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FOREWCRD AND PREFACE

The past two decades have been marked by considerable schocl district
reorganization in the four Project states. As a result, almost all of the
small rural schools in Colerado, Uiuh, Wiashington, and Wyoming meet the
criteria for economically feasible necessarily existent small schools.
However, the problem of educating youngsters in remote or sparsely populated
arcas remains. Faced with the fact thal school district recorganization of
itself cannot solve this small rural school problem, the states involved turn
to comprehensive school improvemenl efforts. Methods of linking these small
rural schools with their state agency's resources were seen as a way of
solving the problem.

Most small rural schools lag behind other schools in adepting proven new
school practices. This lag in adopting improved practices has widened more in
small rural schools because these schools lack procedures for sensing needs,
translating research results into practice, mobilizing resources, and for
locally adopting improved practices. No where in our educational system is
this gap between what we do and what we know so pronounced and so critical as
it is in small rural schools. The goal of Project SPREAD is to assist edu-
cators and decision makers in rural settings to develop the best possible
educational experiences for preparing students to meet the demands of our
changing socicty. Project SPREAD was envisioned as a special purpose one~time
four-state organizaticn for studying methods and procedures to spread improved
school practices into small rural schools It stresses cooperative efforts of
these schools, the state educational agencies, and other educational agencies.
Most state educational agencies attempt to accomplish diffusion (spread of
practice) on a fragmented basis within each of their own sub-units. Project
SPREAD proposed to form a diffusion unit in each of the participating state
agencies which would, working cooperatively, develop models and strategies for
accomplishing diffusion.

The end purpose of Project SPREAD is not to develop specific innovations,
improved school practices, or experimental programs, although, it will do all
of these, its purpose is to develop a way of life for educators ... a planful,
rational approach to meeting the needs of a changing world so that students in
small rural schools may receive the best possible educational experiences. In
addition, state educational agencies would also benefit by learning more about
how to cooperate in providing better services that directly affect youngsters
in these schools, thus, moving the stale educational agency away from exporting
categorical programs and toward coopzrative efforts which more directly affect
youth.

The Project Director wishes to express his appreciation to. the members of
the Policy Board for their leadership, guidance, and direction during the past
two years. Members of the Policy Board are: Commissioner Byron W. Hansford,
Chairman, Coloradoj; State Superintendent Walter D. Talbot, Utah; State
Superintendent Louis Eruno, Washingtonj; and, former State Superintendent Harry
Roberts, Wyoming. '




hand

The assistance of the Project's consultants, Bruce Monroe, Instructional
Systems Group, Los Angeles, California and Garth Sorenson, Professor, University
of California at Los Angelecs, was of great value. The support and advice of
the State Representatives was also valuable. The State Representatives are:
Rowan C. Stutz, Russell G. Merrell, and Kenneth Lindsay, Utah; Harold Smith
and Alan Metcalf, Washington; Roger Hanson and kel Gillespie, Wyoming.

The Project Director wishes to express his appreciation to the members
of the Advisory Committee for their counsel. Members are: Russell D.
Vlaanderen, Chairman, Educational Comnission of the States, Denver, Colorado;
R. C. Mercure, Group Vice President, Ball Corporation, Boulder, Coloraco;
Ray Kimball, Exccutive Secretary, Colorado Association of Commerce and Industry,
Denver, Colorado; Arthur Branscombe, Editorial Staff, The Denver Post, Denver,
Colorado; Lorne Woollatt, Associate Commissioner, Research and Evaluation,
New York State Education Department, Albany, New York; Lynne Svenning, Consultant,

Sausalito, California. .

Special appreciation is extended to the following staff members of the
Colorado Department of Education for their contributions to the work of this
Project. They are: Dorothy Branting, Secretary; Richard D. Taylor, Field
Representative; K. Douglas Bassett, Communications Unit Directorj and, E. Dean
Coon, Assistant Commissioner. .
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Edwin P. Hildebrand
Project Director
June 30, 1971
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AUTHOR'S ABSTRACT

The purpose of Project SPREAD is to aid students attending small rural
schools by improving local educational programs. OState educational agencies
will also bencfit by learning more about how to participate in cooperative
efforts, providing resources, referral, and technical services needed to
assist local adoption of improved practices. 1In the simplest terms, the
Project calls for the development of a “diffusion entity" in the state de-
partments of Coloradec, Utah, and Washington which will, in the main, be
comprised of existing perscnnel and funding.

The Project has developed a working Model and Guidebook to assist all
who participate in cooperative efforts by guiding their efforts in building
and maintaining linkages, diffusion procedures, and school improvement
efforts.

This Project builds upon principles learned in a series of small school
improvement projects. Project SPREAD has invested two years in the planning,
resecarch, and development of this prototype diffusion Model. This Model,
with its procedures, guidelines, and training materials, nseds to be tested
in an increasingly larger gecographic area, in increasingly more "resistant"
sites, and with increasingly more complex improved scheool practices. As a
result of these tests, formative evaluation will gradually improve all of
the above, until workable procedures exist.
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CHAPTER ONE

I. INTRODUCTION

The format to be followed in this report is mandated by the Revised Scope
of VWork Unit Statements IV, Reporting the Project, Item C, and is quoted, as
follows:

"The Project Director will provide quarterly progress
reports on accomplishments, problems encountered, posed
solutions, and work to be accomplished over the ensuing
quarter, and a final report that describes and documents
the key phases of the program, key decisions that were
made, inputs, activities and products, and outputs for
each phase, and estimated resource rcquirements {or
spreading the program to the other participating state
departments of education."

Therefore, this report begins by stating the problem. The procedures
used to carry out this research are described in Chapter Two and are entitled,
"Key Phases of the Program." Thesc key phases are described under the following
categories: key decisions, inputs, activities and products, and outputs for
cach of the key phases.

Chapter Three will describe the Project products and includes the estimates
of the resources required for spreading the program to other participating state
vepartments of education.

Chapter Four provides information about the results, conclusions, and recom-
mendations of the Project.

I1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

On April 30, 1969, the Colorado Department of Education transmitted to the
U. S. Office of Education, Bureau of Educational Research, a proposal to ac~
tivate Project SPREAD (State Programs Revitalizing Education and Diffusion) in
the four state departments of education of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and Washington.
Thece four states would establish a diffusion unit in their state department of
cducation, and develop and test a model for diffusion by demonstrating it in
the small rural schools of these states.

These four states, located in the Western part of the United States, have
had up to ten years experience in various multi-state school improvement projects,




and, particularly, those that have dealt wiih educational problems in rural arcas.
To date, 1lhey have found few successful diffusion models. There are several
reasons why there is a lack of such models appropriate to rural arcas. First,
rurality has the effect of isolating or removing from the mainstream of educational
information and diffusion schools found in rural areas. Second, rural schools
cften lack quality. The President's National Advisory Commission on Rural Povoerty
reported ihat "rural adults and youth are the product of an educational system
that has histerically shertchangaed rural pesople. The extent to which rural people
have been denied equality of educational opportunity is evident frcm both the
product of the educational system and the resources that have gone into that
system." So, small rural schools do not learn about new practices nor do they
have the resources with which to bring about a massive diffusion and improvement
efforts. In short, then, the problem is that rural small schools lack the benefit
- of a development and diffusion improvement effort which could be supplied by
their state departments of education were these siate agencies equipped to do so.
Project SPREAD proposed to establish in the four state departments of education
the capability to diffuse improved practices by creating diffusion units in cach
of the states. Based on their past experience, the states would develep a model
and strategies of diffusion and test these models and strategies in their small
rural schools.

The state departments of education would demonstrate the workability of

this model and continue to improve the strategies until they predictably worked.
Involved in accomplishing this task is the need to increase the expertise of
the Project staff, the staffs of 1lhe state departments of education, ard the
local pilot demonstration school staffs in developing good diffusion procedures.
It also requires the institutionalization in ecach of the state departments the
function and process of diffusion in order that promising practices may be
spread rapidly into all schools of the several states. This proposal was not
funded due to the lack of available funds. However, it was determined that a 15—
month planning grant would be funded. This $113,990 15-menth planning grant was
later extended nine more months. The planning grant was made only to the

- Colorado Department of Education to test diffusion strategies in the Colorado
Department of Education, thus, eliminating the other three states from action
participation in the Project and delegating them to a role of observing what
Colorado did in the planning grant periocd. The problems created by this decision
soon became cevident.

Thus, the proposal to establish Project SPREAD as a four-state effort and
to establish diffusion units in the four state departments of education, became
instead a one-state effort (with the other three states observing and re-
acting) to plan and test diffusion strategies in Colorado. Later, in another
grant, a diffusion unit would be activated in all states based on the test of
Colorado's preliminary activities during the planning grant (these activities
i are described in the Scope of ¥Work Unit Statements tc be found in Appendix A of
this report).

Qo




CHAPTER TV.O

I. PROCEDURIES

The procedures to be followed in the work plan can be found in Appendix A,
Scope of Vork Unit Statement Revised. Basically, they entailed creating an
organization in the Colorado Department of Education, analyzing the past dif-
fusion efforts of the Colorado Department, studying the structural changes
nceded in the Department to form a diffusion unit, develeping a formative
evaluation plan, developing a model for the diffusion organization, and writing
a first version of a guidebook for improving small rural schools.

IT. KEY PHASES OF THE PROGRAM

A. Creating the Organization

l. The Chicf State School Officers involved in Project
SPREAD formed a Policy Board.

2. The Policy Board agreed to establish an Advisory
Committee.

3. The Policy Board agreed to hire the staff required.

4. The Policy Board elected officers, making Byron W.
Hansford, Colorado Commissioner, the chairman.

5. The Policy Board adopted By-Laws for the organization.

6. The Policy Board ratified the hiring of Edwin P
Hildebrand as Project Director, and Richard Taylor as
Field Director. They also approved the hiring of two
secretarics.

7. The Policy Board appointed State Representatives from
each of the other three participating states.

8. The Project Director held staff orientation meetings.

9. The Policy Board suggested nominees for consultants
to assist in developing the evaluation mechanism.

10. Colorado reported it was developing a Dissemination
and Diffusion Task Force as one of seven major Task
Forces within Colorado to study the emerging
problems facing public education within this state.

The main problem encountered was the decision made prior to the start of
the Project that resulted in funding only a planning grant and not funding it
in the amount required to include the salaries of at least one person in each




of th2 other three states. The result was a lack of involvement and commit-
ment by the ohserver states in the activities of the Project.

NOTE: A complete description of the above phase and the key dacisions, in-
cluding the inputs, activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the
Quarterly Progress Report, June 25, 1969 to Soptember 30, 19069.

B. Developing the Organization and Planning tha Project

1. The Policy Board reccommanded that each state adopt
a Rasolution of Commitment to Project SPREAD.

2. The Policy Board approved the function and roles
of the Advisory Committze, and directed that the

- nominees be suggested to the Policy Board for
selnction.

3. The Policy Board approved the appointment of Dr.
Garth Sorenson, of U.C.L.A., as consultant to assist
in the development of the evaluation mechanism.

4. The Policy Board approved the selection of INSGROUP,
Dr. Bruce Monroe, Managar, to conduct the "Analysis
of the Diffusion Practices in the Colorado
Department of Education.”

5. The Policy Board heard a report on the work of the
Colorado Dissemination and Diffusion Task Force.

6. The Policy Board held a meeting on November 15-16,
1969 in Phoenix, Arizona.,

7. The Policy Board reviewed a report of thz staff
meeting held on October 28-29, 1969 in Salt Lake
City, Utah. .

8. The Policy Board hcard a report on the activities
involvad in gathering information for the INSGROUP
Analysis. '

9. The Policy Board heard a report on the work of

: planning the Project, specifically in the following
activities:

a. Identifying the problem

b. Defining the problem

c. Analyzing the problem

d. Developing the Project Objectives

e. Developing the diffusion models and procedures

The main problem enccuntered during this phase centered around the confusion
between the Scope of Work Unit Statements, which had bzen developed by the U. S.
Office of Education staff, and the Objectives of the Project, as approved by the

Policy Board.

NOTE: A complete description of the ‘above phass and key decisions, including the
inputs, activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the Quarterly
Progress Report, October 1, 1969 to December 31, 1969.




C. Continuing the Planning of the Project, Beainning the Analysis of

Diffusion I'ractices, Conducting the Study of Organizational and

I' Structural Thanges Meeded to Form a Diffusion Unit, and >roadening

of the Involvemenl of the Project witn Other Similar Activities

1.

10,

11.

"Analysis of Diffusion Practices."

The Project staff completed the collection of the in-

formation nezedad by INSGROUP to accomplish the
"Analysis of Diffusion Practices in the Colorado
Department of Education.”

The Projecl Director arranged for State Representatives
to meet with the Colorado Disseminaticn and Diffusion
Task Force and observe their activities.

The Project Director made recommendations to the
Colorado Department of Education Administrative Council
on the organizational and structural arrangements
nceded to activats the diffusion function in the re-
organized Colcrado Department of Education.

The Project staff continued the work of planning the
Project by further refining the identification of the
problem, the definition of the problem, the analysis

of the problem, development of the Project objectives,
and the development of diffusion models and procedures.
The Project Director continuad working with Dr. Garth
Sorenson in developing th2 formative evaluation
mechanism for the Project.

The Project Diractor completed arrangements to include
the four states involved in Project SPREAD in a
Six-State Retrieval Center Project sponsored by the
Northern Colorado Board of Cooperative Services.

The Project Director completed arrangements for the
Colorado Departmant of Education and the University of
Denver to submit a proposal to conduct Institutes on
"Implementing Innovation Through External Change Agents,"
to the U, S. Office of Education.

The Project staff held a State Representative meeting
January 14, 1970 in Denver.

The Project Director met with the U. S. Office of
Education Review Panel on Project SPREAD in Washington,
D. C., on February 11, 1970,

The Project Director held a State Representative Staff
meeting on February 20, 1970.

The Project Director held a State Rzpresentative m2eting
on March 23, 1970.

The problem encountered during this phase was the decision lo reorganize
the Colorado Department of Education prior to the completion of Project SPREAD's
The timing of this decision made it difficult
5 because INSGROUP's study was not finalized yet, and this made it difficult to
make recommendations about the organizational and structural arrangem2nts needad
to activate a diffusion function in Colorado.

‘ NOTE: A complets description of the above phase and the key decisions, including
!} the inputs, activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the Quarterly
: Progress Report, January 1, 1970 to March 31, 1970.
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D. Preparing for and _Accomplishina the Onsite Review and Conlinuing
the Work of the Previous Phases .

J. The Project Director prepared documznts describing
the Project's progress to date for the U. S. Office
of Education Onsite Review Team visit which was held
in Denver on May 13-14, 1970.

2. The Project staff spent considerable time discussing
the taped oral comments made at the feedback session
by the Onsite Revicw Committec.

3. The Project staff developed comments to reply to the
Onsite Review Committee's oral report.

4. Several members of thz Advisory Committec, who had
been seclected earlicr, found they had to resign and
were replaced by appropriate candidates.

