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ABSTRACT L ‘

In February 1968, the Social Studies Implementation
Project began as a cooperative venture involving twenty-three school
districts in metropolitan St. Louis. The ‘overall objective of the
project was to operate a model which was ‘designed to overconme the
.problens .of curriculum implementation. Operationally, the project had
seveqal bbjectives: 1) to create four field stations; 2) to carry out
a three-year four-stage implementation process in each field station:
analysis and selection of curricula; strategy and lesson development
requiring the utilization of new curriculum; firld testing new
materials in a field station school; ‘and, diffusion of the materials
fror the field school to radial schools; 3) to produce a group of ‘
. teachers wh©® have mastered and accepted this implementation process;
4) to.alter patterns of school curriculum decision making by placing
project personnel in key role or encouraging adoptiony and, 5)
disseminate the curricula. They developed a six-phase evaluation of
.the model akin to a field.study including bot™ ~ " " e and
summative evaluation. The sources of data wer ie.. wbserver notes,
progress reports, data from participants, third-party reports from
studies of the project by grdduate_students,wandwintervieus,of ,
participant teachers. Three formal data collection instruments were
us=d: a measure of role strain, semantic'difﬁerential, and a measure
of decision making criteria. The only positive outcomes were:,
acceptance of the model, the development of curriculum analysis
skills, and the dissemination of the materials. (Author/SBE).
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Foreword

During-the peried'196641970*metropolitan-St? Louis nas the site of 'a unique
project designed to foster the rational implementation of new social studies
curricula. This project involved.many local school districts, the Rlementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (Titles III‘and iv), the EdnCutional Conncil for
Responsible Citizenship,.and the Metropolitan St. Louis Social ~tudies Centex
1oceted at Washington University,

The following report was prera~2d by the Center for'Educational Tield Studies
at Washington University. The Cer..._.r has previously provided formative evaluation
data for the Project staff The present report"is summative; it is primarily
1ntended for those who wish to judge the overall effectiveness of the Project and
for those who wish to learn about the'characteristics, the successes, and the
failures of curriculum implementation.

Because we have been wartiCularly concerned with identifying and analyzing’
the Project's weaknesses, in order that others might learn from them, a dispropor-

tionate amount of space in the accompanying report is devoted to negative aspects

of the Project %ie hope no one is misled by this emphasis, for we think the

Project has enormaus promise. The Project was significant on many counts. TFirst,

during the pre- -operational planning phase and ‘throughout the Project s life, key

\

{ndividuals have been unusually rational in their approach to the Project,. TFrom

| . . )

the very beginning there were intensive efforts t~ clearly roec! y P72 Wlews
b \ '

that were to be solved, to generate and to consider several solutions, and to

review the consequances of the solutions which were adopted., The fact tﬂét the
\
Project devoted an exceptionally high proportion of its limited resources to

evaluation is one measure of the Project's interest in rationality; the eagermess

of participanta to receive evaluative data, and to act upoun them, is another. TIn

an era when rationality is too often discounted, and in the face of we educators'

/

habit of preaching butunot practiqing rationality, it is reassuring to observe

° : / \.
its workings and to acknowledge its beneficent outcomes. (The Projzct also demon-

strated the limits of rationality——the unforeseen event, the lack of egsential
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information, and fhe importance of intuition, perseverance, enthusiasm, and

happy circﬁﬁstance.) .Second,-the Project demonstrated that it is possible

albeit difficult, to bring}together and to coordinate the resources of several
1oc§1 school districts, state and national education agencies, and a major
university; such coordinated efforts will be increasingly important as educators
attempt to grapple with the massive problems coufronting today's schools. Third,
and most important, the Project wés largely successful in attaining its goals.

In essence, these gcals were to drastically shotten.the usually lengthy period of
time required for innovative materials to reach large numbers of classrooms, to
ensure that the new materials were nonetheless taught as intended, and to create
a corps of teachers capable of directing continued jimplementation activities upon
cessatioﬁ of the Projeét. These goals ave highly germane to the future viabiliity
of American schools. Hopefﬁlly this report will encourage and facilitate future
efforts to achieve such goals, |

Many people helped prepare this report. Ruth Wessler and Patricia Keith

ydirected the evaluation during 1968-69 andri969~70, respectively. F, J. Brown,
William Gussner, Newton Siegal, and Albert Wolfington helped with data collection
and made preliminary data anal&sés. Thomas.Johnson provided help in processing

the data reported in Chapter V. Jimmy Appleg-te, J- AT 2vt Troler,
Elliot Seif, Ted Lusiudin, waus Jean Young studied the Project from various
perspectives, and generousl& shared their reports with us, We fupnsed a great
deal umon ~he cemtral staff and the field station personnel whc w2~e involved in
the Trojec—, We cannot écknowledge these people individually, .»ut we can veport
that tney were unfailingly cooperative in letting us observe their acfivitiea and

in awswerimng our questions.

Responsibility for the content of this report raests with me.

David L. Colcon, Direct—r

Center for Educational =ield Studies
Washington University '
November, 1970

. - : | \ v 4.
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Chapter I
THE SOCIAL STUDIES IMP#EMENTATION PROJECT
OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND

The Social Stugies Implementation Project ig a coopergtive venture involving
twenty-three school districts in @etropolitan St. Loﬁis, the Metropolitan Social’
Studies Center at Washington Univé&sity, the Central Midwestern Regional Educationai
Laboratory, Inc. (CEMREL), the United States office of Education, and fhe Missouvi
state Department of Education. Since 1964 these agencies have créated and operated
a project designed to';rain teachers in effective techniques of curriculum implemen-
tation in the social/Studies, and to disseminate new social studies curriculakin the

/' .
St. Louis metropolitan area

/
/

/

fhe'design,gf the Implementation Project was developed during the period
1964-06,'whén the Sﬁ. Louié Educational Councii for Responsible Citizenship and
Washingron University, supported in part by a grant from the U. S. Office of Educa-
tion, engagad in &n intensive study of the problems of implementing 2w social
studies curricula in the metropolitan area. Despite the ekistenée of a multitude
of social sgudies curriculum development projects around the couniLry, and despite
educators' recognition of the need for sccial studies curriculum reform,,£he pros-

pects for change in social studies classes seemed bleak. Several factors appeared

