age and Experience 3

30%

The most critical factors for teacheis were:

Teachers % Variance Accounted For
Reasons for Adopting ' 18%
Subject and Grade Level Taught 2
Reasons for Rejecting ]
21%

For admiristrators the main factors associated with adopting an
activity from a demonstration center were follow-up help from the center
and the administrators' judgment (based on enthusiastic teachers and
students) of how well the program worked. This follow-up was of two kinds
-- passive or active. Active follow-up was far more improtant than simply
the sending of material. Together the two kinds ¢f follow-up comprised
two-thirds of the explained variance. The younger and less experienced
administrators were also more likely to adopt an activity, a well-docu-
mented phenomenon.

Of little importance were the perceived "motivational value,"

"appropriateness,! "worthiness' of the program or the perceived ease of
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implementation, feasibility, reasons for adopting or rejecting, or in-
volvement with the home program, although it may be that a program was
rejected on that basis. The perceptions of intrinsic merits of the demon-
stration program were less important than the availability of cutside
help.

For the teachers the important variables were even fewer. The over-
whelming one was the reason for adoption -- timt spent would be well used;
able to adapt parts; administrators would accept change; enough facilities
available; cooperation from other teachers could be obtained. Most of
these reasons concerned how well the new activity fitted into the structure
of the teacher's world. Of slight importance was the subject area and
grade level of the teacher. Science and high school teachers were more
likely to try out an activity than language arts and elementary teachers.
Again the factors indicating intrinsic evaluation of the demonstrated
program were not important. In this case not enough follow-up from the
demonstration centers occurred to judge its importance for teachers.

The fact that visitors valued the demonstraticn programs highly had little
relationship with later adoption. Situational constrainte in the cdop-
ting distriet seem to be of greater impoitance than the intrinsic charac-
terigtics of the demonstrated progrcm or the procesg of demonstration

itself.
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VII. IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL CHANGE

The Illinois centers must be judged successful at the immediate goals
of awareness (dissemination} and acceptance (demonstration) but not at the
ultimate and most important goal of implementation (adoption). This inef-
fectiveness of the centers can be subsumed under two topics -- the execu-
tion of the plan and the deficiency of the change model itself.

It is clear that in important ways the plan was not executed as ori-
ginally intended. In particular there was little evidential assessment of
the demonstration programs nor was the feasibility of adopting demonstrated
activities emphasized in most centers. Most importantly, the amount of
follow-up (shown to be the main variable related to administrator adoption)
was far less than that prescribed by the state. The policy of placing demon-
stration centers under local control severely damaged the centers' accounta-
bility to the state. Also the centers became unduly expensive institutions
to operate because of the overhead costs invoived in supporting these local
bastions.

The effectiveness of the demonstration centers could be greatly improved
by a reorganization such as that suggested in the next chapter. The main pro-
blem is to make the centers responsive to the problems of adoption. Making
the demonstration centers accountable for executing their duties properly is
a monumental task, as it is with any organization.

Of equal importance to the success of the centers, however, is the model
of operation on which they are predicated -- the Research and Development
model of change. Judged entirely in terms of the Clark-Guoa model the cen-

ters must be regarded a success because they meet most of the criteria of
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of that model. In short, visitors were infnrimed and were convinced that
the programs they saw operating were worth adopting. It should follow that
visitors would adopt the programs -- but most did not. That follw-up
should be more important to adoption than the nature of the demonstrated
program suggests something seriously wrong with the model itself.

1f Havelock is correct, Research and Development models of change as-
sume a passive user population which is shaped by the dissemination process
itself. The facts belie this assumption. Of far greater importance are the
variables controlling the would-be adopters everyday world in his home dis-
trict. The individual is caught in a powerful social web that determines
his behavior more than do his individual impressions gleaned at a demonstra-
tion visit. The variables that influence whether he will adopt are those
that shape this home environment. The findings in this study are consis-
tent with the "social interaction' change model which sees change as a
result of the social relations network within the adopting unit. As Havelock
notes, only this change model has substantial empirical verification.

The Research and Development model proffers the promise that if one can
only invent the right packages and disseminate them in the right way, change
will occur. It focuses attention away from the complexities of changing a
social system toward the simpler and more comfortable problem of inventing
a new device -- building a better mousetrap. As exemplified by the Illinois
centers, the Research and Development model can produce change but only
small scale change at considerable cost, change only in the interstices of
the system that leaves the total structure unaffected.

As with any model, the Research and Development model is not entirely
wrong; it simply attracts attention to the wrong variables. Ceoncentrating

on engineering the invention lulls us into seeing the consumer as a tabula
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rasa. He is not. Acting on it prompts us to establish change agents to
feed products to practitioners. It does not work well,

In reinforcing the social interaction model of change we will go one
step further by suggesting the kind of social dynamic from which change is
derived. In a related study investigating the development of educational
programs, the data seemed to be most appropriately explained by an
"advocate" model (House et al 1970). If a school district is seen as a
set of groups contending for scarce resources, the development of a program
depends on establishing its vested interest. This change can be most
easily envisioned as organized around one person who selects program mem-
bers and infuses them with appropriate values. The advocate's job is to
establish and defend the integrity and identity of the program.