5. INSGROUP's Technical Report,"The Diffusion Practices
of the Colorado Department of Education," was com-
pleted and compared with the "Final Reporti" of the
Colorado Dissemination and Diffusion Task Force. An
analysis showed there was general agreement between
both reports. ,

6. The Project Director developed a one-page Statement
of the Problem, a one-page list of Assumptions, and
a five-page Brief Explanation of Project SPREAD, as
a result of the recommendation of the Onsite Review
Committee. .

7. The Project Director held a State Representative
staff meeting on May 14, 1970.

8. The Project Director arranged a briefing conference
on April 20-21, 1970 for all Unit Directors in the
Colorado Department of Education concerning the
INSGROUP Technical Report. (Sece Appendix B, INSGROUP
.Technical Report.)

The problem encountered during this phase was the confusion concerning the
format upon which the progress of the Project was to be assessed. The previously
agreced upon format was changed by the Review Committee which necessitated the
hurried rearrangement of the Project documentation, and the unilateral decision
by the Review Team to use an outdated Flow Chart resulted in considerable con-
fusion during the Onsite Review.

NOTE: A complete description of the above phase and the key decisions, including
the inputs, activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the Quarterly
Progress Report, April 1, 1970 to June 30, 1970.

E. Revising the Scope of Work, Extending the Grant Period, and Bringing
Precision to the Project

l. The Project staff developed a revised set of Scope of Work
Unit Statements for submission to the new Project Monitoring

Officer.

2. The Project product which will result from completion of the
above revised Scope of Work Unit Statements will be a guidebook

12
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entitled "Organizing Cooperative Efforts to Improve
Small Rural Schools."

3. The Project Director developed feedback forms to .
assist in obtaining feedback from ithe State
Representatives concerning thcir observation of the
Colorado activities.

4, The Project Director preparcd a reply to the Onsite
Review Report which was submitted to the Project
Monitoring Officer.

5., The Project staff began the development of a state-
ment of ihe design for formative evaluation, and an
abstract of the goal, objectives, and activities to
be accomplished in Project SPREAD.

6. A copy of the Brief Explanation of Project SPREAD
was sent to the members of the Advisory Committee
for their critique. '

7. The Project staff spent considerable time in devel-
oping an outline for the Guideiook entitled,
"Organizing Cooperative Efforts to Improve Small
Rural Schools," and preliminary discussions were
held concerning the selection of a site for testing
the Guidebook.

The major problems encountered during this phase concerned the difficulty
of scheduling the Advisory Committee meeting because of the members' busy sched-
ules. The appointment of Dr. Lewis R. Crum, Research Director, Region VIII,
Office of the U. S. Office of Education, as Project Monitoring Officer, and the
extending of the planning time were both of great assistance in bringing cor-
rection to the activities of the Project. However, the failure to increase
funding for the extended time so as to alleviate the problem of non-funded State
Representatives has continued to plague the Project.

NOTE: A complete description of the above phase and the key decisions, including

the inputs. activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the Quarterly
Progress haport, July 1, 1970 to September 30, 1970.

F. Developing the Guidebook and the Formative Evaluation Plan

1. The Revised Scope of Work Unit Statements was
accepted by the Project Monitoring and Grants
Officer.

2. The Project Director developed a rough draft Version I
of the specifications for each chapter of the Guidebook.

3. The Project Director developed a plan for testing the
Guidebook in five small rural school districts. These
small rural schools are members of the Northeastern
Board of Cooperative Services. The innovation to be
implemented using the Guidebook 1s the Science
Curriculum Improvement Study (SCIS) elementary science
curriculum, and this will be a cooperative effort be-
tween the University of Colorado, Denver Branch, the
Improved Learning Unit of the Colorado Department of
Education, and Project SPREAD.

13
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4., The Project Dircctor has continued the work of
bringing grecater precision to the Brief Explanation
of Projecl SPREAD and the Abstract of the Project,
which Includes a Statement of the Problem, a list
of Assumptions, and a list of Objectives.

5. .The Projecct staff bcgan the development of a docu-
ment to bhe called, "The Formative Evaluation Plan
for Project SPREAD." This formative evaluation
plan will be tested along with the Guidebook in
implementing the elementary science curriculum in
the five small rural schools.

6. The Project staff developed a Model for the organiza-
tional and structural arrangements to accomplish
diffusion in the participating state agencics. Feecd-
back from the State Representatives, using the new
feedback forms, assisted in gaining general agreement
on the details of the Model.

7. The Project Director bhegan the development of training
programs to accomplish the roles which are indicated
in the Model. Seven training programs werc envisioned
and a rough draft of one has becn developed.

8. The Advisory Committee held its first meeting on
October 16, 1970. The Committec agreed that its role,
as determined by ‘the Policy Board, was appropriate.

The Comnittee will perform a quality control function
by appraising the quality of work performed by the
Project consultants and reporting this, in writing, to
the Policy Board. In addition, the Advisory Committee
will offer technical assistance to the Project staff
and the Policy Board on the best methods to accomplish
the Project’'s goals.

9. A Policy Board meeting was held on December 18, 1970

' to seek the commitment of an additional ten days of
FTE resource to accomplish the development of State
Plans. This commitment was made by the three observing
states. To date, Wyoming, Utah, and Washington have
committed a total of 50 FTE days each in Project SPREAD,
while Colorado has committed 575 FTE days to the
development of this Project. This commitment 1s beyond
the time of a Project staff funded under this Project.

10. The Project Director met with the staff of the
Northeastern Colorado BOCS to make arrangements for the
test of the Guidebook and the Formative Evaluation Plan.

11l The Project Director visited with the staff of the
National Center for the Study of Educational Change at
the University of Indiana and with officials of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools at Atlanta,
Georgia.

The continuing problem of the State Representatives not being funded by the
Project, except for their travel, continues to lessen the commitment of time and
priority that they can apply to Project matters. The result is that progress
continues to be slower than increased funding would have permitted.

14
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NOTE: A complete description of this phasc and the key decisions, including the
inputs, activities and products, and outpuls, can be found in the Quarterly
Progress Report, October 1, 1970 to December 31, 1970. )

G. Develoning the State Plans, Completing the Formative Evaluation

Plan, Refining the Guidebook, ard l‘eginning the Test of the

Guidebook and Formative Evaluation Plan

1.

The Projecct Dircector assisled the State
Represcntatives in preparing their State Plans by
developing a proposed Table of Contents for the
State Plans, a Statement of Goals and Objectives
for the Project, a list of Criteria for Cooperative
Diffusion Strategics and Approved Variations to the
Project Model. These activities resulted in the
acceptance by the participating states of the format
listed above.

The Project staff completed the development of the
Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD and the
Plan is ready for testing with the elementary
science curriculum adoption in the fiwe small rural
schools.

Arrangements were completed for beginning the test
of the Guidebook in the adoption of the elementary
science curriculum in the five small rural schools.
The Project staff completed a first draft of the
training program for the observer's role. It will
be tecsted by using the Formative Evaluation Plan
and portions of the CGuidebook in the five rural
schools. The ‘teped scenario of this training
program and a sct of key questions about the
observer's role were also developed.

The Project Director delayed the revision of the
rough draft Version I of the Guidebook until the
test of the Formative Evaluation Plan and the
Guidebook had been completed, and it will probably
be postponed until the operational phase of the
Project. However, there will be considerable
editing being made by the Project staff prior to
the operational phase.

A graduate student intern, assigned to the Colorado
Department of Education, was hired to perform the
role of the observer in the test of the Guidebook
and the Formative Evaluation Plan. He visited the
five small rural sites, pretested students and
teachers and observed all the training sessions

and provided feedback to the Project staff for
revision modification purposes.

The State Representatives completed rough drafts of
their State Plans for Utah and Washington. The
Plans were reviewed by the Project Director who
supplied suggestions for revisions.

15
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10.

11.

Y

An Advisory Committee meeting was held on February 18,
1971 for the purpose of appraising the quality of per-
formance of Project consultants in the following ac~ -
tivities:

a. Instructional Systems Group, Bruce Monroc,
Manager, who performed the "Analysis of
the Diffusion Practices of the Colorado
Department of Education."

b. Dr. Garth Sorenson, U.C.L.A., Los Angelcs,
California, who developed the Formative
Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD. Tha
Advisory Committec made a written appraisal
report to the Policy Board on the work of
these two consultants.

A Policy Board meeting was held at the Scattle-Tacoma
Airport on March 23, 1971. At that meeting, the following
was approved:

a. Wyoming's withdrawal from the Project.
b. The Advisory Comnittee report was accepted.
c. The Utah and Washington State Plans were
approved.
d. Project Director directed to prepare
proposal for an operational grant.
The Project Director had a staff meeting on February 2-3,
1971.
The Project Director met with Dr. Lewis R. Crum, U.S.O.E.
Project Monitoring Ufficer, on February 4, 1971 and on
March 16, 1971.

The only problem encountered during this phase was the forced decision to
postpone any revision of the Guidebook until the test of the Guidebook and the
Formative Evaluation Plan had been completed, or until the operational phase of
the Project should begin, following funding of the proposal.

NOTE: Detailed description and documentation of this phase and the key decisions,
including inputs, activities and products, and outputs, can be found in the Quarterly

Progress Report, January 1, 1971 to March 31, 1971.

H. Developing the Operational Grant Proposal, Editing the Rough

Draft Version of the Guidebook., and Completing the Final

Report of the Planning Phase

1.

The Project Director prepared a proposal requesting
a grant for an operational phase of Project SPREAD.
This proposal requested the first year's funding
for a five-year operational phase of the Project.
It was submitted to the U. S. Office of Education
on April 20, 1}971. It requested multiple funding
from The National Center for Educational
Communication, the National Center for Educational
Research and Development, and from the Office of
State Agency Cooperation. .
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Further editing was donc on Version I of the
Guidebook entitled "Cocperative LEfforts to Improve
Small Rural Schools."

Members of Llhe Project staff, the State
Representatives, and selected members of the
Colorado Department of iEducation assisted with the

" editing of the Guidebook.

The Project Director prepared a final report to
the U. S. Office of Education as dirccted in the
Scope of Vork Unit Statements and the grant docu-
ments. '
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CHAPTER _THREE

I. PROJECT PRODUTTS AND LESTIMATES CF RESQURCE REQUIRED TO SPREAD THE PRCJECT
TO THE OTLLR PARTICIPATING STATE DEPARTMENTS CF EDUCATION

A. Description of the Preoject Products

During lhe two years of its existence, the Project SPREAD siaff has
developed the following products:

l. A diffusion model entitled, Structural Model of 1
Cooperative Efforts, by which improved school
practices are located, selected, organized,
carried out, tested, and self-renewal accomplished
in small rural schools. (See Also Appendix C,

Project SPREAD Assumptions and Diagram on page 13.)

2. A Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD which
is designed to guide modification of the Project's
procedures for the purpose of immediate improvement.
(See Appendix D, Formative Evaluation Plan for
Project SPREAD.)

3. A first draft version outline of a Guidebook entitled,
"Cooperative Efforts to Improve Small Rural Schools."
(Sec Appendix E, Summary Outline of Specifications for
Chapters in the Guidebook.) -

The ‘structural model (sce diagram on following page) is a modification of
the Havelock Linkage Perspective, modified in light of rural sociology, the par-
ticipating states past experience in rural small school improvement projects,
and more recent behavorial science findings. The model is the result of two
year's study and planning by the Project SPREAD personnel in the four states.

It depicts the roles performed by a variety of persons. One person may perform
more than one role, while some specific roles are performed by more than one
person. The model is really a synthesis of thrce smaller components:

l. Information gathering and analysis.
2. Diffusion management and training.
3. Local district implementation of innovation.

Component #1, the Information Gathering and Analysis Component, provides
for a comparison of data produced by two information networks. The first infor-
mation network produces small rural schocol data which, when analyzed, will
divulge the needed improvements in any group of schools or in a particular
school. In the diagram, this is role #1. Role {2 calls for the analysis of the
information in both networks. The second information network is linked with the
state, region, and national information centers to bring verified information
about available improved practices. A committee will sift these improved
practices for their appropriateness to small rural schools. 1In the diagram,
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this is role #3. Component {2, the Linkage Diffusion Component, provides for
the multi-agency cooperative efforts, the arrangementc, management, and the
training required. It also provides linkage so that information, incentives,
and technicul assistance are provided to small rural schools who arce interested
in adopting improved practices. The third component, Local District
Implementation Effort, provides for the linkage of local resources with the
multi-agency linkages and the infermation network. Thorefore, the total re-
sources of this threce-componenl network is focused upon utilizing the informa-
tion, incentives, inventions, interactions, influence, and technical assistence
in bringing about (through a community oriented change process) the adoption of
improved school practices and the institutionalization of this change procecs
into a self-renewing organization.

Another way of viewing the model is to describe cach of the roles in the
diagram by their functions:

1. Provides for the systematic gathecring of information about
local schools, (present information thal is now reported
to state and naticnal agencies, plus). The person per-
forming the role will collect information about administra-
tive/instructional practices that are currently being
used in rural schools and pass this information on to the
person performing the analysis of school and improved
practices. ’

2. The person performing this role will analyze this informa-
tion about small rural schools and compare 1t with an
ideal model, which will be provided by the Sifting
Committce. He also will receive, from the Sifting
Committec, information for analysis about practices that
are appropriate for small rural schools. He must be able
to make comparisons of these two types of informaticn and
to produce a rank order list of schools that are most

. needful.

3. The Sifting Committee will develop a model of an ideal
small rural school by .gathering information from multi—
sources. This ideal model will tell or describe an ideal
school in relation to its practices, materials, and con-
tent taught. The Committee will also sift the information
on available new practices and provide it to the assessment
analyst after determining those which are appropriate to
small rural schools.

4, The diffusion manager is the man to whom all others in
the model are responsible, directly or indirectly. He will
select an inservice training developer, but his main
responsibility is to cee to it that improved school
practices are located, selected, organized, carried out,
and tested. To do this, he will have to work with different
groups of people in state agencies, private concerns, and
local school districts.

5. The person performing the role of field cooxdination will
provide for management of the field effort in the pilot
schools and provide the technical assistance in the change
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process to the school districls. He works with supcrin-
?“ tendents, principals, teachers, technical consultants of
K the various agencies, local bocrds of education, local
advisory committecs, and news medla sources.

6. The field liaison role is recponsible for forming an
additional partnership betwecn the state agency and the
local agency., It provides the avenue for the local agency to
report to the statc agency on needs for persorncl adjust-
ment in this effcert. This is accomplished through monthly
reporte and interviews between the field liaison and the
local supcrintendent. There is close coordination be-
tween 1he field ccordination and the field liaison roles.

7. The person performing the observation and feedback role
will obhserve, record, and rcporl on all phases of the
diffusion effort to the diffusion manager. This will
include the training sessions and the local implementation
effort.

8. Inservice development. This is the person that will sce
that training is given to sll those people on this
diagram, to see that the training is effective, and to
see that the training and training materials are changed
as needed.

9. Technical assistance from other agencies and state cduca-
and tional agency technical assistance are a pool of people
10. with specialized technical assistance expertise in the

multitude of innovations to be adopted. Some will have
expertise in more than ore specific innovation, others
will have expertise in, for example, reading, nongradcd
organizations, and early childhood education.