“, to llmit the prospects for rapid or wide-scale adoption of new social studies

curriculgi First, the national curriculum projects seldom included any plans or
any funds for installing the new curriéula in the nation's schools. Second, many
of the national curriculum projécts were producing supplemental instructional
materials rather than whole new courées; this created the danger that éocia]
studigs courses would lose whate&er 1nte1ectua1 coherence and integrity that they

had, and become mere collections of interesting materials. A third reason for

pessimism about the adoption of néw social studieg curricula stemmed from the
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fact that the curriculum projects were not producing two vital types of information
that would be needed by local curriculum décision—makers: (1) the projects were
not producinz clear and detalled descriptions of cur:iculum"éoals, nor of the
rationele underlying the choice of goals; and (2) projects were noé providing
evaluation data which would allow local decision-makers to determine whether the
new materials were effective in accomplishing their goals. 1In addition to the
problems inherent in the curriculum projects, there were problems at the local
level smong tﬁe prospective adopters of new curricula. Local school curriculum
revisions usually were the reuponéibility of teacher committees which were chargéd
with the task of producing syllabi which included bibiiographies, textbook recom-
'mendat;ons, end lists of suggzested activities. While such ;ommittees often had
the best intentions in the worid, and sometimes accomplished something wortﬁwhile,
-they hadn't the time, the resources, or the training to ‘ensure that changes were
wore thaﬂ superficiel. Another problem at the local level was the lack of experﬁa
who could provide systematic and long-term help to lochl curriculum committeés.
University consuitants were few in'ﬁumber, and their ;ervices were usually mono-
polized by the more affluent schools. FEven when a dis;;ict employed its own
curriculum speciélists, they were often bﬁrdened‘by administrative chores or out
- of touch with the most recent developm?nts in their field. Teachers, oﬁ their
_own, could hgraly be expected to graap the initiative in curriculum reform; their
‘time_was too limited, théif access to developments around the nation was too
restricted, and their opportunities for s&stematic collegial worl with the}: peers
were virtually nonexistent, Thus there were a mcltitude of problems wﬁich méde
it‘géem unlikely that thé new curriculum projects in social studies would have \

much impact upon America'P classrooms.1

e Development of a Model for the Metropolitan St. Louis Social Studies
Center, Final Report, Project Z-004 (Office of Education, February, 1967).
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In order to overcome these problems, an interschool agency known as a field

.
station was proposed. A field station would consist of two representatives from

each of 5-7 schools, plus a central staff (see Figure 1). The teachers in the
field station were to be given redﬁced teaching loads so that they could meet

regularly with the Project staff to (1) analyze and seiect new social stﬁdies

curricula, (2) develop strategies and lessons which would be required to utilize

the new curricula, (3) try the new materials on a pilot basis in the "field school",

and (4) diffuse the materials from the field school in e¢ach station to the '"'radial
schools'" in each station. This four-phase process would be carried out over a
threa-year period for any apécified grade level (seé Figure 2). At.thé conclusion
of the field station implementation cycle, 1t was anticipated that limited diffu-
sion of new curriculé would have ocqurred, aﬁd that the teachérs who had partici-

pated in the implementation process would be sufficiently trained to establish

comparable implementation programs within their own districts.

Figure 1.
STRUCTURE OF ONE FIELD S5TATION

Radial School A I Radial School C
(2 teachers) - (2 teacherc)

Field Zc¢hool
(2 teachers) o

» er :

Pilot occurs here I
l = Radial School D |

Radial Schoel B
(2 teachers)

(2 teachers)

Radial School E
{2 teachers)

..| Consultants, including Implementation Project
| social scientists and - ‘Staff, including meas-
reprezantatives from urement specialist and
national curriculum . socizl science curricu-
projects. lum specialists. ’
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Figure 2
PHASES OF EACH FIELD STATION

[

T Time Field Sration Field Station | Field Station | Field Station
‘ #1 #2 #3 4
1966-67 Analysis-

Sumrmar ,Develbp
1967 Year 1 of
Curriculum
1967-68 Pilot (Jenuary 1968) (January 19€8)
Year I of Analysis Analysis
Curriculum '
Summer Develop Develop Pevelop ’ o
1968 Year 11 Year I Year 1
1968-69 Piiot Pilot Pilot (January 1969)
Year II1; ‘Year T Year I Analysis
Diffuge of the | of the
Yesr 1 Curriculum Curriculum
Summer Develop Develop Develoﬁ' Develop
1969 " Year I1I . Year 11 Year 11 Year I
1962-70 Pilot* Pilot , Pilot Pilot
- Year I1III; Year II; . Year 11; Year I
Diffuse Diffuse Diffuse of the
Year 11 Year 1 Year I Curriculum
Summer Develop* Develop Develop Develop
1970 Year IV-: Year 111 Year (11 Year II.
1970-71 Pilot* Pilot* Pilot* Pilot*
" Year ‘II1; Year III; Year 1171 Year 171;
Diffuse Diffuse Diffuse Diffuse
Year 111 Year II Year 11 Year 1
*Scheduled Phase Out of Fedg:&lvFunds: Field station #f1--February, 1670; all
others--February, 1971. \ - S

N
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The overall objective of the Imp%ementation Project was to operate a rmodel

which was designed to overcome the problems of curriculum implementation in the

. ) r ™1

area of social studies. Operationally, the Proiect had several objectives

4 " 1. to create four field stations,
l' - - 2.. to carryﬁout'a four—stage implementation process (analysis, development,
[. ' . pilot and diffusion) in each field station- and "
‘ 3.. through #l and #2 to (a) produce a group of teachers who have mastered é
: P B
[], N f_ff'“'"a;é accepted the particulars of the implementation process, (b) alter -

b. established patterns of school curriculum decision making by placing

sy
(PN

project personnel in key. curriculum roles and/or by encouraging adoption

of the implementation process by others, and (c) disseminate new social ‘

studies curricula in metropolitan St Louis.‘

- . @

A Eourth objective, which provides/the justification for this evaluation repor

was to assess the effectiveness of the implementation model so that others might

P

—

have a basis for adopting, modifying, or rejecting it.

v

fBrief_Historyrof the-Project ' o S .
- : . - d - ) I3 ‘
" One field station was put into operation on a limited basis in September 1966,

with support from. cooperating districts, from CEMREL, and from Washington Universmty._
In the ensuing months there were repeated efforts to obtain federal support under

e
Title II1" of ESEA these efforts finally came to fruition in February, 1968, when

the USOE ‘entered into a ‘contract with the Ladue School District which was acting

‘on behalf of virtually all districts in the St Louis metropolitan ‘area. Title 111
'funds permitted the continuation of the initial field station, 1mmediate creation';a
' _ ,of two additional stations, and creation of a fourth station in. January,_1969.

