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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF DEMONSTRATION AS A MEANS OF DISSEMINATION

In the post Sputnik furor that swept the United States in the early

1960's, gifted education was brought into the forefront of national priofi-

tes. Illinois spent four years in developing a statewide comprehensive

plan to handle this new priority. The result was that in 1963 the bill

authorizing the Illinois Flan for Program Development for Gifted Children

was passed unanimously in the Illinois Legislature.

At the cent:r of the Illinois Plan were the demonstration centers,

serving as the main instruments of change and the repository of major hopes

and resources. The demonstration idea itself was not new; teaching methods

and materials had long bean demonstrated to pie-service and in-service

teachers, and laboratory schools were usually justified in terms of their

demonstration function. The idea that demonstration centers would be spon-

sored 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 sys-

tems. 3y 1969 thei., were 23 such centers operating with combined burigets

over $1,000,000.

The primary consideration of the investigation was to evaluate the dis-

seminative effec'iveness of the demonstration centers. Sinc-c the centers

were based on a model of opertion similar to the Clark-Guba diffusion model,

(Guba 1966) it was redsonable to apply the criteria suggested by that model

for each appropriate stage of educational change. In the official literature

of the centers the operational goals were formalized as follows'
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(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.

(2) "Acceptance" -- Convincing visitors to accept the demonstrated pro-

grams as good ones (corresponding to the "demonstration" stage of

Clark-Gubal. The Clark-Guba model's "demonstration" stage affords

an opportunity for the tirget system to examine and assess the op-

erating qualities of the invention, equivalent to what the Illinois

Centers call "acceptance".

(3) "Implementation" -- Getting visitors to adopt the new programs (cor-

responding 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 innovation.

This formulation conforms to what Clark and Guba call the "trial"

stage of adoption. In this phase, the appropriate criteria include

these:

Now "adaptable" is the innovation to the 1Jcal scene?

How "feasible" is it in the local setting?

Now does the innovation "act" in this setting?

Thus, the Illinois Demonstration Centers operate in the middle three

stages of the Clark-Guba change model: dissemination, demonstration,

and trial adoption.

Using criteria from the Cl-rk-Giba model as a guide, the following iilstru-

ments were developed:

(1) Observation Schedule

To help assess the dissemination stage, a 41-item instrument on which ob-

servers rated the degree of detail provided in the a) explanation of the program;
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b) explanation of the class to te observed; c) obser,:ation of the demonstra-

tion class; d) explanation of the center's own evalution; e) explanation of

program feasibility was developed. Ratings were made on a four point scale

from "Detailed" to "None."

Items were generated by considering what things occurfed at a demon-

stration. Operational definitions were developed for each item. Four Jb-

servers field-tested both the instrument 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

.73. Observers achieved 93% agreement within one scale point (House, et al,

1969).

(2) Visitor Questionnaire

To assess the demonstration stage, it w%s deemed desirable to have an

instrument which would tap the visitors' perceptions at the end of the demon-

stration day. The intent of this instrument was to determine the perceived

credibility and accep.ance of tLe demonstration program immediately aft?r the

demonstration while the visitors were still at the center.

The first section consisted of twenty-four items which probed the visi-

bility, procedures, and obtrusiveness of the demonstration; the practical

feasibility of the demonstrated program; 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 consis-

ting of 30 bi-polar scales which had been factcr-anaiyzed into the following

factors: Motivation Qualities, Subject-Matter Value, Ease of Implementation,

and Economic Feasibility. Visitors were asked to rate the demonstrated pro-

gram on these scales.

The visitor questionnaire was field-tested on 60 visitors at eight cen-

ters at the same time as the Observation Schedule. It was administered at all
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centers over a two month period; the final sample numbered 600 teachers and

91 administrators (Kerins, et al, 1969).

(3) Pos. Visit Questionnaire

The intent of this questionnaire was to determine what visitors had

actually tried to use as a result of their visit, (the adoption stage) and

their reasons for accepting or rejecting what they had seen at the demonstra-

tion centers (Kerins, et al, 1970). The most important item in the ques-

tionnaire asked respondents to relate a concrete, specific example of some-

thing 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 judges. The

questionnaire also had an item based on Rogers' (1964) reasons for adoption,

asking ,hy (hey had adopted a certain activity. Anothur item was based on

Eirhholz's(1563) reasons for rejection. This questionnaire was then sent to

all those who had completed the Visitor Questionnaire plus two other selected

sa,ples.