Roles 11 through 15 are roles provided by the local research, devclopment,
and diffusion community-oriented change team. They are commonly thought of as
the local supcrintendent of schools, the principal, the school board, the
teachers, the students, the lay advisory committces, and others concerned with
the local improvement effort. Eventually, all of the roles, 1 through 10, will
be shifted to the local school district, and local people will be trained to
perform these roles. When local people are adequately performing these roles,
the local district will then have achieved an operational definition of the
self-renewing organization.

The Formative Evaluation is not unlike the idea of quality control in
industry. Simply stated, it is the idea that part of the effort and resources
ordinarily expended in developing and using any improved program should be
devoted to testing out and improving these programs, particularly, during the
course of their development, in order to make certain the program will, in fact,
work, or is, in fact, working with a particular group of students. This con-
- cept of evaluation for course improvement, project improvement, or program
improvement began with the work by Cronbach (1963), Formative Evaluation by
Scriven (1967), and "Operations Research" by others. 1In the past, programs
have often been tested to see if, in fact, they do work. But the notion of
improving a program as it is being developed is cven more important than- the
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notion of testing it. Sophisticated program developers do not expect a program
to work well the first time it is tried; so, as developerc, they sec it as part
of their task to take steps to find out why it is not working. They change it,
try it agein, and continue the process until the program becomes effective for
those for whom it is intended. Fundamental to this formative cvaluation approach
is a set of assumptions:

1.

Any program should be expected to bring akout measurable
changes in the students, and that if the program fails

to produce these changes, there is something wrong with
the program.

Instructional programs should be rcpeatable and reliably
taught.,

Instructional programs should be pretested.

Any given program will work more cffectively with some
students than with otherss; a formative evaluation plan
should be designed to obtain information about the
characteristics of the students, and, espacially, about
the characteristics of those students who do not learn
from the program.

Formative evaluation requires a particular array of
roles, skills, and tools which havc not traditionally
been employed in developing programs. In developing an
(instructional) program, it is obvious that questions re-
garding the "content-validity" of the programs be answered.
Somz of the technical questions which must be answered in-
¢lude:

a. What could go wrong during the instructional
process? At what point in the program is
failure most likely to occur?

b. Who is in a position, or can be placed in a-
position, to pick up and feed back clues as
to the nature of that failure, if it does
occur? :

c. What procedures are needed systematically to
obtain information from observers about the
nature of the difficulties encountered by the
users in learning anu applying the program,
and by the students in learning what the
program intends for them to learn?

If these questions are to be answered, the formative evaluation approach has
to take into account consideration like these listed below in setting up a pro-
gram development plan:

1.

2.

The users must be trained. Therefore, someone needs

to perform the trainer role.

During the tryout cycle, the useres should be monitored
to se¢ if they are, in fact, using each component as
planned., Therefore, someone on the program development
team must prepare schedules and perform the monitor
role.
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3. Students must be pretested and post-tested. There-
fore, someone must choose or build instruments and
adminisier them - this is the evaluator role.

4. The trainer, the users, the monitor, the cvaluator,
and. the students should be asked routinely and
systematically to note where difficultiecs occur and
should he invited to suggest possible solutions to
those difficulties. Therefore, someone must be
assigned the task of asking quostions and recording
answers. Somcone, perhaps the development team as
whole, will need to review those answers and make
revisions in the program accordingly.

The above general comments about formatlive cvaluation provide the basis
upon which the Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD was developed. The
purpose of SFPREAD is to develop and partially test a set of procedures (plan or
model) which, if adoptcd, will enable small rural schools of Colorado, Utah,
and Washington to evaluate and improve their opcrations continuously. To do
this, two types of information will be gathered and transmitted:

1. Information related to needa2d school practices in
+ Lthose states and in other parts of the country.

2. Information relating to how well the diffusion
organization is opcrating and what needs to be
done to make it operate better. (A complete
description of the Formative Evaluation Plan for
Project SPREAD can be found in Appendix D of this
report.)

The Project SPREAD procedures (model or plan) has been described and, to a
large extent, operationally defined in a collection of documents called a
Guidebook. The Guidebook is entitled, "Cooperative Efforts to Improve Small
Rural Schools," The Guidebook will:

1. Present the rationale for the cooperative diffusion
effort, the sources of that rationale, related
studies, belay misconceptions, answer gencral questions,
etc.

2. Specify the activities, procedures, or operations to be
performed by persons or groups performing each of the
roles in the cooperative effort, including those
persons whose task it will be to make the effort in-
creasing effective.

3. 1Include a number of "training packages," one for each
role in the organization.

4. Describe the "formative evaluation" or "corrective
feedback' procedures for:

a. Checking on and improving the success and
efficiency of each of the persons or groups
occupying each of the role positions, thereby
gradually improving the effectiveness of the
cooperative effort as a whole.
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b. Make the Guidehook inteligible to general
readers. .
c. Periodically revise the SPREAD Project
itselfl.

In brief, the stratcgy is as follows: Each of the above, e.g., cach
training package will be written in preliminary form, then tried in the field,
then evaluated, then reviced, and the cycle will be repeated until it has been
demonsirated that a giveon portion of the Guidebook is effective with members of
the cooperative offort for whom it was designed. Beyond that point, revisicns
will continuc to be made. but less frequently. (See Appendix E, Summary Outlinc
of Specifications for Chapters in the Guidebook.)

1. ESTIMATED RESCURCE REOUTREMENTS FOR SPREADING THE PROGRAM TO TIIE OTHER
DARTICIPATING STATE DEPARTMENTS OF EDUGATION.

The Project SPREAD Model devaloped during the planning grant has not been
demonstrated in any state department of education. In order to spread it to the
state departments of education in Colorado, Utah, and Washington, the following
job categories nsed to be implemented: '

One projecct director

One assistant director

A diffusicn manager in each of the three states

A field coordinator in each of the three states

One inservice training developer

An observer in each of the three states

A local information data processor in each of the three states
An improved practices retrieval specialist in cach of the
three stales

9. A needs analyst in each of the three states

10. One sifting manager

QOO D WN

In addition, thers are eight categories of countracted services, including:

An Information Retrieval Center Services

An independent auditor

A formative evaluator

Sifting consultants

Training consultants

Advisory Committee members

Improved practices technical assistance consultants
Planning and managemant ccnsultants

OO T DM WN -~

A budget breakdown for the implementation of these ten job categories and
eight contracted services can be found on the following pages. The total Project
cost for one ycar includes a 20 percent indirect cost, but does not include ap-
proximately $450,000 of matching in-kind costs contributed by the states. The

in-kind costs consist mainly of a contribution of staff members for technical

assistance to implement Project SPREAD's efforts in a total of twelve school
districts in the first yecar in the threes states.
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PROTECT SPREAD
BUDGET DBREAKDON

(1) Ceniral Staff
Independent Auditor
Evaluztor
Sifting Consultant
Plamning Consultants
Training Consultants
Advisory Committee

Total

(2) State Contracted Services:

Information Center
Services and Technica
Assistance Consultant

Local Site Consultants

Outside Local Evaluati
Teams

Total

Grand Total Personnel Salaries

Colorado Utah

JULY 1, 1971 - JUR: 30, 1972 N
A« DIRECT COSTS

:’“H@rsonne 1 Salavies

a. Central Stalf: FTE _ Rate
Project Director 1 $19,200.00
Ascistanl Project Director 1 17,000.00
Sifting Manager 1 15,000.00
Inservice Coordinator 1 15,000.00
Secretarics 3 19,000.00

Total Central Staff
Colorado Utah Washington Totals

b, Stete Staffs: F{Z _Rate FTE  Rate FTE  Rate TFTE  Rate_
Diffusion Munagers 1 $13.000 ~-- -—— 1 918,650 2 $36,650
Field Coordinators 1 15,000 1 16,000 1 15,750 3 46,750
Local Information
Data Processor 1/3 4,000 1/3 4,070 1/3 4,000 1 12,000
Need Analysts 1/2 8,000 1/2 6,000 1/2 8,875 15 22,875
Improved Practices
Retrieval Specialist 1/2 8,000 1/2 8,000 1/2 8,375 1 24,375
Observer 1 10,000 1 10,000 1 10,000 3 30,000
Secretaries 3 16,000 _3  16.500 _3 24,400 ,é_ 45,900

Total sState Staffs
c. Contracted Services Salaries:

$ 9,000.00
12,000.00
15,000.00
10,000.00
9,000.00

4,000.00

Yashington Total

$
1

$

s 20,000.00 20,000.00
10,000.00  9,000.00

on

$ $

20,000.00 $60,000.00
46,400.00  65,400.00

8.850.00  8,850.00

(51)
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$ 85,200.00

219,550.00

59,000.00

134,250.C0

$498,000.C0




2. Employce Penefits (Rate 10%)

Central Stalf Total Sazlaries $£5,200.00 x 105 $ 8,520.00

Colorado Staff-Total Salaries $79,000.00 x 10 7,900.00

DU‘tah Staff-Total Salariecs $60,500.00 x 10% 6,050.00

Washinglon Staff-Totlal Salaries $80,000 x 10% _8,005.00
Total Employce Fenefits (charged as dirvect) (52) (£30,475.00) $_20.500

3. Travel-(State per diem varics, bui $20.00 is the average. The amount
budgeted per position is based on past expericence in similar multi-
stale projects.)

a. Central Staff-Travol:

. Project Dircctor '$ 7,000.00
Assislant Projecl Dircctor 3,000.00
Sifting Manager 2,000.00
Inservice Coordinator _2,000.00
Total ' $ 14,000.00
Total by
b. State Staffs~Travel: Colorado Utah Wash. Position
' Diffusion Managers - $1,500 $1,500 $1,500 $ 4,500.00
Ficld Coordinator 4,000 3,000 4,000 11,000.00
Local Information Data
, Processors 150 —— 150 300.00
| Need3 Analystis 800 800 800 2,400.00
| ' Improved Practices Retrieval
Specialist 250 250 200 700.00
Observers 2,000 2,000 2,000 6,000.00
E Total by State $8,700 $7,550 $8,650, 24,900.00C

c. .antracted Services-Travel:
(1) Central Staff

Independent Auditor ' (Contract includes travel)
Evaluator $ 3,600.00
Sifting Consultants 6,000.00
Planning Consultants 3,000.00
Training Consultants 4,000.00
Advisory Comnittee 2,000.00
Total B . | 18,600. 00
(2) State Contracted Services Colorado Utah Wash. Totals
Technical Assistance
Consultants $7,000 %7,000 $7,000 $21,000.00
Local Site Consultants 3,500 3,000 - 6.,500.00
Outside Locel Evalustion : :
Teams -— ——— -—— ———
Local Visitation Teams 4,000 4,C00 4,000 12,000.C0
«Z’ Total 39.500.0¢
Total Travel (53) $ 97.000.C%
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4.

5.

Supplics and Materials

Central Staff $ 4,000.00
Coloradn 3,500.00
Utah 3,500.00
Washington _4,000.00
Total Supplics and Materials (54)

Commurzications

Cenlral Staff $ 2,500.00
Colorado 2,500.00
Utah 2,500.00
Washington 2,500.00

Total Communications (59%)

Services
a. Duplicating and Reproduction: (56)

Central Staff . $7,000.00

Colorado 4,500.00

Utah 4,000.00

Washington 4,500.00 $20,000.00
b. Statistical:(57)

Central Staff $1,550.00

Colorado 150.00

Utah 150.00

Washington 150.00 2,000.00
c. Testing:(58)

Central Staff $ ---

Colorado } 650.00

Utah 650.00

Washington 700.00 2,000.00

Total Services

Other
Graphics $ 5,000.00
Contingency 20,000.00
Total-Other (59)
Equipment
Terminals - two ecach state @ $4,000.00 $24,000.00
Pockel Tape Recorders - 50 @ $60.00 3,000.00
Typewriters - 12 @ $500.00 6,000.00
Transcribers - four @ $500.00 2,000.00
Equipment to support Innovation ($1,000 per 12 sites) 12,000.00
One-half inch V.T.R. Unit for Training Programs (Micro-
teaching, etc.) ~ 3,000.00

Total Equipment (61)

Subtotal-Direct Costs 27

=21~

$_15,000.00

$_10,000.00

$_24.000.00

$ 50.C00.C0O

$749,500.00

-




Subtotal-Direct Costs (carried forward)

B. ﬂDIRECT COS1S -~ (20%)

Note: The State of Colorado is currently preporing an indirect coct
proposal to the Federal Covernment. The indicated rate will
be 20 percent. This anticipated propocal for sn indirect cost
rate is to be submitted prior to Junc 30, 1971.

C. TOTAL COSTS (Federal Support)

)

o)

$749,500.00
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CHAPTER FOUR

I. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATICHS

Project SPREAD epent two years in a planning phece with only a brief
operational test of portions of the Model, Guidebook. and Formative LEvaluation
Plan. Recause of this, it is difficult to support the findings of this Project
with sufficient data. However, the findings do represent the best thinking of
the Policy Board, the Project slaff, including the State Representatives, the
Project's external consultants, the Advisory Committeec, and various members of
the staff of the Colorado Dopartment of Education who participated in the
Project. All of these peoplc, interacting with cach other, trying out and
testing ideas and concepts, secking the reoctions of other experts, reviewing
the literature and rescarch findings, and cvaluating and revising their position
have resulted in a set of findings that is supporied by the vast majority of the
people who have participated in the Project.

The findings of Project SPREAD arc as follows:

l. State cducational agencies are in a unique pivotal position to
provide the diffusion linkage between small rural schools and
all other agencies. Intermecdiate units or Boards of
Cooperative Services arc also in this uniqgue linkage position.

. Regional Laboratories, Research and Development Centers, in-

stitutions of higher education, and other governmental

agencies do not share this same unique diffusion position, but
they do occupy an equally important position in rescarch and
development. State agencies and Boards of Cooperative Services
are in this unique position for the following reasons:

a. The state agencies who concentrate on the leadership
and service role, as opposed to the regulatoery role,
have already established a helping diffusion re-
lationship which can be capitalized on and improved.

b. There is already an administrative relationship and
responsibility between small rural schools and their
state educational agencies which places both of
them in partnership roles in cooperative efforts.

c. Personnel in state educaticnal agencies know the
norms of the small rural school client systems,
speak their language, and identify with their needs
and aspirations to a greater degree than dc person-
nel from other agencies.

d. Practioners in small rural schools are more willing
and better able to request ccoperative effort
services in developing improved practices from
state educational agencies than from other agencies.
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e. When emall rural school districte choose to "go
it alone" in developing improved practices, they
still are anxious to have the backing of their
state educational agency. Whereas, in these in-
stances, the backing of other agencies is scldom
requested.

Small rural schools have many weaknesses, but one of their
streongths is that they can ke an easily managed laloratory
site, simply from the standpoint of loglstics and tlhe easc
with which new practices may be installed. Lono-term
planning and phasc-oul efforts are usually not required in
small schoole because of their built—in flexibility.

The Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD, uced in
the clementary science curriculum inservice field test,
worked well in providing data on which to base modification
decisions about the Model, the Guidebook, and the Tormative
Evaluation Plan.

Everyone involved in a cooperative improvement effort requires
training in order to perform their designeled roles, even
though they may have some previous experience in performing
similar roles. The types of training required in rank order
are: '

a. Theory and application of behavioral science

b. Theory and application of organizational development

c. Theory and application of knowledge utilization

d. Theory and application of community oriented change
process

Small rural schools can become much morc effective in providing
a quality education for all students through cooperative im-
provement efforts involving small rural schools, state educa-
tional agencies, and other agencies. Thus, there is an
alternative to school district reorganization, namely, compre-
hensive cooperative improvement efforts.