‘With the’ exceptions noted elsewhere in this report the field stations adhered to
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the schedule of activities depicted in’Figure 2. As this is written (Summer, 1970)

_\\‘,: ’ \\
- . R \‘73-.
\\ the original field station has largely cont’ 1ded its activities, and the rewaining
\
N, stations are making plans for ‘the TitLe III phase sout period which is. scheduled
\*
- to end in January, 1971. . - : ) .
- - ‘
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. Chaptér II

EVALUATION DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

| —

To an extent that is unusual among Title III Projects, the Implementation

g R

Project, from its inception, has_been seriously concerned with the evaluation

process. The nature of this concefn, and the anner of its implementation, are

| TSy

described in this section.

el

Original Expectatidons about Evaluation

e

The original‘brospectus £for the Implementation Proj;ct included an eﬂabbrate
.ratiQnale and plan for eval=iatien, Tw0‘genera1<typge of evaluation weie.antici—
;.pg£§d¢u¥inte:églﬁgyglggglgn*w&sJtpﬁhg_ggndngigé;lgzg@ly_hx_;hg;ﬁigldwstation—mema—_-——m——ﬁ-
" bers rhemselves, with the assistance of a measuremen:t specialist. It was to be

-oriented to the question: does a spééific curriculum achieve what it purmorts to
. . ’

B R o LA bl
|

achieve? " External evaluatfon was to be conducted lakgely by the Project's central

staff, whose task was to examine the Project's effects upon_ teachers' curriculum
i Pl . . - . .

I

analysis skills and étfitudes and upoq.the'inatitutidnal settings in which curri-
culum impl@h@nt&tion occurred (or did not occur), TIn connection with the latter

problem an elaborate system for the stratification of schoold, and for the identi- F

fication of factors affecting adoption, was proposed; this system was suppoéed to

facilitate extrapolation of Project findings to other schools and school systems.1

There were a number of flaws in the original plans for evaluation. Among them
- b v ‘ ,

T

were these: ‘(1) .The plans wére very incompléte. For examplé, techniques for iden- .

tifying or measuring changes in teachers_wgré not spgcified. Linkages among the

jeccoin §

several phases and elements of the Project, and the implications of these linkages

mees

‘ for the overall success of the Project, were ignored. (2) The plan for identifying

s

. ) ' - ~ B .
lproject Proposal (Title IIT), June, 1967, pp. 76-84.

s

S > e




factors affecting school system inhovativeness was sophisgticated but quite inappro-.

| L
priate for this Project. For example, the plan assumed that the school district -
, j -

s

i -7 T .
was the adopting unit, whereas the project itself vfewed the teacher; the classroom

—

-

. -
and the school bullding as the target populations. Woree, the plan concentrated on

_ variables which were quite beyond the control of the Project. (3) The difficulty
of finding and obtaining evaluation{pefsonnel was drastically underestimated.

(4) The original planning; quite n&turafly, otd not anticipate the ferment in the
field of evaluation.that blossomed in the I:mte 1960's~; this ferment had some impor-
tant iﬁplications for the actual conduct of er wvaluation.

|

Revised Schedule fmr'Ewaluat;on

pelSheduls for ot — .

From September, 1966, until January, 1968, =he —ssources available to the

" Implementation Project were severely_limite&w Existfing resources were concentrated

on the deveiopnent of the initial fie}d_statiqgiﬂno_nesources‘wereragai}ahleﬁfor”7Hif

evaluatioﬁf When Title III/ funds became avzilable in January, 1968, the timing
was such that neither a permanent Project Director nor an evalugfion staff could

_be found immediately, again available.resourcesﬂnere used for Project operation.

/ ' .
By late spring, 1968, three field stations were in operation, but still no evalua-

tion staff had been identified As a result, no hase-line data was collected.
~ In May, 1968, Washington University's Center for Educationsl Field Studies‘
(CEFS) proposed to the Title I1I Board of Directors that the CEFS design and
conduct the externa1 evaluation.k/The proposal included a six-phase plan of
operation: ' / A
1. Familiarization—{6/15/68 10/15 68) In this phase the CEFS eva1uation
staff was to chuaint itsé&f with the Project's background, rationale,
staff, and op rations./' ,
2, Formulation of 0bjectives--(5/15/68 12/1/68) The evaluation gtaff was

to work with/the Project staff to ﬁentify and agree upon the ‘actual

Project objeftives.,

. 13
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3. Design and Instrumentation--(10/15/68-12/31/68) 1In this phaae the

evaluation staff was to formulate the actual procedures to be used

!

in the collection and analyais\bg data.
\»

4. Data Collection--(10/15/68-10/15/70)

[ ——.

S

5. Data Analysis--(Continuous)

6. Reporting- "wo types of reporting activities ware proposed. First, the

}
At

; evaluation staff would undertake\to prov1de fc*mative evaluation, i.e.

N

data which could be used by the Project staff t < overcome weaknesses as

frtne |

they became apparent. In additiom, the staff agzreed to prepare a summative

—

evaluation, i.e. a final ‘report vhich could be wused by other agencies
-
interested in adopting the Implementation Projert design or procedures.

The proposal as outlined above was approved by the Title III Board of Directors

and subsequently was formalized in agreements among Washington University, the

e R sws

_Title ITIX Board, , and CEMREL (which participated centrally in funding the evaluation),

The abobe schedule was closely folloWed by the'evaluation staff. During the
/ . : _ .
- period from June, 1968, through June, 1970, field observers were employed to
{ E—-
/ v . :
Lg describe ‘the activities of the Implementation Project. Late in 1968 a preliminary

design_for evaluation was formalized. During the period,from January, 1969, tnrough

H 1
“amtns teoid

May, 1970, the evaluation staff collected questionnaire and interview data from Pro-

i
1 .
[

ject participants. Periodic feedback was provided to the Project staff, particularly

) during 1968-69. This finai report, prepared during the aummer of i970; is'summative
[Q' in the sense that it is concerned with the successes and failures of the Project to
date.A //)
Revised Evaluation Straqegy*\\/—-_ |
- !