The Pcst Visit Questionnaire (PVQ) was sent to 1569 teachers and 271 ad-

Tinisvrators: 907 or 57.4% of the teachers and 186 or 68.2% of the adminis-

rators responded by returning their completed questionnaires. All together

then, iJ93 out of 1840 (60%) school personnel returned a valid questionnaire.

The breakdown on the response percentage was predictable in its sequeace:

A) 2 months after visit --- 70% returned

B) 4 months after visit 59% returned

C) 8 months after visit --- 59% returned

D) 12 months after visit --- 54% returned

The above response was elicited with just one mailing and o,le follow-up

post card two weeks later. 11,e decreasing percentage seems understandable

with two exceptions: (1) the difference in mailing between the 4 and 8 month
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sample was the summer 1969, but the return percentage was the same; (2) the

percentage of return one year after a single visit was over 50%. This type

of return indicates that follow-up evaluation of centers over a length of

time is apparently feasible.

(4) Interview

Interviews with teachers were conducted in a stratified random sample

of schools in the Illinois Program, the target schools for the demonstration

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 referen:e was made to 4e.7.onstration 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 t'irt the

demonstration centers were supposed to influence, since the influence could

have occurred over a five-year time period.

THE DEMONSTRATION PROCESS

Pre-Demonstration

Each center mailed several hundred brochures to schools throughout the

state explaining the type of programs it was demonstrating and at what grade

levels. wile the grade level was from 1st to 12th grade, the programs ranged

from teaching strategies, to special curricula, to fine arts.

During the 1968-69 school year, over 3000 teachers, the majority of whom

were female elementary teachers in self-contained classrooms, observed demon-

strations. These teachers were well e'ucated (32% had at least their Master's),

recently educated (59% reached their highest level of education within the last

-5-

6



five years), and experienced (50% had at least 10 years of teaching experi-

ence). Over 500 administrators, generally male principals. also observed

demonstrations at the center-3.

Funds from the reimbursement phase of the Illinois Plan financed these

teachers and administrators on visits to 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

visitors were either in the planning stages of a gifted program or personnel

who visited because they were curious.

Teachers and administrators generally agreed on reasons for visits. Al-

though 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 ob-

vious that a significant number of the visitors are self-selected to the ex-

tent thay they have more than an open mind toward change; they are ready and

eager for it. In fact, 34% of the visitors were already highly interested in

using the activities before visiting the center aid 8% had already decided to

do so.

The Demonstration

After the orientation the visitors could expect to see from one to four

classes in perhaps two or three different schools. The evidence suggests

that the demonstrations were well done 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 Nost cases they observed a high degree of

student involvement in class activities, and a great deal of student and teacher

enthusiasm about their particular demonstration classes. The visitors received

an opportunity to talk with the teachers and usually with the students who par-
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ticipated in the demonstration 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 inde-

pendent study, some of the special curriculum materials, small group work,

team teaching, learning/resource centers, the inquiry method, flexible sche-

duling, inductive teaching and individualized instruction. Most of these acti-

vities could be employed with average as well as gfted 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 acceptance of Cie activities is . requirement

before actual implementation -- the ultimate goal. However, in most centers

problems of future installation of demonstration activities in their own schools

were not discussed. For example, the practical problems of the cost, the neces-

sary materials, equipment, or training, and how to obtain all three, were usu-

ally not mentioned Neither did the centers e plain '.heir evaluation plans or

procedures or results.

Although for over 84% of eae visitors there would be only one visit to the

center, they were subjected to a fairly standardized processing which did not

deal with the particular and personal aspects of their home situations. Viii-

tors 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 in their distr,ct. For their part visitors felt that they had

been very well informed.