The pecommendations of Project SPREAD are as follows:

1.

The Project SPREAD diffusion Medel, the Guidebook entitled,
"Cooperative Efforts to Improve Small Rural Schools," the
Formative Evalustion Plan, and all the various diffusion
procedures and sirategies need to be tested in an operational
setting over a long period of time, until all can be made to
reliably work.

A proposal to accomplish this was submitted to the U. S.
Office of Education, but, unfortunately, was not funded.
However, the commitment of the three participating states
(Colorado, Utah, and Washington) is so strong that each
state intends to carry out some of “the activities proposed
in that proposal on a minimal funding basis within their own
states, and, hopefully, to continue to share the results of
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these efforts with each other on an informal basis. At

a later date, these states will again submil a revised
version of the Project SPREAD proposal to the U. S.
Commissioner of Fducation. A proposal will not only he
revised, but will be enlarged to include the establishment
of diffucion strategies and models for schools of all
sizes. These threce states are so strongly committed to

the concept that diffusion of improved practices is so
central to their operation and so necessary to the improve-
ment of schools witlhin thein states thet they will continue
to work cooperatively and continue to seck funding for the
support of the accomplishment of this cond.




APPENDIX A

SCOPE OF WORK UNIT STATENENTS
?’ : for the

Four-State Diffusion Project SPREAD

The contractor will complete the Scope of Work Units. The completien of
cech work unit will serve as a mejor evaluation milestone for advancing -the
Projuect toward the improvement of the diffusion function in each of the four

1 N

participating state departmznts of cducaticen (Colorade, Utah, Vyoming, end
Washinglon):

I. CREATING THE PRQJECT

A. Create a Policy Board composed of the chief state school
" officers of the participating staetes to provide guidance
and direction to the Project.

’

B. Describe the objectives and functions of the Policy Board.
C. Delermine the RBy-laws and operating policies.

D. Specify the operational phase formative evaluation mechanism,
and test it in the pilot phase.

E. Create an Advisory Committec at the state level and determine
its composition and function.

F. Select a full-time Project Director who has had successful
experience in planning and implementing diffusion strategies.

G. Select a field director who has had successful experience
vorking with rural small schocls and has a knowledge of dif-
fusion strategies.

H. Appoint representatives as observers and technical advisors
from each participating state depsrtment of education to
work with the Project Director to develop a formalized plan
for the establishment of the diffusion function in their
respective states. They will observe Colorado's activities
and assess the appropriateness of these activities as a
basis upon which to deveinsn a2 plan for the diffusion function
in their respective states. These representatives should be
full-time employeces in the respective state departments of
education who probably will be assigned to direct the improve-
1 ment of the diffusion function in their respective state
departments of education.

IT. PLANNING THE PROJECT

Eﬁ A. Analyze the strengths and weaknesses of diffusion practices
in the Colorado Department of Education. Emphasis will be

B ¢ ) —26—
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placed on the functions and auihority (with respect to dif-
fusion) of the various types of porsonnel. in adaition,
the impact of the Department's diffusion efforts and the
comnunication hetween the state and the pilot schools will
be stressed. FEstimates of the operating costs involved in
diffusion will he made.

DLANKING THE OPaRATTON OF THE PROJECT

A. Inalyze and describc lhe organizational and structural ar-
rangements needed to &ctivate and maintain, the state difiu-
sion function and locsl diffusion c¢fforts. This description
will stress the major decisions resched and the process and
procedures followed. The resources allocated will also be
Gescribed. The description will inciude the criteria that
were used to select the cooperative diffusion proceduras
for utilization in Project SPREAD.

B. Develop a guidebook from the "enalysis activities" listed in
I7. A. and TII. A. The guidebook will contain a reclated
series of training programs and evaluation packages.

C. Analyze selected rural small schools to determine their
uniqueness in regard to diffusion and determine what changes
the application of the cooperative diffusion procedures, as
contained in the guidebook, such unigueness mandates.

D. Describe and document the selection of appropriate practices
for testing diffusion strategies (cooperative diffusion pro-
cedures) in rural small schools. Emphasis will he placed on
the criterion used to seleclt appropriate practices and the
performance specifications to be met during the tryout period
in the selected pilot schools.

E. Describe and document the training of appropriate state de-
partment of education personnel to carry out the cooperative
diffusion procedures, using the LEA selected educatlonal
practices. Stress should be placed on inservice training for
specific tasks to be accomplished by each participant in the
total diffusion strategy.

F. Describe and document the training of appropriate rural small
school personnel to implement the cooperative diffusion pro-
cedures and to utilize the LEA selected educational practices.

G. Describe and document the procecures used to provide feedback
on the effectiveness of the cooperative diffusion procedures
;_at the geceiver—-school level to the diffusion function in
the stde departiment of education. Emphasis will be placed on
describing of mecharnisms used in reporting the Project's
cooperative efforts and the self-corrective measures employed
to keep the cooperative diffusion procedures on target.

-0
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V.

REPCRTING TiiE PROJECT

A

Bl

tate representatives will provide written feedbecl: to the
Project Director as they monitor the work units described

in this document. This wrilten feeaback will be submitted
upon the completion of each major work unit designatcd vy
the Troject Directer, and it will stross the relevency of

the activities completed to their respectiive states.

At lcast three months prior to the end of the initial grant,
each state representative will prepsre a plan for recomnencing
to the chief stuete school officer of his state the developmont
of the diffusion function in his respective state department

of educotion. These plans will stress the diffusicn neea, the
exisling diffusion potential, the funciion, the authority, the
organizational and structural changes roguired in the state de-
partmonb of education, the altornative cooperative diffusion
procedurcs available, the criteria to bhe used in selecting the
cooperative diffusion procedures, the training reguirements
needed at locsl znd state levels, the reporting procedures
needed to accomplish feedback, and the operating costs involved.

The Projecct Director will provide querterly progress reports
on accomplishments, problems encountered, posed solutions, end
wirk to be accomplished over the ensuing guarter, and a final
report that describes and documents the key phases of the pro-
gram, key decisions that were made, inputs, activities and
products, and outputs for each phase, and estimated resource
requirements for spreading the progrem to the other partici-
pating state departments of education.
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The information in this docwment contains the principle findings and recom-
mendations of a study of the Colorado Department of Education's dissemi-
nation and diffusion efforts for the scheol year 1968-70. The sludy was
intensive but not exhaustive because of time and budgetary limitations.
Certain of the findings, if taken out of context, would present an inaccurate
picture of the total diffusici activities of the Colorado Department of Edu-

cation,

- a
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PREFACE
(The folloning text was produced by Projoct SPREAD stull for the Colorado

State Beoard of Ldueation. 1t is provided as background to this study and as

an illustration of the Department of Education's commitment to improve the

small rural school.)

Reasolution in Support of the FPour-ftate Diffusion Project

1,

In the past the Colorado State Board of Hdueation has been soching ways
and means Lo mprove the quality of educational programs in small rural
wchools, and during this period the Board has joinced with certain local
school districts in demenstrating and decumentirg these waye and means.,

The implicit philosophy of such a parinership has always beoen that there
is a nced to {ind methods of developing more relevant and comprehensible
learning oppostunities in small schools, ,

The Colorado Department of Education was the initiating body of a proposal
to the United States Office of Education, RBureau of Research, entitled
Project SPREAD, State Programs Revilalizing Education and Diffusion.
The State DNepartments of Lducation of Utah, Washington, and Wyoming
joined in this proposal. 'The initial planping grant phase of this Project
was funded by the U.S.0.E, on June 25, 1969,

The Project proposes to define, document, and {icld test the alternative
roles of the State TBducation Agency in accelerating the diffusion of promiging
cducational practices to small rural schools as a mcans of improving edu-
cational opportunity for youth in these schools.

The Colorado State Board of Education plans to acquire the cooperation of
the appropriate members of the stafl of the Colorado Department of Edu-
cation and of the certain teacher education institutions .of the State in
carrying out the Project.

The Colorado State Board of Education plaus to give assurance to the Project
schools that accreditation requirements will not 1restrict the experimentation
and research needed to successfully complete the Project under the following
specified conditions:

a. Local districts must exhibit proper planning.

b. Those who are affected by the Project should be involved in the
plamming.

c. There will be built-in assessment and evaluation procedures so that
those participating do not perpetuate mistakes. The Board will
continue to diffuse the positive findings of the Project geographically.

The Colorado State Board of Education considers itself morally and in fact,
legally responsible for maintaining and, wherever possible, improving
established standards of instruction; therefore, the staff of the Colorado
Department of Education will be further charged with the responsibility for
scrutinizing this Projeet for the purpose of maintaining an essential system
of checks and balances.

.
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The Colorado State Board of Bduecation intends to remain in close contact
with the operation and findings of the Four-State Dilfusion Projeccet SPREAD

and, in fact, fully understands and aceepts the responsibility for its
operation in Colorado.

The Colorado Slate Boavd of Bdueation, having leer: Tully apprised of the
philnsophy and intentions of the proposal for the Fouv-State Diffusion
Projeet and of Colorado's specific port in this progam, welcomes the
opportunity «forded for the continued exploration and continued leadership
which Colorado has exerted on behall of the improvement of smali rural
gschools.
"RE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, that the Colorado State
Joard of Iiducation gives strong endorsement and support
to the TFFour-State Diffusion Project SPREAD and agrees to
waive accreditation requirement under specified conditions
to encourage experimentation in the Project schools, This
Resolution is adopted on the 10th day of February 1970, and

has becen entered into the Minutes of the Board. "

Assumptions About Schools, Innovation and Dilfusion

(Adopted hy Project SPREAD from drafts by Dr. Garth Serenson, Project

Evaluator, and modified in discvssions with C.D.E. staff and other State

observers.)

1,

The schools are not as effective as they could be, They are not doing as

good a job as might be expected in teaching children to rcad, to understand
mathematics, ete. To admit this is not to imply that teachers and other

school personnel are anything other than hard working, conscientious, and
dedicated, but merely to recognize that for a variety of reasons most school
people have been so husy just keeping the system going that they have not

been able to devote the time and resources necded systematically and
continuously to improve instructional procedures, administrative arrangements,
counseling methods, etc.

It is possible to improve the effectiveness of the schools. A number of
promising innovations have heen developed in educational laboraiories,
Rescarch and Development Centers, universities, and in the schools them-
selves. Mechanisms for identifying erucial weaknesses in particular
schools and for replacing inc{fective practices with nawer ones which are
demonstrably more effective, (and which are feasible within the resources
available to a school) are also needed.

Innovation must be a continuous process in education. Because the needs
of students and the community change, instructional procedures and ad~
ministrative arrangements can never be periceted once and for all, but
must be subject to continuous or at least periodic appraisal and revision.
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4, Innovation is not an end in itself. 1t is rather a means to achiceving more
cifective instruction, the goal being increased learvning on the part of .
students., The process and role of innovation should be continuous anid ‘
not rclated Lo any single eflort to diffuse a given practice. '

5. The ultimate purpose of the SPREAD Project is not Lo defermine nor to
change the educational objectives of a particutar school, i.e., what the
students lewm~-although it may he desirable to ¢ivnge the way those
ohjectives are stated--bul to make instruction more effective.  Though
cducators may have opinions about desirable goals and may cloose Lo
attempt to influence community views, it is a practical [act--as well as
a values proposition--that responsibility for determining the goals of the
schools resides with the citizens of the community.

6. The spccific task of the SPREAD Project is to eventually test the relal*ve
cllectiveness of various intervention (diffusion) strategies to the end of
contributing to the gencral knowledge about how to dilfuse useful innovations.

7. The C.D.XE.'s innovative role should be a continuing one, not coterminous
with any particular project.

8. The C.D.E. should be concerned with a variety of innovations, the particular
innovation to be introduced into any school or distriet to be determined hy
the needs of that school o1 district. (A need may be said to exist when a
particular educational geal is not being achieved.)

9. No educator or educational organization existing today is using replicable

o

procedurcs that will reliably work and cause improved school practice.

10. Diffusion elforts typically do not succced as plannced, however a diffusion
effort can be made to eventually succeed, through a gradual process of
successive approximation of the ultimate objective, guided hy 'corrective
feedback!' used as formative evaluation evidence to reshape the effort at
several points in time over a process of months and years.

11. A writlen set of replicable procedures (that describe sets of specialized
rules to modify sets of gencralized rules) can be produced that will
eventually insure diffusion of a given improved school practice into a
given school setting, These procedures can be documented over a period
of years as they become evident through a serics of tryout/revision cycles
in. which reliable procedures are continued and refined and unreliable
procedures are modified or abandoned.
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AN ANALYSIS OT
IMEPUSION PRACTICES [N THE
COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

)

Project SPREAD's Szone of Work-Unit Stetoments E and F speceily the Lollowing:

"I, Analyzc the strengths and weaknesses of diffusion practices in the
Colorado Department of Kducation.. . "

""", Analyze and desceribe the organizaiional and structural arrangements
needed to activale and maintain the diflusion function. .. "
This report, combined with the proposed models and procedures furnished by
Project SPREAD stalf is intended to fulfill these requirvements. The findings
reported herein, are those which were considered to be of benefit to each of
Projcet SPREAD'S participant states since this report ig hut the first step in
a complex program to develop workable models that insure systematic im-

provements that reach the learners in small rural schools.

The purpose of this analysis is formative in nature, that is, the information
gleaned from the analy'sis reported in this document is to be used to further
strengthen the diffusion function and organize a dissemination and diffusion

unit within the Colorado Department of Education and eventually in the cooper-
ating states of Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. An intensive analysis of
disscmination and diffusion has also becn carried on by the Departnient Task
Force formed in October, 1969 and currently concluding its own analysis.

Over one hundred sixty-five man/days have been devoted to that effort to

date. A final report of that study will be issued in late April, 1970 and should

be read in parallel with this report.

A Potential misunderstanding of the distinction hetween dissemination (not ex-
plicitly covered in this report) and diffusion (the function of the C.D.E.

analyzcd in this report) can be avoided by referring to the following definitions.
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INNOVATION, anew or different concept, methodoloyy, ovganization,
or program that is svstemaltically introduced into the classroom, school
system, and/eor the Siate. IPor the purpose of this sludy, an innovation
was dafined as a program perceived as new by the individual.

DISSTMTINATION, the process of giving and receiving information about
the opzration and oulcome of an cdueationsl activity in such a momer
as to croate an awareness, interest, and cenviction regarding the value
of the activity.

DIPTUSION, the process involving information conswmnpition, social
interaction, and bhehevioral change through which an imnovation is incorpo-
rafed inlo an individuasl, a group, or a svstem. Thediffusion process
includes the nine sub-processces of: dissemination, demonstration,
implementation, invention, adoption, adoption modificition, evalustion,
institulionalization end sustaining support. Disseminalion is spreading

"PROCEDURES

'Two basic procedures were used {o conduct this study, "The [irst of these was
a comparative analysis of vesponscs to structured interview questions made

by C.D.LE. persomuel and rural school practiticners.