Largely because of the flaws cited above, the{ékaluation staff rejected +the

evaloation planvoutlined in the initial TiE}e I1I proposal. Instead, the staff
adopted a plan more akin to a field study. Such a strategy seemed more suited to

the late inception of the evaluation effort, to the character of the Implementation

.14
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Project, to the need‘fdt forﬁative as well as summative data, and to the‘pfimitive
stacte of evaiuation techniques. 1In essence, the field -study technique permfts a
high degree of eclecticism in terms of data collection and data analysis; it relies
heavily upon the-ability of the ewvaluatox to perceivg accurately what is going on;
and itiproduces a report which is hea;ily laden with ohsérvationalﬂreports ernd
descriptive information. Such a strategy has viﬁﬁhes which we hope will become
evident in our report, At tbe same time the fieid study has its limitations.

Tﬁese include bulk, attributions of causatiom which may be unfounded, and the
1ntrusion of biases on the part of the evaluator. While these cannot be entiraly

avoided, we have done our best to minimize them.

Sources of Data.

Our principal sources of data were the following:

a, FieIENBEEéEGEf;§6EéE::§EE?EIEE“IE"IEfE”?GﬁET"IQ68}‘memﬁéfé of the evalu;- -
tion staff observed the activities of the field étatioﬁs and the céntral
staff.v More than 50 reports of fiéld station activities were collgcted;
these repérts included not only repofts of what waé seen, but aiso materials
;ﬁilized,in the statioms. The évaluation staff was usually present at
meetings of the central staff--sometimes in a participant role (to provide

lfeedback) and sometimes in an observer fole.‘ Several of these staff
meetings, particularly during 1968~69, were recorded and subsequently
-transcribed. ) | \‘

b. Documentary sources--The Implementation Project generated huge qﬁantities
of,writteﬁ material. We made heavy use of the following documents:

(1) Projé;tfprdbosal submitted to U.S.0.E. in June, 1967; (2) "progress

‘;epofES" prepared by the central staff for the Board of Directors and the

state éducétion agency; (3) minutes of the Board of‘Diréctprs; (4) intraQ_

15
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staff memarsnda; (5) Project newsletters and publicatic=s; (6) evaluation

1

Lomnr e

data prepared¢ by Project participants at the request of central Project

staff memberxs.

Yo |

¢. Interviews--Our contacts with cemtral Project staff wme™ :grs were frequent,

~

énd ranged from highly informal to highly structured, .uring the spring,

1970, the evaluation staff conducted st ‘uctured imtervic ws with twenty-

three of the thirty-one teachers participating in Ffield staitions #1, #2,

—

and #3 at that time. 1In addition some administraters »n field station

1

l oL d. Formal instrumentation--Three formal data collectirwn {ns:truments were

schools were interviewed,

used; they,were a measure of role strain, a semantic diffferemtial, and a
"“&f”“”ﬁ"“”ﬂ“f”"“"”Eéééﬁfé’df“Eééi;iaﬁlhaiiﬁé“é¥iEEEiéT‘

e. Third-party papers and reports--Several graduate studeat:s a¢ Washington

! 1
e

University conducted studies of various phases of the I:*;lementation

Project. These students generously shared their reports with us (see

A

Foreword).

fernd
\
|

Organization of the Report

'
H
(U

?he Peport is organized around the thtee major objectives described on page 5.

.] Chapter II1T examines the Project's efforts tu establish field stations., Chapter IV
B analyzes the Qgg%ation of the four-stage implementation process. Chapter V describes
‘ J ' Project outcomes. A\Foncluding chapter inclgdesAa summary and .recommendations.

16
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. Chapter III

CREATION OF THE FIELD STATIONS

i The most unique feature of the Implementation Project is the ''field station.”
Iy .
% L: At the inception of the Project, the field stat}ons were visualized as follows:

The major task of this Project will be to set up four field
stations in local schools. _The field stations will be organized
1 by personnel called the Implementation Project staff. Each field
Cog station complex will consist of two groups of schools: (a) a
P single school (field school) where the pilot of a curriculum will
e take place, and (b) four to six additional schools (radial schools)
. to which the curriculum will be diffuised after it has been piloted
in the field school.

L ’ ...Each field station will be supported by the following per-
... ... _"sonnel. The Implementation Project staff will provide, one. person

y who has had experience in schools and is knowledgeable in both the
i o e eseial sciences and in the igsues of social studies curriculam;

This person will provide leadership for field station activities.
) I Two master teachers will be selected from each of the scheols in

s the field station. These teachers should be well trfAined in their
= disciplines, respected by their colleagues, and interested in
curriculum innovation. In addition, there will be one adminis-
trative liaison agent (principal, etc.) from each fiéld and radial
school to represent his school when key administrative decisions
must be made. ¥Finally, social science scholars from adjacent uni- 1 L
versities and colleges will play significant consultative roles.,...

ned

- ‘ This'chapter examines the Project's efforts to establish the field stations.. o
We have identified five sets of "i{nputs" which needed to be located and assembled

in order to create the proposed field station structure, They are:

1. 1Institutional members--the schools or school districts which participated

in the Implementaﬁion Project through ﬁembership in a field station.

[— 2. Individval members--the master teachers and the administrative liaison
personnel from each school represented in the field stations.

3. Central staff--the Project Director and the Curriculum Specialists who

provided administrative support and leadership for the field stations.

!
/

1Projé?t“Proposai,JZKGJ,“pp._36-37.
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4, Materials and Serviceg-—the curriculam materials, instructional materials,
consultant services, and facilities required fér the conduct of the 1mpie—
mentation process. ‘
5. PFinancial support--money from local'sources, from CEMREL, and from Titlé
III of the Elementary aﬁd Secondary Education Act.
Each of these inputs is described and assessed geparately in the following pqggg;,,ﬂa&

'

In & concluding section we present an overall evaluation of the viability of the ‘

field station structure as it was conceived by the Implementation Project.

e R i G B ot
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s

X l Institutional Members

Ob jective

According to the proposal for the Impiementation Project, four field stations

[o—

. were to be created. Each was to include five to seven schools to be_sélected from

i"'!’"‘)‘l»»vi

public and noapublie schools of the St. Louis metropolitan area. . An implicit

E expec;ag}pn.was that member schools would remain in the field stations for the
T duration of the Project. From the foregoiég we derived the following questions
E concerning institutional membership‘in the field stations:

i a. Were four.fiéld stations cfeated?

b. Were there five to seven members in each field station?