The relevant variables are political and sociological; the milieu is
conflict. The clash of opposing interests results in the system being
changed. For large scale <hange to occur, such as the adoption of a whole
new program, both resources and values must be reallocated within the sys-
tem. The social system itself must change. Attempts to introduce innova-
tions into districts without the appropriate dynamics result in adoption
of bits and pieces that fit within the interlockings of the existing sys-
tem.

Visits to demonstration centers and visits from university consultants
may offer useful alternatives but they are influential only insofar as they
increase the strength of the advocate within the system. The main variables
are the opinion leadership of the advocate, norms of the district toward
the program, and the resources allocated in favor of the program. In large-
scale change the innovation is transmuted in the process of inctalling it.
What results is not the same as what was intended.

Ultimately the chang paradigms rest on cne's conception of the school
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as an organization. The Research and Developnent paradigm is essentially
an engineering model whick sees the organizaticn as composed of standard
building blocks which can be replaced with superior ones. Fronm this
engineering view there are not enough good parts around, so it is the duty
of demonstration centers and regional labs to manufacture more parts that

can be sold to the consumer. This view assumes that the adopting organi-

zation is an integrated problem-solving mechanism pursuing common goals.
It assumes that values and goals are agreed upon and only new means are
needed. Consequently, the whole change process is viewed as problem-
solving in a consensus society,

I:: fact, values and goals within schools are hazy and conflicting.
They are d2rived from the interaction of coalitions in and around the
school. Where consensus exists, little change is called for. The actual
process of change necessitates conflict unless change is restricted to those
tiny areas of agreement. Change requires protagonists, and large-scale
change a reallocation of resources and values. The Research and Development
model may work well in those situations in agriculture or engineering where
an economic end is overwhelming but in education where groups of people are

involved, the process is more organic.
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VIII. IMPROVING THE DEMONSTRATION DENTERS

In the following recommendations we have hypothesized the ideal con- ;
ditions under which the potential of the present centers could be maximized. i
The concept of this new institution, uhich is designated as an Area Service
Center (ASC), is not new; it has been mentioned at previous times when re-
commendations ware requested by the Advisory Council and the State Staff.
In this chapter we have attempted to elabosrate on our prior statements.
However, we do not claim that our plan for the metamorphosis of the demon-
stration centers is a panacea guaranteed to be the final solution to the
problems of educational diffusion. Rather the concept of the ASC secems to
be the best solution possible given the present structure and limits of the

I1linois Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. The typical administrative unit of operation found in most demonstration

centers nmust be uniformly changed.

1. Location...The Area Service Centers can be located within a variety
of public agencies, such as the offices of a county superintendent,
universities, or school districts {including those which have had or
presently have demonstration centers). The original rationale re-
quired location of the centers within the school district which pro-
vided all the demonstration classes. However, since now it is appa-
rent that demonstration should be relegated to the status of a

single instrument and not considered the entire orchestra, physical
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proximity between the headquarters of the ASC and the demonstrations
is not necessary. The total number should be determined by a com-
bination of demographic and geographic factors, but eight to ten
centers seems appropriate.

Staff Control...The policy of allowing the local school district to
control its demonstration center has caused inherent protlems which
have inhibited the center and its personnel from reaching their full
potential. Requiring all ASC staff members to become state employees
does not seem to be a satisfactory alternative. Instead, a public
agency could act as the financial intermediary receiving money from
the state on a contractual basis.

Staff Selection...The present staff selection procedure must be broken,

i.e., the staff positions in the ASC would not be connected with tenure.
Throughout the history of the demonstration centers, personnel have
been chosen who see their future career as lying within the local dis-
trict and not the State Department of Education generally, or the
Illinois Gifted Program in particular. Many of these demonstration
directors and assistant directors see their position as a temporary
stopover on the way to the more prestigious position of principal.
This new policy of location will necessitate the choosing of indivi-
duals who do not have 10 to 15 years of tenure with a school system
and would be reluctant to leave it. HWork by the state staff this
year indicates that selecting these individuals would not be an over-
whelmingly difficult task.

Although the size of the ASC staff would be dependent on location
and economic limitations, it should have af least two members. The

more staff members available to work with teachers the more effective
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each ASC should become in developing local programs. Selected school
administrators with specific talents or skills could be hired on a
contractual basis for a certain number of school days per year. They
could then augment the work of the ASC staff in various activities
such as training.

4. Long Range Planning...The problem of not granting tenurec to staff mem-

bers of the ASC could be alieviated if the state and the Advisory
Council declared at least a two (and preferably three) year moral com-
mittment to the maintenance of each center. This inducement should be
helpful in developing a pool of potential applicants. The theme of

the ASC operation should be long term planning within its own operation
and in its relation to reimbursement schools.