The sccond procedure was to gather and analyze any information that descrihed
or implied a procedural model of a diffusion practice being carried out by
C.D.E. personnel or being carried out in cooperation with other agencics.
This was accomplished through interviews with key C.D. E. leadership staff

and textual analysis of over 100 documents.

'The data collection was conducted in three phascs by an “information-gathering
team' composed of seven C.D, E. personnel (who interviewed within the De-
partment) and fifteen small rural district personnel (who interviewed the
school practitioner group). In the first phase, a stratified random sample

of 25% of a list of 124 board members, administrators and known innovative
teachers {from six, small rural school districts (selected at random as re-
presentative of those in the state) were asked ten questions pertinent to recent
changes in school practices that may have been influcnced by C.D.E. diffusion
efforts. In addition, cleven questions were asked of 40 C.D.E. personnel
sclected at random. (Sce Appendix, ListsI-A and I-B for actual questions. A
listing of interviewers may also be found in the Appendix.) The questions for

the second phasc of interviews were structured on a hasis of the information
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vielded by the first scis. In this cvele, 359 of the original totul C. DB, staff
were inferviewed mere intensively while the minjority of the some rural school
population was again Guostioned in greater detnil.,  (Sce Tista 1I-A and 11-13 in

Appendix, )

The third and final roumd of questions were made to cight selected C. DL B,
personnel.  The field interviewers were also interviewed by telephone in i
altempt to gather any unreeorded or newly uncovered information.  (Sce List

ITI-A in Appendix,)

All of the innuts from these phases as well as the gathered documentation

were then analyzed and eross-checked for validity and consistancey.
\ A Y

Jecause ‘Lhie emphasis in the SPREAD project is on the analysis of diffusion
into sma’l rural schools only, a very small sample of all of the school districts

of the Stale of Colorado were studied, 1t is estimated that the responses made

hy the prectitioners in the schools represent approximately 6% of the sehools

of the state with thosce schoels enyolling less than 10% of the total school

population of the state,

A second factor which should be kept in mind while inferpreting the findings

is the established C.D.E. practice of building local leadership so that change
is initiated by local leaders of {lic schools rather than playing a direct and
active role in the change process. To the extent that this practice of building
local leadership has hecn cffective, the majority of the changes should pre-
dictably occur due to lecal leadership. This is substantially borne out in the

findings.

TINDINGS

No summary can hegin to he as valuable as the detailed study of actual re-
sponses to questiomaires and intcrviews., The rcader is encouraged to pursue
certain findings in greater detail in the records of Project SPREAD, where
the original documents have been forwarded, as well as in the summaries of

results found in the Appendix,
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This scction will be sub-divided into six categorics as follows:

_ Te General Findines
l‘ IT. Innoviation in Colorado
111, Orewnizng for Diffusion
1IV. Popular Diffusion Activities
V. Perecpuions of Cost
VI. DPereoptions of Blfectiveness

I. General Findings

The C.D.E. has & well-documented record of accomplishment in diflusing
improved school practices into small rural school districlts, scliools and
classrooms. The two fundamental questions asked in this analysis were,

e Can the diffusion nrocedures now in use be fuvther refined so as to
improve the reliability with which an iroproved praetice is diffuscd?

e Can the cost-effcetiveness ratio of present C.DLE. diffusion practices
be improved?

This analvsis has clearly indicated that both questions may be answered in

the positive.

Bascd upon their experience with over half of the nation's departiments of
education, INSGROUYP consultants ronk the Colorade State Depariment of Bdu-
cation among the top six to ten such departments. Questions dirccted to pre-

fessional stafl in other state departments of education support this conclusion.

Bascd on the number of students to be served in the distriets of the state, the
C.D.E, is understaffed when compared with other state departments of edu~
cation. Considering this understaffcd condition, the accomplishments of the

Department are commendable,

As rccently as May, 1969, a U,S.0.E, site~visit review team concluded that,
as a whole, "C.D,E. scrvices to local school districts are outstanding. "A
Department-conducted survey of 1963 indicates that the C.D,E, has a record

of success in diffusion that extends back many years.

1 Scven relatively distinet diffusion practices were identified during this analysis.
; Although onc may be regarded as leading into or overlapping another under

certain circumstances, the following models were isolated for purposes of

P study and reporting.
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A. Endorsement Modol: The C.1, 1, convinees ihe Local Viducational
Ag(m.h, (1. IA) Surerintendent to endorse ceriain practices hy providing
a him rational evidence and supporting his visits to other LEA's as on
i ohscrurver,
(Exanmiple: DVEFL)

B, Targeited Communication N Model: The C.DLE, learns of a general
ieront or Lol need Lor a pariicular innovaiive practice; responds with
a carvciully prepared and thned communigua velative to that practice
then responds to any request for service gonerated by the communique.
This is primarily a disseminalion model.

(Exnmple: C.DLE, Publications)

C. Lighthouze Model: ‘The C.D.E. forms and supports a network of schonls
Which i..3\htT])1 ‘oven or potential capabilily fer successiully implementing
innovations; disseminzies results and lends heavy support to those scek
to follow exampley ¢. g, secks oxemptions,

(Example: W.S,8.8.D,, BOCLES)

!

D. Legislotive NModel: The C,D.E. helps to shape and get passed mandatory
and cin iling legislation which cicourages inncvationy then assists in
proposal development for response to legislation by LEA.

(Example: Title 1T, Dudget Lolm)

. Accouihability Model: The C.D.FE. assists the LEA in eatallishing
per ylormance objectives for pecowntability, than follows up with assistance
in condneting formative evaluation for program development revisions,
(Examplc: Contract Acereditidion, Program Planning and Budgeting)

F. In-service Training Model: This practice cmphasizes the cooperative
pre-scervice and in-sevviee training cfforts of the C.DLE.,, Higher Ldu-

cation Agencies, Research and Development Laboratories and IFoun-

dations. It relies, to a great extent, upon the "ripple' offcet of atrained

person passing on his knowledge and perceptions to others.

(Examples: D. U, Jalb Laboratm_y, Far West Regional Laboratory. )

(. Response Model: The C.D.E. answers an LEA scrvice request, expands
the problem through analysis, suggests solutlicn practices and supporis
over a long period until fully implemented. -

(Example: Rocky Mountain Arca Project, San Luis Project)

Each of these; supplemented by six other recommended models will be analyzed

in greater detail within the Conclusions scction of this report.

'II, DImovation in Colorado
The Appendix includes a list of 83 innovations that were reported by district
personnel as heing part of their school program, in response to a 1969 surrcy

conducted by the Bureau of Education Research, University of Denver.l Since

7 1 A Survey of Imnovative Fducational Practices in the Public School Districts
e of Colorado, Burcau of LEducational Research, University of Denver,

January, 1970,
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respondents were reacting to a prepared list, it should not he thousht of as an
K A b b

exhaustive list of all inpovative practices in existence in Colovado schools in
1969, This study yiclded several additional innovative practices not explicitly
mentioned in the University of Denver list, Decause of inconsistancies in
labeling innovations, it is impossible to determine when the same practicoe is

labeled by two different names. Detailed deseriptions of which districts have

adopted which innovations in the past year is available in the C.D.E,~41 Form,

Atall Report, 1969 Summary.

The [ourteen "most vlilized innovative programs™ in the State of Colorado are
listed below as roported in the previously eited University of Denver veport.
They arc listed in their order of frequency with the first being used in 80 of
the 129 school districts surveyed, while the Jast was reported in 425 of the
same sample. ’

1. Parvent~tcacher conferences for reporting pupil progress

2. Reading Improvement courses (such as speed reading and remedial
reading)

3. Paid Teacher Aides

4. Special Education

5. Student Aides

6. DBSCS Biology

7. New Math Programs (other than SMSG and UICSM)
8. Individualized Reading

9. Teacher Visitotion Program (schools outside district)
0. Elcctromnic Language Labhoratories .
11, Work Study Programs

12, Elementary Librarians

13. Summer School (Remedial)

14. "Team Teaching

In terms of this present study, the most important finding of the University
I g Y

“of Denver report was the extremely low number of "innovations' being reported

as occurring in small school districts (under 1,000 enrollmaznt). It was found
that, in a sample of 78. 2% of all small schools in the state, only five innovations
from a list of 99 were found in over 50% of the schools reporting. This con-
trasts significantly with the 52 out of 99 innovations found in the large districts

(over 5,000 enrollment).
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The prescui s ady revealed a definite contrast in the perceptions of C DL,
personnal and district lovel personucel regavding tie nature of what they

% classificd us Minmovations, " The Gypes of innovations mentioned by prace-
titioners wore almoest entively curricutar and instractional and cmphasized
individualizinge the curriculum and instructional » ~ocedures for the student.
Thig held (rue across ol the rvoles wiunpled withia the small rural schools
studiedc  n contragl porsonnel in the Colorado Depoartment of Edveation weve
more likely to mention innevations that were relaied to planning, developmont,
and evalualion of school programs rather than those that diveetly influenced

the student.  (Sece Lists J-A and I-1B in Appendix.)

VWhen askoed to desceribe sa improved prectice that thoy are currently involved
in, practivionars again mentioned primarily those practices that dircetly touch

the life of the student.

When C.D.E. personncl were askod what improved school practices they ure
currcntly aliompiing to diffuse, approximately 2/3 of the respondeuts delayed
so leng in answering that it was the judgment of the intervicwer that either they had
1no personal priorvity of proctices well thought threugh in advance of the question
or that the personal priorities of tho staff members might be perceived as in
conflict with the priovitics of the Department, ana the st~ff member was re-
luctant to voice his own priorities. The former tends to be eanfirmed by the
fact that half of the res pondents could not mention more than four innovations
and on¢ of these referred to a list befsre answering.,  Of the improved school
practices mentioned, the majority of these would result in changing teacher's
practices or administrative practices which oaly indirectly affect student

activities. (Sce Lists T7-A and I-B.)

As might be predicted, a greater proportion of practitioners than C.D.E,

peirsomnel inaicated that they had a greaier understanding of "individualized

instruction" than of "comprchensive planning." (See Lists II-A and II-B.)

1IT. Organizing for Diffusion
Lvidence of the interest in further organizing the C.D.E. for purposes of
dissemination and diffusion comes from the establishment of @ Dissemination

7 and Diffusion Task FForce. This unit is to serve as one of seven task force

| 46
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study cotncils to further define and make recommendations on whet is coi-
sidered to bhe the seven wizjor areas of educational problem cad/or intervest
in the Stute of Colorado. Further evidence of Gie interest iv relining the
diffusion copibility of {00 CUDL I, s the existence of Projoct SPRIGAD.
SPREAD come into erislonce throush he caleulaied efforts of a number of

C DU personmel who rcecopnizod e need for fuother refining and formalizing

the diffusicn honction.

The Dissemivmion and Diffusion Task Foree has devoted over 165 man/day s

to analyzing the odsting didsion [unction and making recommendations to
the Admiuisteative Councit and Commissioner s to further dissemination

and diffusinn activitics.

To [urther veline its disgsewination and diffusion cefforts as a coordinatedd
department offort, the C.D,I. has ceommitted itself to evolve a Dissemination/
Diffusion Oifice outl of this temporarvy Tusk Force which has been functioning
on an ad hoe basis for the past several months. A possible model of the
structure of such an office (based on the analysis desceribed i this repori)

will be presepted in the Conclusions and Recommendabtions section of this

1report.

The disscmination function and the diffusion function were rarely separated in
documents reviewed and conversations noted. Indced, the majority of those
who were asked about diffusion efforts (and their relative success) answered
in terms of dissemination of information rather than the diffusion of practices.
Apparently the diffusion story had not heen widely told in the Department since
less than one-third of those responding mentioned a diffusion activity that was
outside of his own realm of responsibility. In sixteen out of forty cases, the
respondent was not able to promptly identify a single diffusion activity being
carried out by the C.D.E. or praviously having been carried out. 'The most
typical number of diffusion ellorts mentioned was three. However, over 120
of the respondents mentioned only a single diffusion activity (which in many

cascs was actually a dissemination activity).

Contrasting the responses in Lists I-A and I-B from the standpoint of vigani-

zation, it is possible to conclude that practitioners are better able to request

4'/
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and develop improved praciices in cooperative cefforts with the CoDLEL than

is the C.DVE, orginized Lo relinbly make contacts and complete action
prozrams with peaciitioners,  List -1 indicates a practitioner inferest in
additionnl couperative, orpanized diffusion programs rcelying not only on the

C.DE. bul on ofher diffusion organizations as well.

The absence of complete agrecment on communicated Department-wide
priovities i ditfusiog is evident from the analvsis of respenses o Quastion 6
in List JI-A. ‘['his is seen as making it difficult for the individual in the
C.D.E. to allocate bis timoe in light of Department pricrities, or orgmize in
order to maximize the impact on existinre diffusion efforts having hich priority

in the Depurtment,

IV. Popular Diffusicn Activitics

A preponderant balicel in workshop-like activities on the part of C.D.E.
persommel was clearly indicated by List 1-A responses. These answers also
associate successiul diffusion efforts with o specific kind of person; one who

is aknowledgeable, personable, charismalic, socially-acceptable, experiencad,
individual with a proven record of accomplishment in {he avea of diflusion.
Small rural school pcople, on the other hand, tend to asscciate successful
diffusion practices with a group of working tcachers and administrators fecling
their way and finding their way in a gradual, problem-solving process over a
long period of lime, creating solutions to areas of student need. I as many
cases as not, the activities in the field which were perccived by small rural
school persomicl to be most successful did not dircetly involve any intervention
on the part of C.D.E. personncl. They are, however, anxious to have the
backing of the C.D. E. if some step in their process (of evolving local

solutions) is challenged and must be justified.