In addition to these objeptives, which focﬁs upon the extent of membership in the

\
1

field stationaf the Implementation Project'establishéd goals concerning the char-

____aoteristics: (1) membership was to be open to all; (2) members of each field

station were to be clustered geographically so as to minimize travel time for
participants; (3) district wealth vas not to be a determinant of membership

(poorer districts were to have a larger share of membership costs underwritten

by the Project); and (4) interest on the part of teachers and administrators was
(to bé high. From the foregoing we derived a fourth queation concerning institu-
tional membership in the field stations: |
d, Does it appear that membership was‘open to all, that geographic clus-
tering was achieved, that poorér diétrictg were able to particibate,

4,,énd thet member schools were genuinely interested in the Project?

Performance Data

~a@. Were four field stations created?
_Four field stations were credﬁéd, asjptojected. Field station #1 operated

with financial support from CEMREL, from Washington University and from local

19

c. DI&MEEH66Ib”féhﬁlﬁffﬁ“fﬁémPfajédE‘f6f'If§~aﬁfatibh? """ B T

acteristics sought in member schools. The Project proposal cited four ‘such ¢har=
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school districts duriné the period Septembér,'1966, through ianuagy, 1968. For

the-nexf two years primary funding for this station was 6bta;neq througﬂ{Titlé IIX.

During the period February through June, 1970, local distric;s ;gain pupborted

most of ;ﬁe costs of field statién #1. Field stations ##2 and #3 were ustablished -

at the time Title III funds became available (January, 1968). Title III suppoft

is scheduled to continue through January, 1971. Field station #4, also supported”

by Title.III funds, was created in March, 1969; it is 9;hedu1ed to conthulehtéugh

January, 1971. Two of the field stations (#1 and #3) were organized at the high

school level, one (#4) was at the junior high school level, and one #2) wgﬁ

at‘the elementary s;hooi level. »
—te——b,—Were- there five.-to.-seven membersain»eacﬁwfield.statiou?.., -

As indicated in Table 1, field stations #1 and #3 were consistently within

the projected size. Field station #2 included eightfﬁembers for a timeg and field

— ——--gtation #4-dropped—to-four members-during -1969-70.-——— - e SRR

c. Did schools remain in the Project for its duration?

| As shown in Table 1, there was & total of é&véﬁc}ls’é’i}é}{'iﬁéuﬁgfs {n the Project
during its duration. Of these, tweﬁty particibatgd for the duration of the Project,
i.e,, twenty joined a field station at thé time it wus created and remained in that
station at least through June, 1970. ‘Of the remaining seven members, two‘dropped
out of one field station but jcined or continued to participafe in another; two
joined field stations late but remained in the Project thereafter; and three

dropped out of the Project glébgether, All three of the '"drop-out" decisions appear
to have been motivated by dissatisfaction with the curricula used in the Project,

d. Does it appear that membership was open to §11. that geographic clustering

was achieved, that poorer districts were able to participate, and that

member schools were genuinely interested in the Project?
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. . s . :
We found no evidence that any district which wished to participate in the Prof_'

ject was:not allowed to do so. Public and nonpublic schools from the City of St...

"
- -

Louis, St. Louis County; and St. Charles County participated. -

Geographicb]’compactness s, of course, a relative term. W€ note that the
first field station ﬁss the;least compact. All Stations/undo;;tedly could have
been more compact than they were, but this;probabl;i;ould hawve been accbmpIished
at the expense of other membership crit/ria. - | . L

Poorer districts were more lik//y than other ‘districts %o participate in the

3 ProJect 'Eighteen of the t enty- five nublic school districts in St. Louis County

_juined the- Project. Egcluded’among the eighteen vere the nine poorest districts
.(assessed valu//per pupil 1967—68) in the County.
"In/efe;t" smong participating districts is difficult to measure. Here we -

simpi§/note that participation by a district entailed some local: expense, consid-

’~erab1e administrative inconverience-—and some genuine public relations pitfalllh
. e

(e.g. teachers away from- thei;yclasses, an apparent loss of 1ocal autonomy i the
selection of pilot curricula). Most participants appeared to be willing and/ even
eager to overcome'these difficulties. Moreover, as we indicated above, few members
dropped outyof.the-Project once they had Joined_it. On thepother hnnd, as we shall
’demonstrate'in subsequent sections,'there werejsanumber of cases where school dis-.
tricts-appeared reluctant to‘mske full utilization of the'resources generated within

the Implementation Project.

Assessment

‘The Implementation Project came remarkably close to accomplishing its objectives
_in securing institutiona} membership in the: field stations. This success. was no

wsmall achievement. We observed the labors of the Project staff as it established

field station #4 in the spring of 1969; many difficulties had to be overcome, &as




: ' -18- \\ | -
. v . ‘ \ ) . r

indicated in the following notes taken in a&}interview with a member of the central
staff:

The Coordinator indicated that he has contacted six schools seeking
their participation in the junior high school field station (#4). Three
or four are very interested; two of these are pessimistic about the
possibility of making arrangemaents for substitutes in March, during
the middle of the semester.

(73 . District A is not coming in. This is a surprise to the Coordinator.
) He expected them to participate because of the great interest they showed
initially. While they were the second to last place visited, they were
S the first place that the Coordinator saw administrators who were "inter-
X ?f : ested in the project in anything more than a nebulous basis.'! At this
: point he is not sure why they did not choose to participate. During the
. . discussion they raised questions about whether the program ''taught the
N . right moral attitudes." He answeted them in terms of this being a /
!% ~ pluralistic society; he feels that perhaps his answer did not satisfy f
the administrators. Another important factor was the associate super- |
intendent, who was coolest toward the Project; he is to be the new
superintendent. This district also has a shortage of social studies
teachers returning.
) District B was perceived as being happy with things the way they are
{E e in their district. No one wants to rock the boat; they don't want angry
Lk : . parents. Administrators talked of things going in cycles and that the
new project resembles something done a long time ago.
E Three districts are apparently coming in...
[{ ’ b pistrict C is pessimistic. In order to participate they would have .
w to replace a master teacher with ome who is uncertified. Therefore, the
Title III staff is trying to find a qualified person for them.