'Shen asked about their general reaction toward the demonstration center

94% of the visitors replied with a positie response. In fact, about 33% of all

visitors reported that their attitudes e;;anged during the demonstration day, with
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the overwhelming change (79%) being from neutral to po,sitive. The visitors

usually perceived the demonstrated programs as being different from those in

their home districts, appropriate for gifted children, and relevant to their

needs. They also saw the demonstrated activities having high motivational

value and academically valuable subject matter.

the vast majority of visitors believed that some of the demonstrated cc-

tivities were realistic with regard to physical prereTiisites in their school

personnel, space, facilities, and funds -- even though they perceived the de-

monstration 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 behavior (74%) or

their curriculum (56.). They were committed to the activities as demonstrated

but avun more committed to the ideal educational philosophies underlying the

demonstrations. In short, tiu/ wt.o convinced (many before they came); they

liked what they saw and intended adopting many activities to their on situa-

tions.

Post Demonstration

There were two types of follow-up avaJlable for the visitors: passive

and active. Passive follow-up is defined as sending materials to past visi-

tors and making presentations to groups of school personnel. Active follow-

up is defined as a person-to-person working relationship involving the visi-

tor and a member of the demonstration staff.

Tabie 1 illustrates the range and type of follow-up these visitors re-

ceived.
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TABLE 1

Services Received by Visitors

Teachers

PASSIVE Received Materials
FOLLOW-UP

Received Presentation

Received Training

Received Help in Starting
a Program

ACTIVE Received Assistance With Stu-
FOLLOW-UP dent Selection Procedures

Received Help in Daveloping
Less,'n Plans

Received Assistance With
Curriculum Development

Administrators

21%* 26%

8% 15%

5% 12%

S% 11%

3% 8%

4%

_,

3%

4% 4%

*A visitor could respond to all items; therefore, the potential
response fey' each category is 100%.

A large percentage of the isitors to the Illinois Demonstration Centers re-

ceived 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 iisitors to initiate

requests for particular assistance.

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

than others. However, the variation did not seem significant, thereby sug-

gesting 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 rn what wa,_ often observed as an atypi-

cal situation. The follow-up was not as frequent nor as penetrating (speeches
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and materials) as policies demanded. For example, in 17 out of the 20 cen-

ters, 10% or more of the visitors received materials while in only 5 of the

20 centers did 10% or more receive help in developing their own programs.

Similarly the centers did not stress the practical matters of how visitors

adopted activities. Neither did centers provide the "evidential assessment"

the Clark-Guba model called for. For their part the visitors did not seem

to miss these omissions. They felt that they were well informed and lef:

with what could be described as a euphoric feeling.

THE IMPACT OF DEMO:ISTRATION

Implementation

After periods ranging from two months to one year after their visit, the

great majority (79%) of visitors was still favorably impressed by the demon-

strations and said they saw some activities they would like YO implement at

home. Tne activities most often mentioled were independent study, individu-

alized 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 to the short-range impact of the demonstration

center. About 29% of the 1100 teachers and administrators in our sample were

able to supply a concrete example of behavior change.
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TABLE 2

Attrition From Interest to Action Among Visitors

Would like to use activities

Teacher Administrator Total *

Have decided to accept and use activities

Have started incorporating changes

Can give an acceptably specific example of change\30% 25% 290

*Since the teachers' responses outnumber the administrators' responses
by more than five to one, the total % will be closer to the teacher o than
to the administrator %.

A one-way analysis of variance was done looking at the criterion item

(written example) over specific lengths of time...2, 4, 8, and 12 months. The

sampling techniques voided generalizations about administrators but for teachers

there was a significant difference. ['!" (3.06 sig. at .01 level with N 901)]

Those visitors with a four month delay between their visit and the mailing of

the questionnaire did much better than those with an 8 month delay. However,

the closeness of the 2 and 12 month samples to the mean indicates that there

is a stronger variable: the time of year in which information is requested.

Those who received the questionnaires in the spring had a significantly higher

degree of adoption than those who received them in the fall.

The overall adoption rate of 29% for all twenty centers was consistent

with an earlier study of two centers .hich found a 19% rate (House, 1966) (The

earlier study used a stricter scaring protocol that eliminated all responses

not directly employing the subject matter demonstrated.)

Among the twenty centers investigated here the percent of visitors indi-

cating trial adoption ranged from 14% to 55%. Two centers had adoption rates

of 50% while three had less then 20%. The number of visitors per year ranged

12



from 54 to A34. Apparently the number of visitors received and the number

affected were independent of each other, for example:

1) Some centers affected a comparatively high percent of visitors

even thougis, they had a large number of visitors;

2) Some centers were very effective -- but perhaps because of the

nature of their demonstrations or their physical setting -- could

n't handle a large number of visitors;

3) Some centers affected a comparatively high number of visitors sim-

ply because of the large number of visiting school personnel they

processed rather than their high perceht of efficiency;

4) Some centers apparently had very little going for them -- affecting

only a few of the small number of visitors to their centers.