V. Ferceptions of Costs

The concept of relative costs of alternate diffusion activities did not oceur
spontaneously in response to Lists I-A and I-B. When asked direetly in List
II-A, the majority of the respondents had difficulty predicting most standard
cost factors and were relatively unprepared to proportion out costs in the total
diffusion effort.
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Perscinel time, the largest single cost, was not routinely mentioned. 'The

coat factnr most mentioned was the production of publications and wiaterials,
the sofiware to he vtilized, a relatively minor cost. Analysis of responses to
Lisi 1i=1 indienta thol practitioners in sme1l rural schools are very sensitive
to the time that the development and implorentation of improved practices
tal:os avwoy from managing the distriet, school or clagsroom.  One could
conclidde that the praclitioners are more sconsitive to the cost of diffvesion than
the C.DLL. personncl with noiable exceptions.  The statements in List T11-A
indicote a tendency to undervestimate the cost of ditfusion ellorts on the part

of C.D.E. personncl,

V1. Poreeplions of Ef{cetiveness

When C.DLVE, persoanel were asked the extent to which the diffusion they had
mentioned had bean offective, 31 of the 40 responded that it had worked well.
Howevern, less than half could site any evidewee for believing that the diffusion
had worked well when asked @ diveet question about the possible existence of
such evidence. dost respondents desceribod onhy a single eritical fncter that
accounted for success, rather thaw multiple eritical facfors.  Approximalely
353% of the respondents were vnable to mention a single diffusion effert that

had fuiled, or had not yet come about, ox were convinced there were no
failurcs. 1t is appavent both from documentation, interviews, and question-
naires that thorough knowledge of the relative cifectiveness of various diffusion
efforts is not commonplace. Indeed the necd to evaluate and follow-up for
purposcs of evaluation was routinely mentioned by all concerned.  Additionally,
the gencral pattern of response in the C.D. K. was relative to the quantity or
number of districts and schools adopting a given practice, whereas the criteria
from the viewpoint of the practitioners is the guality of the influence on the
student. (Sece List I-A)

Practitioners often proposed that they would use C.D.E, staff time assisting

local persomncl to evaluate the cffcctiveness of various changes and practices
they had recently instituted. This was found to contrast with the fact that they
were not nceessarily anxious to have the C,D.E. cooperate with them in the

modification of the practice. (Sec List II-B)
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List H1-A sheds further light on ibe issue of perceived effectivencss, YWhen the
apswers of C DT, stall judged to be the moct experienced and successful in
dilfusion are contrasted with an covol number of C.D,E. staff with less of a
proven record of effectivencss, on obvious difference relates to the lavyer
number or 1oles those porsons cited ns roles they played as members of the
C.D.E. staff. The more effective diffusors play more roles than the icss
effective.  Strangely none of the respondents to List JII-A cited theiz role as
dif[u:aor/c'}.:'["41;-;'@ agent as their primary role in the Department, in fact, none

mentioncd tha diffusor reole until after ke had mentioned at least four others,

In contrast to answers lo previous lists, in which'it was noted certain diffusion
ciforts huad not been effective; onlv once in 20 vesponses to role deseriptions
did one of the C.D. I, stall self-rate himsell as below-average in effeclivencss,
Respondents are either unaware of the relative effectiveness with which thoy.

play their soveral roles oy are reluctant to discuss it candidly with peers,

In discussing factors tending to facilitate and constrain their efforts in diffusion,
the stafl judged more effective perceeived more focilitating than constraining
forces within the C.D.I. This in contrast with nn cqual nuwmber of stafl

(judged not-as-effective) who noted more perceived constraining forces within ‘

the C.D. E.

-

.

When a comparision was made hetween the planning skills of the more-cffcctive
C.D.E. slaff and the planning skills of the less~cifective staff, results favored
the more-efllfective group. More effective diffusors tend to be more effcctive

plammers (or vice-versa).

Thé most impressive single finding in the third phase of interviewing in the
C.D.E. reclated to the relative inubility of two stafl members most knowledgeable
about diffusion to reach agreement as to those C.D. E. staff most effective in
diffusion elforts when prompted to by the analysis tecam. Agreement could only
be reached on four out of 20 staff. Objective evidence as the effectivencss of
most individuals in diffusing improved school practices does not currently cxist

inthe C.D.E.

o0 |
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Reviewing all the information collected about the type(:) of influenee being

used by C.DL I sUadi to further the diffusion of given practices, it has heen
noied that C.D. I, stadT vse Timiled types of influence.  Analyzed against
Bemis! summary of potential Lyes of nfluence, (pps 167-9, Dennis, W.
Changing Oremaizetions, New York, MceGraw=-ilill, 1966), il is notod that
most stall tend to vse only "cuercive, " Yenpert” or Megitimate! influence
and rorely in combinution, where as "referent” and "value" influence arc

viewoed by most diffusion scholars as more powerful and pervasive.

CONCTUEIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Concluding Summr o

)

Figure T summarizos, invery general terms, some of the major characleristics
of the diffusion provess as il was deseribed and observed in the Colorado De-
partment of Educution. 'The procedurces used in the pasi ¢ ATC CX mpressed in
abbreviawed form on the left and should he read as comparative statements

with their epposites on the right (indicators of an "ideal" diffusion cffort).

The C.D.J. is now somewhere between these two on most jtems and organ-
izing to approach the Mideal" in specific instonces,  There is no implied empha-

sis intended in the order of prescntation.

It is hoped that IMigure 1, (or some adaptation of it), will come to be used as a

scli-evalnation checklist, to be used periodically in the futurve by the C.D.E.

to rate its progress in refining it's diffusion clforts.

Recommended Organizational and Functional Relationships

To avoid the isglpicd diffusion eifort that has had a poor reccord in the research
literature, a "totnl" diffusion effort is proposcd. Figure 2 describes the basice
elements of a typical S.D.E, diffusion situation and implies the multiple linkages
that must cxist if all the forces for improvement of school practices are to be
coordinated into a high-potential-diffusion effort. Linking agrcements as to
roles and responsibility must cxist bctwcen all the elements in Figure 2.

Among the more cbvious are the representation of the clements on the Advisory
Board to the Dissemination/Diffusion Unit, the coordinated activity between

the Ficld units and other S.N,E. operations aud constant coordination of S.D. E.
diffusion efforts with the cfforts of other agencies with a diffusion function.

Central to the linison to other diffusion agencics is the inmovation information
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FIGURE 1

Sommary_of Previous ond Potontial Difflusion Activily

Rend as; "The C.DL 1L dilfusion effort tends to be. .. (vead item in left

mmemves

i

coltimun) more oiten than.. . (read opposite itlem in right column).

Note:
WAL HAS BELN
o Rascd on personal background of

G

G

C.D.IE, stadf

Divected at "schools of convenience!

Coincidental based on personal
priorities

An isolated C.D. . cffort
Sporadic, one-shot and
fragmented

Emphasizing plaminy ond
administrative practices

Prescriptive

Intuitive

Simplistic, conventional and
standard approaches

Superimposed on existing
systems

Responsive to service requests
only
Process-oriented

Dissemination of publications
and public information

a

2)
IR

WHA'T MIGIT! BE

Bascd on retreived technical
information

Targetted on high potential "open™
schools and districts and subse-
guenlly spread to lower-potential
schnols

Ruased on systematically determined
statewide prioritics

Collaborative with other diffusion
ageneics

Coordinated, complete and
comprehensive

Emphasizing "iwproving learning
environment' (curricular and
instructional) changes more
dirccetly aflecling lcarners

Diagnostic and subscquently
prescriptive

Documented and visible

Imaginative, thorough and
impactful

Creating "temporary systems"
for experimentation

Programmatic diffusion from high
potential to lower-potential districts/
classrooms

Product~oriented

Diffusion of improved practices
] p
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center nud the coordination of the targeticd communication cmanating {rom

the Dissemination/Dilfusicn Unit, (1D/DU) and those envuiting from other
sources within and from outside the S.D.1. Within the /DU, closest
relationsiips will need to exist hetween the Coordination Oifice which is
scheauling next steps by all concerned, ithe Technical Office which is evalu-
atine the effect of vecent steps and the icld Units whizh are actuotly earvrying
oul the daily intervention to further the efforis to evolve improved school
practices for recipient elassroomes, schools, district:, Doards of Cooper-
ative Services. The single most important relationship will he that hetween
the recipients ol the innovative practices and the D/D Unit, whereby the
roguests ol inforinsiion and service are processed and azreoments are
reachod between all conecrned s to necessury nexst stops in light of recent

"correetive fecdhack. "
In summary, the D/D Unit might be conceived of as primarily a linking organ-
ization bringing to hear the various resources ol related clements of the

situation.

Recommiended Additional Modals

Seven models describing some of the more popular currvent C.D.E, diffusion
strategics were presented in the Tindings scetion. It is recommended that
C.D. . personncl consider clements of the following «ix additional models

in terms of their potential for use in the future., Just as with the previous
seven models, it is casy to point out overlap and similaritics in those to follow.
The purpose liere is to point out the dominant characteristic of a strategy so
that it can eventually be formalized into a set of replicable procedures to be
systematically used by S.D.E. staff and others cooperating in diffusion efforts
on appropriate future occasions.

A. Successive Anproximatien Model: S,D.E. cooperatively assesses need
for imnovations in recipient distriets; ranks available innovations
according to appropriatencss to need; selected LEA's form ficld units
to adopt or adapt solutions to negotiated objcctives; diffusion etforts
modified routinely through "corrective feedback, " gradually approxi-

mating the improved conditions sought; resources from many agencies
coordinated.

B. Selecetive Teadership Model: The S.1D. 1. actively sceks to influence
LEA boards in their selection, training and retention of key administrative
;
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poersommel (procticulavly Superintendent and Assicant Superintendents);
hasced upon toe proven feidership shills and potentind Jor succerssiul
diffusion actionn. ‘

o Models Involving stadent, )‘(‘]n‘('“-“1\1:11‘.iv<‘,s in the diffusion
Lot sueh means as Minteroships'™ within the S.DLE., raveling
cominars Lor mwal vouth s voung peonle assuia s teaching role (ala
Posinmum) doring junior and senjor yoirs,

DL REA Contract 1_1‘~:._\1(_?£]_Ej_: SR establishics a turnkey performiacs contract

w x(,x an oufrive soeney (privaie or von-profit) to ssuist LEA or groups
of TEA's Lo n:::t.urmino needs, modify p-':lctlco,, cle,

o 1LEA Con ar NModel: SEA assists Doards and supevintendenls inowriting
fumbtoy poriornraiee convacts helween thio LEA vad oulside services for
"orenkey! ussistonee resuiting in trained school sladl and implemcented

innovations.

nlvi

F. Complete Turnover Model: SEA or LIXA contriacts with outside agency for

toinl ]uc]\ug.,( fstallation snd maintcnonce for “f‘] etod portivas of school
progriom,

Figure 3 analyzes the previous seven models plus the additional six in terms of @
; -

six steps in the diffusion process conceptualized by Hovelock,

&
¢ the Lype(s) of influence (suggested by Dennis) affecting the potential
suecess of any piodel

e cost levels of cach model relitive to other models (including additional
dollars, stail time, recipient time, learner time)

e obscrved or predicied cffectiveness (based on assumptions in Preface).

Recommended Intervention Strateeics

Trigure 4 lists an incomplete set of intervention strategiecs commonly used hy
diffusion persomcel, summarized from the works of Bemmis, Havelock and

others.

Analysis of C,D.E. diffusion cfforts of the past indicated the use of several

of these, however, rarcly have the various "change-agent' strategies been used
in combinations and scquences in a comprehensive, thorough major strategy
(with contingency straicegies organized to be used when some aspect of the

major strategy proves ineffective in a given instance).

2 Havelock, R. A Comnarative Study of the T.iterature on the Dissemin:ilion
and Ulilization ol Scieatific Nrowledze. THEW/OL/Bureau of Rescarch
Project 7-0028, LRIC #ED-020171, July, 1969.
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IYCGURE 4

‘.
Pogaible Intervention Blrafories
ot Combii inco A Diivzion RModel
Action Reseavel 48, ‘Temporary Syatems
Autlientic Feadback 49. Training, Inscrvice and
Draingtorming and Delphi Technique Pro-service
Caep Sludy Conforoncees 50, Transtadion
Crovee Agenty Buteamal and Internal 1. Uscr Need Surveys

Colliborative Action nquiry
Conirontation

Consultation

Derivalion Caxference

Diale ve, Decision, Action
Diflusion, Nitaeal
Exnerimental Domonstration
Fait Accompli

Finmeial Support

Trorce TField Analysis

Goal Clavification

Group Observation/Process Analysis
Human Relations Laboratory
Inter-organizatirnal Visiting
Leadership Change
Logislated Chauge

Linliage

Mass Media Dissemination
Multiple Media Approaches
Network Building

Operations Rerearch
Opinion Leadership Utilization
Organizational Development
Overlapping Groups
Packaging for Ditlusion
Plamning, Programming, Budgeting (PPR1S)
Prestige Suggestion

Problem Solving

Product Development

R & D Unit

R, D, &D

Reflecetion

Resecarch Evaluation
Revitalization

Role Playing

Rotation of Roles

Sensitivity Training Group
Spirit of Inquiry

Successive Approximation
Survey Feedback

System Self-Renewal
Systems Analysis and Development




ILis strongly recommendod that more comprehensive sets of strategies be

incorporated info diffusion olfforts in the {vture and that inservice teaining

{@ be orpanizad {o inerease the number of C.DLE, staff competent to use seme

or all of the stralogics.,

Recomuenduiions fo Projrct SPREAD Perticipants

The previous sets of recommendations hinve followed logically from the findings
of the analysia of the dilffusien activities of the Colorado Depaviment of ¥du-
calion with small rural schools in 1969-70. When comparved with the report

of the Disscmination and Diffusion Tasl Force, they may be of value in reorgun-

izing selcctled aspects of the disscemination and diffusion operations of the

-
C.D.T.
Project SPREAD has been, wid will continue to be supportive of the offorts of
the C.DLE. to strengthen ity dissemination and diffusion capability. To that
end, the following recomiuendations arce made to the Policy Doard, Director,
Stafl and State Observers of Project SPREAD:
e 'I'o the exiont possible, similar analyses of the other thres S.DVE.
diffusion efforts should be conducied to note any uniquencsses of the
C.D.X. or auy of ibe other States.
e Develep and conduct inservice training for selected S, D1, stafl with
heavy responsibilitics for parts of diffusion cfforts now under way or
planned.
e Reanalyze the Fall Report - C.D.I0. Yorm 4, 1949 data in terme of
small rural schools with unusual innovation records compared with the
Report of lmnovative Fducation Practices, thus highlighting the existence
of "lighthouse' school programs. \

@ Assist in devising diffusion cost and effectiveness measurement instru-
ments in order to begin to standardize those instruments in terms of
reliability and validity~-preparing lor the oporational test of various
diffusion models in sclected small rural schools.

‘.x:u\‘
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PROJESY SPREAD JoonilidTIONS

The rural scliools arce not as effccltive as they could be in providing
guality cducation fer all of the studants.,

Tt is poosibla for cural schools {o improve their effectivennss.
Small rural schiools can become more offecltive by sensing needs,
climinating some prectices and not wveplacing othars--ac well as
adopting or adzpting new practices,

Latent conilict exists in rural cowmunities...but little significant
cducational vlanning has dealt with this reality; an opportunity siill
exists to resolve latent rural conflict in peocitive ways...and re~
search evidence is avallable for planning constructive management of
this condition. -

Because of the nature of rural communities and decision processes,
information about improved school practices and research findings
along have little influence in local decisicns about improved school
practices.

Useful and lasting changes occur when the change process involves
those who are most a.fected in ways designed to reduce dependence
upon "outside" pz=rsons or agencics...and residents of rural communitics
can be expected to participate in such educaticnal change activities.
Responsibility for determining the goals of the schools resides with
the citizens of the ceamunity. Professional educators have a respon-
sibility to assist citizens in considering a wide range of goals.
School districts and schools should be concerned with the improvement
of the quality of learning, and a variety of the particular improvsd
practices to be introduced into any scheol or district should be
datermined by the needs of that school or district to improve the
quality of learning.

Improvements in school practice that are minor adjustments in stendard
practice are not worth the investment. Basic changes that directly
affect students are to be given preference.

Innovation must be a continuous process in sducation and not related
to any single effort to adopt a given practice.

Changes in school practices that produce minor changes (new textbook)
reguire less diffusion effort than changes that produce major massive
changes (individualized instruction, computer assisted instruction).
No educator or educstional crganization existing today is using
replicable diffusion procedures that will reliably work and result in
improved scheool practices in rural schools. Why and how change occurs
in school practice needs to be examined much more empirically and
systematically. Change processes in a social system whose objectives
are determined by inany people at many jurisdictional levels, and
decisions are made on nonvisible criteria other than the quality of
the school program, need careful exam:nation.