“

i D 1
L remreanee i

)i Monday the Coordinator is going to District D. They are pessimistic

-3 until the tax issue is paseed. District E is not interested; they are
interested in faster curriculum change than is com about through the

)i Project. District F is interested but is geogyTdphically in a bad location.

--Interviél 2/17/69

!‘ S Balancing é;ih obstacles was an array of circumstances which permitted the

Project to attain its objectives for institutional membership. While the eﬁdlua—

tion team collegted no systematic data on this point, our observations suggested

three factors that were important to the Project's success in securing tfstitutional

membership. (1) The Project gave;p;omise of meeting a real need of schools. The

I3

e : | : RN .
need for improvement of social science curricula was strongly expressed ptior to

the formulation of the Project; in fact, it was this expressed need which geve

major impetus to the creation of the Project. (2) Advance planning and staff work

[

23
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was conducted. Bj the time Title III funds became available (jenuary, 1968) the

groundwork had already been laid for the creation of field stations #2 and #3.

Prospective members for each of these field stations had been iljentified (using

criteria such as location, wealth, interest, and type of school), and preliminary
contacts had been ﬁade with administrators. Oley, despite the longer lead-time
available for the creatisn of field station #4 (sche&uled for initial operetion
in‘january, 1969), this station got off to a very belated start (March). The

delay appears to have stemmed‘f;omAheel-dragging on the.part of the Project Director
during the preceding mcnths;vthis heel-dragging ﬁas in part attributatle to funding

uncertainties beyond the control of the Project. (3) Financial support was avail-

able. " School district costs wefe-primariiy,for'releesed time for participating
teachers, travel and materials. ‘Pobrer.d;:;ricts were able to perticipate at
little or no cost to chemseives;‘fo: nther districts the Projeft assumed a large
share pf.the eosts of participation. - o
A number of &ilemmas were asgociated with the task-of securing.institutional
membership. One was the dilemma of size. There were some pressures to maximize
the number of members in each field station. dne such pressure was the desire to
disseminate curriculaé dissemination probably could have been increased by increasing
the number of participating schools. Sometimes, as in field station #2, there appear
to have been more interested schools than couid be accommodated within the projected
membership. 6n the other hand, there were pressures to restrict size. Funds were
limited. Coordinators couldn't adequately.handle too many members in eny s;ation;

A second and much more serious dilemma involved the distinction between school

interest and teacher interest. As we observed the efforts to create field station

##4 1t became apparent that the Project staff knew of teachers who were likely to

—

perform well in the Project but who were in schools where administrative interest

|
was doubtful. Conversely, there were cases where schools were interested, but

——

L { )
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could not assign top notch teacher;\to“a field station. -The ideal, of=é§?rg}, was

. to ensure that both teachers and districts were interested but this ideal was

.Vimpossible to attain in the face of other constraints upon the Project. A third
Yi dilemma stemmed from the multiple purposes of the Project. Some participating
schools appear to have been interested in the Project because: they wanted to gain

jé access to, or familiarity with, particular curricula being used in the Project,

uch.districts often had little interest in the implementation model itselﬁ or

\

in) the teacher training aspects of the Project. Some other districts appe%r\io

’?, .nave‘been interested in the implementation model, but_not in the particular?curri-

. cula being utilized. The fact that members had dissimilar objectives was probably

;§= _inevitable. However, this fact did create t=mmions withim the Project, amd it

i' became the source of: long hours of debate anm.discussion concerning the Project's
~E ""real" objectives. (The imitial design emplu: 3{zed both o®jectives.}

“z J Looking bac#ga{d, it is—appmremt that th= selectiom of institutional memhers
- was a highly significant determinant of Projemx outcomes. The initial decision to
i open field station membership to all types of schools was particularly important.

This decision.satisfied important political constraints and conformed to the egali-

————
. Y

.tarian ethic. However the decision also meant that each field station included

schools with widely varying degrees of "readiness' for innovation, with varying

e —
[E—

types of clienteles, and with varying structural suprorts for innovation (e.g.

availability of money, competence of staff, size of system). During the first

—

three phases of the implementation process--analysis, development, and pilot--it

was possible to ignore these differences, i.e. to treat all members of each field

u

station in a similar fashion. However, in the fourth and most critical phase--
. diffusion-ﬁit gradually became apparent that uniform treatment of each institutional
member was inhibiting the spread of new curricula. Thus during 1?69-70 efforts were

"made to "individualize'" field station procedures in order to accommodate the differing
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needs and interests of institutional members within field stations. By then how-
ever, it was aiready too late to overcome some problems. For example, the huge
St. Louis School System was sScarcely affected by the Project, even though the
system was represented in two field stations. Similarly, the impoverished Kinloch
district was unable to provide the necessary supports for effective innovation.
Moreover, some districts had already withdraﬁn from the Project hecause they telt
that the curricula used in the Project simply weren't suitable for them. Thus,
we suggest that subsequent users of the field station idea consider either or both
of the following strategies: (a) seek some sort-of homogeneous grouping when sel-
ecting schools to participate in a field station (a usefuﬂ criterion for such
grouping would probably be some measure of\readiness for innovation); (b) provide
stuff resources which are sufficient to deal with each field station member on an

individual basis during the final phase of the implementation process,

Individual Members

Objective

The Implementation Project initially envisioned several types of participants
in the field stations. In this sectlon we shall be conceﬁned with the two major
categories of participants-from participating schools: master‘teachers and admin-
istrative liaison personnel, (Suhgeoue;t*hections‘will treat other participants,

e.g. curriculum specialists.)'

Master Teachers: According to the proposal each school pa;ricip;:i;;)in a

‘field station was to be represented by two master teachers. These teachers were

to be "well trained in their disciplines, respected by their colleagues, and
interegted in curriculum innovation." Implicit in the proposal were two expecta-
tions concerning the extent of teacher participation. One was that teachers would

participate in the Project for its duration. The other was that participation
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(" would be "real' rather than 'mominal,"” i.e. that designation as a maste~ teacher

! in a field station was not merely an homor and not merely an excuse fof reduced

{E teaching load, but rather was a commitmemt to spending long hours in the work of

’ the field staticn. For purposges of evaluation we formulated the following questions:
]j a. Were the participating schools éach represented by two teachei:s?