5. Mode of Operation...Each ASC will be particularly responsible for a

certain number of reinbursement centers within its artiicial boundaries.
The staff members, in consnltation with the state consultant in the area,
would visit the reimbursement schools:
a) To determine the design of the local power structure (to facilitate
future work in the school district)
b) To uncover the needs and problems of the reimbursement dircctor
and the reimbursement teachers.
¢) To discover the classes within the district that may be suitable
for demonstration.
This approach is contradictory to the current philosophy behind the
demonstration centers (Research § Development Model of Change) which
assumes that public school personnel are a vast group of passive con-
sumers eager to be led to an innovation. T1he lack of long range effectr
caused by the demonstration centers illustrates the deficiency of this

policy.
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6.

Services...The ASC staff in conjunction with the local personnel
would decide on possible alternative approaches to the problems and
needs of the reimbursement staff. Here, individual attentisn is re- i
quired; not everybody needs to observe demonstrations, receive i
training, etc. Services should depend on what the reimbursement
district needs. If demonstration is suggested, the vast majority
would be held in reimbursement schools throughout the area. Ar-
rangements fo1 demonstrations would be made through the local admin-
istrators, such as reimbursement directors or building principals.
The school district or building would receive compensation from
the state for each demonstration held within the district. This
arrangement could remove the doubts many visitors presently have
about the feasibility of demonstration programs in the ordinary
school district.

Whereas at the moment demonstration is all-important and
service is quite secondary, the priorities would be reversed in
the ASC set-up. The emphasis would clearly be on working with the
teachers in the classroom during the development of a gifted pro-
gram. For example, the ASC staff would work with the teachers for

an extended period of time after they had viewed pertinent demon-

strations. Alsvu, the effects of various training activities could
be analyzed by the ASC staff as they work with the teachers before,
during and after a particular type of training.

Another alternative would be the use of a teacher excnange
prcgram. Instead of contracting with a district or principal just

to use a pairticular teacher for demonstration pruposes, the ASC
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personnel could contract with the teacher for a certain number

of days per school year. Some days could be used for demonstrating
but other days could also be devoted to working in other reimburse-
ment schools either in a particular classroom or in an in-service
training program.

State Consultants...These staff members of the OSPI should continue

their role as financial advisor to the reimbursement directors.
They should personslly coordinate the efforts of the personnel at
the Area Service Centers in developing programs for gifted students
in the reimbursement schools.

Funding...The operation of Area Service Centers would be much more
economical than is the present operation. For example, several
centers presently have limited appeal due to the subject matter
they demonstrate {(Fine Arts, Music). With the advent of the ASC,
these particular schools could still be available for occasional
demonstration, but the state would not be paying the high salaries

and overhead costs that could be put to better use in the classroom.

B. Accountability and Service Evaluation should be built into this proposed

relationship between Area Service Centers and reimbursement schools.

1,

Monitors...Institutions generally, and the present demonstration
centers are no exception, are apt to be quite slow and stubborn
when faced with major changes. An outside agency could monitor the
change process and provide immediate feedback information to the
Advisory Council about whether the present centers change to
conform with new policies or just change the name of the game,
(i.e., 5 centers nay combine to produce one advertising brochure
but still go their separate directions with their own budgets). A

built in system of accountability which would compare the ASC's
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with 2ach other and against past results. If Area Service Centers
are established, there should not be a 4 to 5 year time lapse with
a combined cost of several million dollars, befure their effective-
ness is evaluated.

Service Evaluation...The gifted program has historically been able

to provide little personal help to school people in evaluating
their own programs. Some evaluation skills have bzen offered at a
few summer institutes and workshops, but generally the teachers
and administrators could not count on receiving assistance with
their evaluation problems.

An evaluation group should be established which would have
very specific responsibilities. First, it would be available to
those ASC personnel and state staff who intend to incorporate
sessions on evaluation into future institutes or workshops.
t‘econdly, this agency would be available to work with any reim-
barsement school in the planning of its own evaluation. By plan-
nang-is meant not only suggesting which measuring instrument to
use, but also suggesting how evaluation can be incorporated into
the objectives of the ocal program, i.e., minimum timelines for
collecting data. By evaluation is not meant a research project
but simply a pertinent plan related to the specific district which
can tell the reimbursement perscnnel if they are doing anything
siznificantly different and if so, how effective is their new
aphroach. This evaluation group should also be charged with re-
vi:wing the purposes and approaches to educating the gifted. The
va.ue of programs as well as their articulation and comprehension
should be weighed. [t would be preferable to separate the monitor-

ing and service evaluation units.
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The above recommendations apply uniformly to al: sections of the
state including Chicago. The Chicago centers could well serve as the
laboratory for developing gifted programs for minority groups in cities

throughout Illinois.

These recommendations represent the considered judgment of the eval-
uation staff as to the best solution possible for maximizing the potential
of demonstration centers given the present structure and limits of the
Il1linois Plan. However, such restructuring does not take into considera-
tion the total Illinois Plan for the Gifted and more basic changes which
might be made on a broader level. Recommendations of this nature will be

included in a comprehensive final evaluation report on the total state

plan.
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