Diffusion efforts typically do not succeed as planned, however, a
diffusion effort can be made to eventually succeed through a gradual
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process of succasnive approximation of the ultimate objective, guided
by "corroective focdback"”

A writton got of replicable procedures can be produced that will
eventually incuve Aiffusion of 2 given improved sclicol practice into
a given schoel cetting. Theso procedares mast be consistenl with
roccorch evidonoe from tho Luhavioral G5 INT05. ' '

Strery lesdership at the inlervmediate lovel or siate tgency 15 Te-

.

quired to provide impetus for continucd linkage, legitimization and
suppurt of the precesses of need assesuusnt, program Improvamnl, and
formatliva evaluation.

The vole of the Slete Education Agency (5EA) is to assist in dm-
proving the efizctivenass of schools and it shoulsd boe a continuing
onc, designed to dovelop a aeli~renewing sepacity in rural schools.
Slate odusaltional agency stulfs arc administratively and profcesionally
in a pocilion Lo help rural achool districts to effect educational
chanae .. Jout they now do not possess adccuote skills, experiences, and
resources Lo essisl rural cnangz proceos activitics.

To provide quality education for students in small rural schools, it
15 essential that fwproved practices be implemented and_thig can best
be aocomplished through a cooperative effort between the locul agency
and the SiA.

Project SPREAD can eventuzlly test the relative effectiveness of
diffucion strategizs to the end of contributing to the knowledge base
about cooporative efiorts to diffusc improved practiccs.
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to develop ond pertislly test a set of procedures

_ enable wiall rural ¢choole of Celorado,
and improvo Lhaie operations continuously. Thal
ducator: in thoase districts, while fellowing the
Lional progren goals lo cue

Slatenemabes s ano

&
S/l proceduros will poes riodically reoxomine Lhoin instruct

17 lhey are still consietont with currant pricritice set by Lhe community: they
will monilor new and more effcctive instructional and adninigtrative proccdures
which have beon doviscd To accomplish those genluy they will replace scome pro-
ceduraes, and aradually cereccet and imnrove others in ordexr to make the school
syetein as a wnole 1ncreu¢¢ngly successiuvl and efficicent.

Stated cs above, SPREAD's goals arve very ambitious, of cepurse, and will rg-
guire irore Lime, money, trained personnel, and yet-io-be-doveloped improvenent
technolegy than will be evailable during the Froject's five ycars. What the
Project cxpects to ‘belulLSh during the five yﬁare 15 to develop a prototype--a
preliminery but workable sct of procedures--and to demonstrate that they sre useful
and feassible, end that they contribute encugh to the incredgsed success and effi-
ciency of the educational systems they are designed te serve to warxani their con-

tinued support end development by locel and state agencies

More -:ji 1 the SPREAD procedures (model or plan) descrile cooperative
efforte in the states of Colorado, Utah, and Wezhington in whicn selcctizd person-
nel of the State DﬂparfmmuL of Education, educators in local schocl districts,
interested citizens in rural communities and staf7T from olher educational agencies
will form a continuing diffusion organization in order to ¢generate and pass on in-
formation, knowledge, and coaching about actionec required to improve the schools,
and to assist tihem to take and verify the effectiveness of the actions.

In previous documents, participants in the SPREAD Project have referred to this
cooperative effort as a communications network--a network of carefully defined
roles and responsibilitices, positions, or jobs. A person or group occupying a
given position or role performs certzain prescribed tasks in the process of
gathering and transmitting specified items of information to holders of certain
other positions in the network, and eventually to the decision~makers and educators
in the community. It can also be thought of as a network of information, in-
fluence, invention, and incentives.

Two types of information will be gathered and transmitted:

a. Information relating to needed school practices in Colorado,
Uteh, and Washington and in other parts of the country.

b. Infoxmation relating to how well the diffusion organization
is operating and what needs to be done to make it operate
better.

Some of the information about effective school practices is already being gathered
by local and state agencies, Other information will be generated by the procedures
to bc described below.




When the diffueion crgamizotion (conaiunicatior: network) jo operating
properly, the decicion makers in each of the particirating school districts
be providad with a {low of information in the fcrm ol written reports which will

enable liw periodicelly to:

le
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Reasscsa the curnoul cducational needs of thelr district as
viewea Ly intecosted citizenc, 2.0., necos roflected by poor
reading varformonae on the part of elementery students, or hy
a high dropoul ratio, cr by inebllity of hion school graduates
Lo perferm well in cellege, ths military, vocational training
prograna, ¢r in cntry level jols, etc.

Review informnation susmmaries about improved educational practices
across the counlry (soime of vihich may Le in the inmcdiale arcs) -
practices desioned Lo solve particular kinds of educsticnal
problemcy informalion would hoe included about such factors as

the skills of personnel recuircmsnt of a particuler instructicnal
prograiis costs, ceificiency of learning, etc.

Comparc existing school practices in their districl with the
already available alternatives descriled above.

Select alternetives to replece ineffective existing programs

or praciicoes, and {hen to reallocate resocurces, do the necessery
training, etc., tc install the naw program{s) and gradually make
it (thom) work throvgh a series of tryouts and revisions.
Monitor the new program(s) cr practice(s) 1o make certain they
are in facl being properly used, or if nccessary, that they

have been modified by staff to fit the particular civcumstances
of the school or district.

(ather continuing data--information aboul pupil performance in
particular--which will enable school officials and others to
know how effectively cach new (and o0ld) program is working, i.e.,
whether {or not) pupils are learning the habits, knowledge, and
skills the program was designed to teach, without at the same
time learning to hate the subject being taucht, themsclves, the
program of studies, the teacher, or school in general.

Develop preliminary working plans for estimating costs of
producing learning in students by means of new instructional
programs in comparicson with costs of existing programs. 1In

this Project, cost/effectiveness is defined as costs of pro-
ducing units of learning divided by units of learning produced--
since the task of developing sound cost/effectivencss procedures
is a major project in itself, the SPREAD effort will be limited
to developing a prototype plan. The plan will include:

0 A set of Assumptions about costs, effectiveness, and
the relationship between the two.

O A list of constraints within which a cost/effectiveness
program must operate.
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o A sumnary rerovt on @ pilet analysis of cost/offectiveness.

The SPREAD precedurcs {(model or plan) will he described and to a large extent
be operationally defined in & colleciion of documents called a Guidebook. The

Guidcebock will:

1. Present the rationale for the cooperative diffusion effort,
the scurces of that raticnale, related studies, helay mis-
conceptions, answer general questions, ctcs

2. Specify the activities, procedure, or operations to be per-
formed by persons or groups holding cach of the positions in
the ccoperative cffort, including those persons whose task
it will ke to make the effort increasingly effective.

3, Include a number of "training packages," one for cach
position in the organization.

4. Describe the "formative evaluation" or "corrective feedbaclh"
procedures fors

a. Checking on and improving the success and ef-
ficiency of each of the persons or groups
occupying each of the positions, thereby
gradually improving the effectiveness of the
cooperative effort as a whole.

b. Making the Guidebook intelligible to general
readers.

c. DPeriodically revising the SPREAD Project itsclf.

In brief, the formative evaluation strategy is as follows: Each of
the above, e.g., each trazining package will be first written in
preliminary form,then tried in the field, then evaluated, then re-
vised, and the cycle will be repeated until it has been demonstrated
that a given portion of the Guidebook 1is effective with members of
tne cooperative effort for whom it was designed. Beyond that point,
revisions will continue to be made, but less frequently.

o A list of clements of a plan to do cost/effectivencss

anclysis.
' 0 A Jist of changes in current school practices in small

rurel schools requircd to implement cost/cifectiveness.

0 Dascription of the cheracterislics of sites to be used
. . /. .
in developing a cest/eifectivencss procedunc.

o A list of specifications of the types of training reguircd.

r
|

C. The Training Packages

Each training package will consist of the following four components:

~B4
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1. Informzlion Materials.

ao A briel overvicw of the cntire coopecriative dififusion
G.IJ(J(.{“

@ to the Project as a whele

Lity, role, or position for

be A statemont of the importonc
of ihe 31*1*!U"1 rOfnurni%i

aining pe 1: ]

J

go has Loon desigrod--why
sl step in o longer process.

o
which a givon v !
that position is an esse

(1) Job descriptions will be develep:d in the
system co Lhe dutics to be performed will
be demorstrably eftective, and

(2) Repeatakbin

c. Definiticns of certain technical conceple which must be
nderstood as gbnoral guidelines by all members of the
diffusion or mation in order to facilitate communica-
tion, etc., h terms as "successive aphroximo iron.
"corrective feodback,” "formative evaluation," "1evision
decisions,” etce.

de A summary of the actual duties to be porforimed by a per-
son occupying a given peositicn or a member of a work
group.

es A work schedule, saying what tasks must be perfcrmed when--
what information will be gathered, from what sources, on
what time schedule, in what form it will be reported, to
whom, with what effect, and when. The work schedule will
be used both in training a candidate for a particular
osition, and later in gulding his activitles on the job.

fo A work record* to be kept and used by cach person or
member of a group occupying & given position, and sub-
mitted weekly (?) showing what was done, the time re-
guired, and current estimated degree of success. For
some positions the work record will show that 1nformation
was gathered and transmitted. In other instances, where
the communication is assigned the task of persuading the
recipient of ihis communication to take some action, the
work report will provide for follow-up steps to find out
if the proposed sctiovn was indeed teken, and remedial
steps to pe taken if it is determined that the task was
not corrpleted.

- 2. "Criterion~-Referencecd" Tests. These will consist of standardized
: observational or examination procedures sometimes in the form of
y work sarmples which will enable the trainer to find out what a
particular candidate for a given position knows about the

; ('5 -59-
g *Footnote: The formative evaluation strategy calls for a number of weekly or

monthly reports of which the work record is one example. It is
assumed that for the most part these reports will consist mainly of

L checklists and while they will be comprehensive, they will require ey
little time to fFill in. 6o
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requirements of that position Lefore trainirn at particular
points during training, ot compl-tion of training, and on
the job. The examinztlions will tent the candidate's knowl-
cdge of the keasic oguidelines, concopts, and detailled pro-
cedures reloting Lo his job at three levels of understuending:

a. His ability to tell--to define or describe verbally.
b. Iis ability to observe--to differentialc belween

correct and incomwect examnloe, to find now oxaplnog
of consistent acticns in his dally experiesnce.

c. His apbility to do--to apply the guidelines and con-
cepts 'to his job,s actually to carry out specified
operations and eppropriate contingency plans.

For training, somethiny in the way of performance tests will be
needed. I'or on~the-job follow-up, work reports will be used.

3. Instruclional Procedures. Thesce will consist of specificztions
of how and when the informational materials and tests will bhe
used, and of additionol learning exercises to be either self-
administercd, or administered by the trainer.

a. The lrsiner will tape record his training sessions
and this tape, or a copy of it, will become a part
of the record and will go to the person responsible
for initiating formative evaluation, a mcnitor or
observer.

b. The trainer will follow a guide sheet which will pre-
scribe the following training sequence: Pretest;
presentation of informational material, to be read by
candidate prior to training sessionsj a check test;
trainexr~guided instruction for remedying gaps in a
candidate's knowledge and misconcepticns, as revealed
by check test; retest; further instruction where re-
quired; retest; follow-up reports from the job and
additional instruction and retesting, if necessarye.

c. The trainer will keep a log in which he will report
the time required for the various training steps; any
difficulties encountered, such as unclear instructions;
unexpected reactions from trainees such as emotional
outbursts, verkal attack; any improvisaltions he needed
to make, noting which were useful. The trainer will
also present his suggestions for improving the

- . materials or the iraining materials.

N

Formative Evaluation Materials. These will include some of the
already mentioned materials, e.g., the examinations and work re-
ports, and in addition, they will include evaluation forms to be
completed by each candidate. The candidate will answer the

Q ESEB
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D. Tha Revicion

A

following quastione chout cach pasrt of the training process,
and eacl, »osponsipility, operation, procecdurc of the job
itselfs

Veo it interecting? How could it ko made more in-
tereosting?

At vhot points was it difficult? How might it bo
mede less s0?

Were dircctions cicar? llow might thay be improved?
What chenges in the process would result in the
saving of timz or an increase in satisfaction or
efficiency?

Procacs

de

b.

ERIC
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1. Training Packoges. After a training session or field tryout, the
monitor cr observer will: '

Administer the candidates' evaluation forms.

Collect from the trainer the trainer's tape(s) and
trainsr's log.

Listen to and "code" the training tape. He will use a
prepared coding sheet which will parallel the trainer's
guide sheet. Both the trainer's guide sheet and the
coding sheet will list the steps the trainer is expected
to follow, the questions he is to ask, acceptable answers,
concepts he is to teach, etc. As the monitor listens to
the tape, he will make a series of tab marks on his coding
sheet, one for each of the trainer's verbalizations
placing that tab mark in the appropriate space on the
coding sheet to show whethexr it was the varbalization
called for by the instructional plan, or an improvisation.

After the coding has been completed, the monitor will

then fill out the monitor's report form, wnich will show
the number, percentage and kind of errors which occurred
during training, e.g., by kind of errors is meant such
things as improvisations inconsistent with the guidelines,
failure to complete all steps, changing the sequence of
steps, etc. The monitor's report will list his own sug-
gestions for improvements to be made in a training procedure,
and will summarize suggesticns made on trainer's log and
candidate's evaluation forms. He will also suggest im-
provements in his ronitoring procedure.

67
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The monitor will perticipale with project directow,
trainrer, and the project cvaluator in an evaluation

or “debriefing" session in which the summary of re-
ports will be presented and discussed, changes in
materiale and training procedures considered, decisions
madc, etc.

o
.

Olher Secticns of the Gui.ebook. Sections of {he Gulidebook not
consisting of training packaces will be evaluatud by m2ans of
pretests and post tectc to be cuiipleted by ccelected readers and
forwanded to preject director. This informulion will be used to
determine 3 f readers in fact learn {rom the Guidebook. In addi-
tien, the readers will provide informmation about their interest
level, tho extenl they were challengad to perform successiully,
unanswered questions, and the like.

,
§
€

3. GPREAD Project as a whole. The project director will, from
time to tima, (how often?) present sections of the Guidehook
to (whom?) other members of Colorado, Utah, and Washington
State Depsatinents of Education, to seclected locel educotional
leadexrs, anid staff of other diffusion agencies for criticisms
and suggestions.

In addition the Project's effort will be surveyed pariodically by representatives

of the U. S. Office of Education, the SPREAD Advisory Committee, thc Policy DBowrd,
and professicnal organizations.

E. Parallel Staffing

A standard practice in selecting state agency and rural school district per-
sonnel for a cooperative effort will be the assignment of at least two people to
each of the roles and responsibilities in the model. Becausc of the liportance of
interactions between people in the communications network, the assignment of a
second person to the same responsibilitywho will act as a replacement in the case
of the unavailability of the person with the prime responsibility. For purposes
of formative evaluation, this second person will also act as a devil's advocate
challenging and guestioning the person with the prime responsibility and verifying
that he has, in fact, accomplished those procedures outlined in the Guidebook.
Both of these people will receive the same trsining progrem and the second, while
not as continually and deeply involved, will receive periodical briefings by the
person with the prime responsibility as to actions taken, problems encountered,
successes and the like. It is in these briefings that the second person will
verify against the Guidebook *he actions of the person with the prime responsi-
bility.