I b. Did master teachers remain in the Project for its duration?

c. Do the wmster teachers appear to be well trained, regpected, amd inter-
ested in curriculum inmtruction?

d. Was master teacher participatiom "real' rather than “"nominal*'?

Administrat ive Liaison Personnel: According to the proposal, 'there will be

cne administrative liaison agent (principal, etc.) from each. ..school C©o represent

i

e,

his school when ltey administrative decisions must be made." To check <his, we

!

formulated the folilowing guestion:

(I

e. Were sfministratiwe liaison personnel designated and did the repfesemt
their schools in key decisions?

Y s [

Performance Data

s

a. Were the participating schools represented by two teachers each?

Table 2 shows the number of teachers from each participating school during

the period February, 1968, through June, 1970 (i.e. from the inception of-Title

oy
:wt

IITI funding through the time of this writing).

- Table 2.. NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING MASTER TEACHERS EACH SEMESTER

;E Station #1 Station #2 Station #3 station #4
] ] > oo . fzq
- & —4 & 4+ (4] [RY [L e} (&) -t O
o ;
BOE8%8 BLUEYCESE SumgHE nEs %
@ Semester M ArDMD OdAMEmpMa SoEzgam MEiEmoad
v _Spring, 1968 2111221 2:2222-22 221222 =r---m=-==-
\ . .
Fall, 1968 2112221 22222112 221222 T T
Spring, 1969 211.2221 22222112 221222 11221
Fall, ‘1969 E 2 12121 2 -212222 2'2 1212 11221

Spring, 1970 2-12111 2 -2-22122 221212 ~-1221
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In sum, among the twenty-six member schools, thirteen were represented by two'

8

K

teachers throughout the schools' participation in the Project, sewen fluctuated
(two representatives at some times and ofe representztive at other 'times), and six
: . / : .

were represéntzé by one teacher throughgut the Froject. The latter group included

/ &’ , .
three schogls which were too small to lose two tedch=rs simultangously.

V4 - ) .
b. Did mgsfér teachers remain in the Project for its duration? Lu?

Table 2 depicts the duration of each teacher’s .participatiom im mach of the
field station:u. As indicated in the table, turnover was considerable.. OFf the
initial twelve member- of field station #1, only six remained in the =mtation after
tﬁree years; of the fourteen original members of field station #2, only seven
remained after two and éne-half yéars; of the original eleven memhwrs in field
station #3, eight remained after two and one-half years. The turnows= problem
was particularly serious in field statioﬁs #1 and #2; in the fall semester, 1968,
there were five newcomers in field station #1 (out of a fotal membership of eleven)
and four new members in:field station #2 (out ¢f a total membership bf fourteen).
Thus the Project had to cope with a severe problem of lack of continuity among parti-
cipants. ‘

Among the sixty-five teachers who were members of the field stations, no less
than 26 (40%) were in the Project for a year or less. Eight of these teachers came
from one diestrict, which appeared to shuffle people in and out of the Project without
regard to the long-term charactef of the implementation process. Elsewhere in this
report we commeunt on some of the app;rent consequences of short-term membership in
‘Ehe field stations.

c. Do master teachers appear to be well trained, respected, and interested?

Such virtues are difficult to define and virtually impqssible to measure in

a study of this sort. No demographic data was collected from teachers at the time

they joined the Project. There is no evidence that the Project rigorously applied

23
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Tabie 3. DURATION OF TEACHER PARTICIPATION IN FIELD STATIONS?

@
G
=
:

{.‘
2]

School Date
‘Fe:il 66 Spr 67 Fall 67 Spr 68 Fall 68 Spr 69 Fall 69 Spr 70

P e

#F1 Lind

U City

Luth N.

Rit

Park —

Hazel

Mary I.

Cham

#2 Brent

.Kinloch

Kirk

AT TR 1

AN

Ladue

Norm

Rock

U City

St. L.

#3 Affton

St. L. - s

Hanc.

MRH

vall. P

WeB. Gr.

4 F-F

Hazel

Luth *N.

R. Gard.

St. Ch.®

Q° :ach line represents a teacher- a brhak in a line signifies that one teacher was
[[{l(:eplaced by another. . 2N hidn
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any crit=ria for "admission' to the field stations. However, efforts ware made to

tell wrnw@&ctivg schools and;teaéhers sbout the expectations of the Project, and to
SN ,
dilacoura; margihcl teachers from participating.
w2 Louund three or four ihs;ances where teachers who were In the Project clearly
were nol working out satisfactorily. A fewrof(these teachers appear to have been
. eased .onte of the P?oject; others were simply carried with the‘hopg.that problems
woﬁl&nmqu:out or that some good would come;of it.‘ ~
d. Vass measter teacher particibation "real" rather than 'nominal''?
Wiz Z=und very little evidence that master teachers and their home schools

"cheat=""" on the‘Project. In a few cases schoolas seem to have felt that since the

master .z=achers weren't teaching”gqpy much, it would be acceptable to assign them

Sy

extrs =mimittee work or other ﬁ&ntéééﬁiﬁg duties. Similarly, there seem to have
been a few teachers who were exceaéiéély abgent from their.fiéld statiéns; serious
‘morale prroblems resulted. On the other hand, many teachers.contributed time and
effort well beyond that reqdired by the Project administrators.

The mest serious impediment to full participation by teachers was scheduling
problems in their home schools, It proved to be virtpally impossible to arrange
the schesnrles of teachers from gseveral districts in a way that geve them common
free periods and yet permitted them to teach the specific classes required by the
Projec=. 1In two of the field stations the effort was abandoned altogetﬁer; thus
alternate arrangements were necessary if field station teachers were to meet as
‘groups .

e. ﬁere'administrativé’liaison personnel designated, and did they represent their
schools in key decisions?