A standard of 100% success is a:, entirely unrealistic expectation for

change programs. In social institutions resistance to change is strong.

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 de-

gree of success. As a total group, the Illinois Centers affected 29% of their

visitors -- a highly respectable figure. Of 3500 school personnel visiting,

about 100 tried out at least one new thing. in getting people to try out

things the centers must be judged a success. (here are, however, some impor-

tant qualifications. First, the population visiting the demonstration centers

w2s strongly self-selected -- many wanted to change before the) 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 cons..dertu to be

rather recalcitrant. The results are a little like giving . test ,-Iely to

one's better students.

The most important question th 'iugh, 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 districts (a 10% random

sample), teachers of the gifted were asked who and what had influenced their

program. No specific reference was made to demonstration centers. Teachers

10% of the districts attributed substantial influence in the development

of their programs to help from demonstration center personnel though not to

visits to demonstration centers. This figure represents a cumulative impact

over several years in the target population (not just demonstration visitors

although almost all the teachers had been to the centers).

In addition, when the quality of gifted programs in these districts was

related to other variables, there was no relationship between quality of pro-

gram and visits to demonstration centers or visits from demonstration person-

nel. There were small but significant relationships with visits from univer-

sity consultants and from state staff members. These findings were consis-

tent with Erlandson's (1965) survey of 202 reimbursement directors which

found that demonstration directors were not influential in local reimburse-

ment decision-making but that state consultants were.

Finally only about 2% of the target reimbursement districts had adopted

a demonstrated program in tote -- the original goal of the centers. 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 patc:Iwork of partial adoptions which neither extended

to all grades, subjects, or scho9ls in a district nor to all classes within a

grade, subject area or school. Changes directly attributable to the demonstra-

tion centers tended to be not vex>, far-reaching.

Reasons for Acceptance and Rejection

In order to discover the reasons teachers and administrators accepted
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certain innovative activities in their schools instead of others, a ,hc,k-

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 ac-

tivity and adopt it in their own school situation is 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, as asked whether or not visitors would like to use an activity b,t

were unable to use at least one of the observed activities. Each one of

the respondents indicated his reasons by checking off as many ot the six-

teen items he considered applicable. he items were based on Lichholz',

(1963) framework for the identification of forms of rejection, Visitors

believed that a lack of money and facilities, complex schedule changes,

and a shortage of staff kept them from usin,5 the activities. These data

support the contention that often

The uniqueness of a demonstration makes it suspect and not at
all compelling to the observer. The demcnstration presents
something that can be done given a highly unusual set if condi-
tions--it is rigged, so to s2k. It neglects to demonstrate
to the observer what he can do about the factors in his situa-
tion which are different from those in the demonstration set-
ting. The demonstration 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 othei fac-
tors involved in bringing about the same change in his system
or context. Tho. factors, %Jlich are probably the major batriets
to change, are rot dealt with in the demonstration setting.
Demonstrations present the "what" aspects of change and tel. of
none of the "how" aspects. The observer is presented with a
fait cl000-pli and he gets none of the information iegaiding
it was brought off." (llm-Nat, 1907)
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Implications

This paper has illustrated that the use of demonstration as a means of

dissemination has limi*ed effectiveness. This is especially true when the

emphasis seems to be entirely placed on the physical act of demonstration

and not whether it is practical or applicable to its viewers or their

school. As Table 3 shows, putting on a good or acceptable demonstration

means little in the long run.

TABLE 3

Effectiveness of Demonstration as a Means of Dissemination

Psychologically accepted demonstrated program

Adopted on a trial basis

Influenced toward a major change

Totally adopted demonstrated program

There seems to be no question about the potential use of demonstration

as an awareness device for illustrating concepts in education which most

teachers and administrators only read about; but in practical terms of actual

adoption, demonstration by itself (without comprehensive selection and follow-

up procedures) has little long range impact. Therefore, if demonstration is

to be used for purposes other than awareness, its limits should be understood.
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