F. Next Steps
1. Time schedule for preparation and tryout of training packages.
a. Order in which packages will be developed-~completion dates.
b. Field testing sites--dates.
c. Revision sessions.
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’ G.  Summpary

The seven categories of Formative Lvealuetion datea are:

a. Infeemction aboul dhe usefulncss of the Guideboel. Ts the Guidobook
Contunt Leadable and does »t teach pecple something they do not already
know? The guestions ares

What does it say?

ITe it saving something ncew to you?

Do you agroe with it?

Cen you do what is called for in this process Guidebook?

o~ N
2N~

N e e s

The data gethering measures congist of pretest osl test, tear out check
< x ’ 2 b
list, and an intexrvicw.

b. Informakion about the cffectiveness of the training procrams. Do the
trainuno packages (programs) ot poople to function diffcrently and
eventually successfully, so they can perform the role? The duota gathering
measurcs consist of pretest, post test. and role~playing experiences judged
by lists of criteria given to the observer. In addition, the observer
verifies that pereons are acting out in rezlity the role they played suc-
cessfully.

Ce Informat’“‘ about the comnitment and planning of those irajined Lo carry
out procedurss. Are peeple becoming commilted to the roles they were
traincd for? Not only do they understand, but they believe in what they
are doing., This is formative evaluaticn on the actions of the people
trained.

d. Informztion shout the success of actions taken. Check to sce 1f people
assigned to roles actually carry out these roles. Types of evidence
gathered are: '

(1) Direct observation by the observer of completed actions
and the existence of tangible products such as a written
agreement, memo, list, or a note about a phone call, and
‘the agreements reached.

e. Informaticn sbout revising the Guidebook. Plans for correcting role
definition based on ficld okservation. These would be formative evaluation
used in revising the Guidebook, the descriptions of roles within the Guide-
book, and the procodures carried out by the persons performing thesc roles
Types of information to be collected would be collected by the observer and
the diffusion manager in debriefing sessions. It would consist of ansviers
to questions such as:

(1) What did you do? 1Is that what it said you would do in the
Guidebook? What problems did you encounter along the way?
How might we change the procedures to prevent the problem

63
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recurcing anothor time? How muach tine did you invest in
the activily end now might that be cut down another Lime?
vhat did you lmprovise (whet did you do that you were not.
:skad to do hut 1s consistent with what you were asked to
gn)? Uhat sungestions for dmproving the training can you
make?  What edditional suaaestions Tor improving the
training can you make? het additional training would you
like to have 1f you were lo repeat this activity another
Lime?

(2) 1t 21so would include infeormetion on the internal con-
sictency of linguage and proccdure within the rewritten
Guidetook.

cuccess of the new rractice and rrocodures.

iurmhtn\_ ! oo the oo Llwanj Lh”'OV'd practice cr procedures It
is 1nformat10n uaua,]y collcbwnd by the intornal change agent (pxluonpal).
Types of information collected are: Problems in the continued use of the
improved practice. Kemedial actions taken to solve these problems. Changes
in the table of orcanization, job descriplions, allocation of resources, and
policy decision making that tend to insurc the success of the improved
practice. The internal chenye agoent reports the information to the School
Imprevement Committece for modification decisions and cventually to the dif-
fusion manarger so that the history of that project and improved practice

can be sumnarized. :

3

Information ahout modifving and imwroving the SPREAD operstions. Formative
evaluation of Project SFREAD's projeclt management. Types of information to
be collected are:

(1) Feedback sheets to documents.

(2) Reactions of Advisory Committee members.

(3) #Analysis of the PERT's, the required redrawing (analysis of
slip in schedule) for planned field activities.

(4) Information from people playing roles in one of the field
efforts (debriefing interview information about the in-
adcquacies of the process).

(5) Data about the information requested by the Policy Board
or individval Chief State School Officers and their re-
actions to recommendations of ‘the Projectl Director as
they affs.t the decisions made by the Policy Board about
subsequent operations and commitments.

(6) Information from the site visitors, the review team, and
the reaction from the U.S.0.E. Regional Program Officer.

Questions about the formative evaluation design. Who collects what kind of
information about which seven formative evaluation categories, in the form
of which measures, how often, and gives them to whom?

For example: Garth Sorenson dasigns a design, observer is
trained to collect the various kinds of information on
supplied forms. He collects these typical types, plus others,
about the seven categories and gives that information to the
diffusion manager on these schedules. As a result, the

70
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Diffusion mnager convene: the following psople in each
case (different in each cese) and makes these Llypes of
modification declisions.

a. DEvaluution is the process of ascertaining the decicion to he made, selecting
Teluted information, and collecling and anely:zing irnvormation in order lo
report summary dota useful to decision imckers in sclecting emong alternative
This dafinition is based on the following assumplions:

S )

(1) Evaluation is a process of galhering infermation. Dast
definitions of evaluation are inadeoquate since they do
not cover thz full range of necded activitics. These
deiinitions have equatod evaluction wilh either measure-
mont and testing, statements of congruence between per-
formance &nd objectives, or professional judgment. None
of these definitions by itself is sufficient to provide all
the necessary information or to include the multiplicity of
activities now regarded as evaluation..

(2) The information collection in an evaluation will he vsed
mainly to make decisions about an alternative course of
action, rether than being employed in some other fashion.
Thus, the manner in which the information is collected,
as well as the analysis procedures, must be appropriate
to the needs of the dccision maker. This requirement
might necessitate quite different analyses than that which
might be employed if the purposc.was understending the
education process per sa.

(3) Evaluation information should bLe precented to the decision
maker in a form that he can use effectively and designed to
help rather than confuse or mislead him.

(4) Different kinds of decisions may require different kinds of
evaluation procedures.

b. Evaluation - subjective judgment applied to data revealed by repeated
measurement of an educational phenomznon. May be thought of as being
two types:

(1) Formative Evaluation: Using data collected on a continuing
basis during product or project development to guide modifi-
cation of procedures or components for the purpose of immadi-
ate improvements.

(2) Summative Evaluation: Reporting comparative data when an
activity is completed for purposes of summary and documzntation.
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ADENDIX_E

’~

Suimmary Outline of the Speciticaticn: for the Chapters in 1he Cuidebool:,
Guidebook to Orgenising Cooperalive Efforts to Improve Small Rural Schools."

"4

CHAPTER 1 M TG UST THIS GUIDLHOUK

How the Guidelncl is organi:ed -- how 1t is to be used -- developmentlol copy~
right to b> ostoblichod == pages 1o include content, cace studics, pertinent
literature, and grochioo ~- decerinption of an ideal rurol school and an ideal
state viiivsion agency.

CHAPTER 17 LOW_SEALL RUBAL STMOOL TMPROVEFINTS ART ASCCHPLLSHED

Ao THIORMATICH HETWORKS ALD APPROPRIATE L[MFROVIEED FRACTICES

The Six~State Educational Information Retrieval Center and linkages 1o other
« the cormitiee for gifting of improved practices -- and, the concept
of local organizational self-rencwal.

=
D
s
3
-
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B. SEA DIFFUSTON LINKAGE AND CCMMUNITY CRIENTED CHANGE PROCESS

Haveleck's Guidelook to Innovation -~ Project SUREAD Diffusion lodel --
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratorics Community Oricnted Chance Process.
CHAPTER 111 HOW ACENTTES JOIN TOGETHER TR PROGRAMS OF SMALL SCHONL RURAL

TMEFRCVE

i e et et s 203 St

Influcnce vso control model -- organizational self-renewal at both levels ~--
planned cducational improvement -~ successive approximation -~ corrective feedhack ~--
and the uniqueness of the rural sctting.

CHAPTER IV HOW LOCAL DISTRICTS, WHO ARE READY, VOLUNTEER TO FORM A PARTNERSHIP
' WITH CTHIR AGENCIES

Criteria by which districts nominate themselves -- priorities by which
districts are selected -- contractual commitments of LEA's and SEA's.

CHAPTER V  HOH STATE AGENCIES ASSIST LOCAL DISTRICTS TO ACHIEVE READIMESS TO
VOLUNTEER FOR PARTHERSHIPS.

Formation of diffusion linkages -- use of trios -- preliminary training in
the school improvemsnt process.

CHAPTER VI =~ ORGANIZiNG THE AGENCIES FCR A CCOPERATIVE EFFORT

A. ANALYZING PAST DIFFUSION EFFORTS OF THE SEA

Analysis of past diffusion practices -- study of organizational and structural
changes required to activate and maintain a diffusion function -~ cost effectiveness -~
cost benefit.
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Be  ORGAN1Z31:G THE SEA 1O FASTLITATE ARD MAINTAIN THE DIFTUSICW FUNCTION

Project SPREAD Diffucion Mod2l ~- Ron lavelock's linkage perspective -- the
SEA vrganired on he basis of ccheool inprovensnt functions vs. an SEA organized
on the basis of sulject matter, content, and special programs.

CHAPTER V1T CROALTZING AMD TRATNG Tii S04 SUNPCTT TIAM

Roles and relationshipe -- coneultiant role vs. the change acent rele --
relalionahip, dicmecia, acquisition, cheosing, acceptance, sclf-renewal, (Ron
Havelock) -- trainirg vrograms and Ltrainer mznuals.

CUAPTER VIIT  CROJITZING AND IRATNING THE LOTDAL TIAPROVELENT FITLD TEAM

Ficld coordincter as the outside change agent -- local adiministrative leucder
as the inside chang: oosnt -- technicsl assistance consultant as the oulside change
agenl -~ local «taiy os the insice chanoe agent -- community oriented change process 4
and the community crisonted change team -- Formative lLvaluation Plan for Project
SPREAD and the obgscrver's role ~=- vuser's manual and training programs.

CHAPTER TX  DEVEIUVING THE ROLES GF THE SEA ”UPDOPT TEAN

Training, retraining, self-corrcective feedback, formative evaluation --
revision of training programs.

CHAPTER X DEVELCRTNG THE RCLES OF THE LOCAL TMPROVIEMZNT FIELD TEAM

Training, training programs, revision of training programs, formative
evaluation -~ formative evaluation observer -- parallel staffing and monitorina
roles ~- revision of training programs.

CHAPTER XI  BRIEFIFG THZ TEAMS TO THEIR ROLES

Tear out chapters to the Guidsbook -~ one day awarencss workshops -~
one-day orientation sessions -~ support efforts, incentives, and reinforcemants.

CHAPTER XTI GATHERING INFORMATION ABOUT FIELD EFFORTS

Collection schedules and methods -- observer's reports ~- cost effectiveness
data -~ student attitude and achievemsnt data -- diffusion manager's responsibility
for supervision.

CHAPTER XTII] EVALUATING AND REVISING THE SUPPORT AND FIELD EFFCRTS

Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SFREAD (evaluation for the purpose of
improvement and revision) -- to provide for local self-renewal -- to improve
products, to revise roles, and to change procedures -- revision of priorities and
goals of SEA and LEA.

CHAPTER X1V  EVALUATING AND REVISING THE PROJECT SPREAD MODEL

Self-corrective mechanism and Formative Evaluation Plan for Project SPREAD.
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CHAPTER XV EVALUATING A REVISING THE GUIDESCTK

Corrective feodback forme -~ successive approximation -- managenent of dif-
fusion efforte.

CHAPTER XVI  EVALUATING /3D REVISING TIE FORMATIVE EVALUATICH PROJEDURES

e

CHAPTER XVTT SELFRENEWAL AVD INSTITUTIONALIZ1UG THE 1NPRCVEIGHT PROESS
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diffuaicn plOCPullU; (Ci”Jt”OlGF) dewve lmwrd using Project
SPREIAD mothode which will be described in detail in the
Guidaboall,

COORIHATIVE ERFORTS

progren drvelopnant or modification by schools, districts, and
ecducational agencies which are mutually developed and
achieved. '

DIFFUSION
{1otal process of implementing the spresd of educational innova-
tions. The process invelvas information consumplicn, social
interaction, and behavioral change through which an innovation
is incorporsted inte an individual, a group, or a system. The
diffusion process includes the ten sub-processes of: 1) dis-
semination, 2) demonstration, 3) adoption, 4) adoption modifica-
tion, o) anCILJOW/ 6) implementation, 7) evaluation, 8) suslaining
support, 9) institutionaliration, and ]O) internalization of the
self-renewing pro S85S.

EVALUATTION
subjcctive judgment applied to data rendered by repealed
maasurement of an educational phenomenon may be thought of as
being of two types:
1. Formative Evaluation. Using data collected on a
. continuing basis during program or Project develop~
mant to guide modification of procedures or cor-
ponents for the purpose of immediate improvements.
2. Summative Evaluation. Reporting comparative data
when an activitv is completed for the purposes of
summarization and documentation.

IMPROVED PRACTICES
programs or activities in a school in which mzasurably better
student self-image, attitude, or performance is evident.

INNOVATION _
a new (or different) concept, methodology, organization, or
program that is systematically introduced into the classroom,
school system, and/br the state. For the purpose of this
study, an innovation is defined as an approach or program
perceived as new by the individual or system.

INSTITUTIONALIZE
when a Ifunction, program, or pracilce is accepted as "bClOﬂO“ﬂg
so completely that it is not commonly thought of separately.
Often institutionalized programs are referred to as the "
program, (examplz: Colorado Springs Program.)
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JOTNT LEFPFORT
Lhe effort of the three slaztes in the Project--distinguished
from cooperative effort of cchools, dislricts, and otlher
agancies in progran develepment or modification.

MODEL
] graph ¢ or verhbal repreocsentation of a complex phencinaznon, so
Lo display its totalitly as well as the relolednecs of por-
ticne o‘ the whole. In Project SPREAD, the #docgel will be a
1epreszntation of the current woerking strusture to accomplish
diffu=ion by cooperative efforts.

N[‘ - 73 J','u{ Tf)i:‘ lLN’l
a coutine, formalized, ongoing process to determine whethex or
not there are discrepancies ketween that which the policy makers
and individuals in Llhe organization bolieve ought to be and wnat
is found to he. Any discrepancies found are described as nceds.

'

SELF-RERNEVAL
in a person, lhe obility to be self-motiveting and self-actualizing.
When applied to o system, it correctly would be stated as "cver-
renzwing" or a system lhat provides for its own continuous renewal.
The self-renewing organizations provide a framework within which
continuous inncvation renewal and rebirth can occur. In Project
SPREAD, the operational definition is achieved wnen all the roles
performad by outside agencies (#1 through #10) are being psrformed
in the local dislrict by local persons. Thus, meking the small
rural school more rational, planful, evaluative, and self-
actualizing.

SUCCESSIVE APPROXTMATION
a developmental process for achievine an ultimate goal through a
series of smaller improvements or refinements of portions of the
phenomenon under development. A logical-deductive, analytical
breakdown of the total sntity into smaller improvabkle portions.
Experiments and dewvelopmental operations are applied to each.
abandoning unsuccessful efforts and maximizing the investment in
those processes and products for which evidence indicates success.
In Project SPREAD, both the Model and Guidebook will be developed
in this manner.
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