Until 1969-76, contacts between>Project personnel aand local schop] administra-
tors were largely limited to initial contacts (usually at ;he'Superintendent's

level), sorrespondence involving budget mattersa, and occasional contacts between

ERIC o 30
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master teachers and their administrators. There was little effort to involve
building administrators and district curriculum specialists in the implementation

process, despite repeated acknowledgements (in minutes of staf{ meerings) that

4§

7 4 i

such ~fforts were essential. Thus, building principals and district curriculum

P

speclalists clearly were not involved in decisions regarding the development of

rationales or the selection and development of pilot curricula. This failure had

S

repercussions later in the Project.

fomseret §

In 1969-70, with the advent of a new Project Director, the growing importance

& of pilot and diffusion activities, the prospect of phasg—out, and manifest concern
over past failures, there were incveased efforts to develop effective liaison

»J arrangements involving the field stations and local district administrators.

R Meetings for key administrators w;re ‘scheduled, a newslettevr was published, aﬁd

t] more systematic contacts between field station personnel and district personnel

waere emphasized.

Asseggment
In any social program, the most critical input 1is the peap]e who are '""on the

line'"--those who do the work, create the output, and, ultimately detecvmine the

success or fallure of the program, Thus the fate of the Implementation Project
| e .
L}\ was partly contingent on the Project's ability to (1) screen entrants, (2) remove

unsatisfactory personnel, and (3) correct personnel problems within the Project.

—
[ R——)

We examine these three factors in succeeding paragraphs.

(1) Although 1t was recognized.from the start that teacher characteristics

i

were crucial to the success of the Project, the Project's structure--particularly
its political structure--produced a situation in which control over teacher selec-
tion rested primarily with the participating districts rather than with the Praject

itself. Several political features of the Project warrant mentiom, First, the
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Prgject was intentionally designed to include all types of schools, regardless of
fh ir wealtﬁ? their size, the overall level of competence of their staffs, their

de of contrcl, or their history. Thus the factors tﬁat u;ua11§ affect teceptivity
to innovation were deliberately ignored; the Projeét included schools wﬁich gave
scant promise of providing a setting congenial tojProject goals, ‘Second, the
Project was 1in no poéition to dictate to schools nor to exercise rigid scféening

4

- procedﬁres affecting the choice of participatfpg teachers. The Project was in

A

fact a creature of the schools--a service agené&. Moreover it Qas a teﬁpoqary j-
affair with uncertain 1life expectancy; Worae; the Project expectea‘té utilize

the talents of the schools‘ best teéchérs, i.e. to take them away from their
teacﬁing. As é result q§ these factors, the'partiéipating schoolé often had to
chocse between the best ;ﬁott-run interests of the schovl and interests of the
Project. What is remarkable, perhaps, 1s the frequency with which the interests

of the 1atte; prevatied when teachers wére aglecfed for varticipation. Third,

the Project was continually-under‘pressure to show that it wou}d be continued
beyond the period of Title III funding. Ideally, of course, the.Project's fate
would have been determined by its ability to demonstrate results. In reality,
results were difficult to show, p;rticularly in the shért run. As a result,
continuation was partly dependent upon the good will and the satigfaction of the
participating districts; these factors wouid hardly be helped if the Project
attempted to dictate the selection of pa;ticipafing teachers. A final political
factor resulted from the Project's funding pattern. This pattern produced a
situation in which (&) funds for Projept gdﬁinistration\were cut to a point where
>there simply-wasn't time available ﬁ; &évote ma jor energy to the task of seleécihg
teachers, i.e. the task had to be delegated'to the participating schools, and

(b) last-minute funding aqd middle-of-the-year funding serfously restricted every-

body's options in selecting teachers.

ERIC | 32
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Despite all these obstacles, the Project dld exert a modest degree of control
/;ever the selecticn of master teachers. The participation of some~diétricts; and
paLticularly some schools within districts, was more actively sought than the par-
tichaticn of the other dxstr}cta or schools; often this '"selective recruitment”
was based\qpon staff knowledge about the teachers in particular schools or dis-
; -~ tricts. Early.administratioe contacts emphasized the importance of long-term
_Pcommitment of %he Project and the imoortance of teacher competence} At least onem

field station made an effort- to thoroughly brief teachers at their first meeting, .

apparently on the assumption that some marginal teachers might opt out at thatl

BT

point, and also on the assumption (well' founded, we think) that teachers hadn't

| ' been adequately informed‘about'the Project by their home schools.

(2) For the same th“bﬁ that it was difficult to control the entry of master
5 k : L. cof _ "

. . ) . - , — ) S

teachers intoc”the Proje .y,iﬁlyms difficult to remove master teachers from the

"u-..g..«

'.Project._ We suspect that our data is incomplete, but we found only one instance -

LR |

§ ot §

in which a school was asked to remove or replace a Project teacher. 1In another
.{ case, some teachers were given aasignments outside the field station with which
they were affiliated, but they were kept within the overall Project. For the mos t

part, however, decisions to leave the Project were in the hands of master teachers

and. their schools- \

(3) Once teachers were assigned to the Project the Project itself had numerous

\

opportunities to aggravate and to resolve personnel\Problema. Both occurred.. We

1

\
found some personnel problems that were traceable to\lack of direction on the part
| )

[ of the Project staff. In several casee,'for_examplei.we found teachers nho had

n upclear perceﬁtions,of the purposes of the Project; it might have been possible to
E provide more briefings, particularly for teachers who joined the Project after its
inception. On the other hand, as we shall show in subsequent chapters, some Project

goals were inconsistent with each other, or changed over time, or were diffegently
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interpreted by-staff members; briefings could not have overcome these problems.

Lack of direction was also evident in some of the early summer workshops; teachers

" had unclear notions about their tasks and about the manmer in which they should be.

[

carried out. Ir a few cases there -were personalitv“problems in the field stations;

these problems sometimés were allowed to linger too long withobt solution (though

we-readily acknowledge that solutions were sometimes not eaavtto identify or imple-

ment) Another example of lack of direction stemmed from the ?roject s heel-dragging

e © U

in developing an. effectiVe program for relating to administrative liaison personnel

\

in the participatlng schools. Master teachers sometimes.felt that ‘their administra—

tors did not understand or support the Project.

did not tame place on any systematic basis until Fall

However,

1969.

.

etfective'liaisonpefforts

Some personnel problems were aggravated not by lack of direction but through

deliberate actions on the part of the Project staff

For example

>

some 'of the

coordinators quite consciously sought to transfer responsibilit& for operation of

the 1mplementation process from themselves to the teachers in the fieldfstations.

These cfforts, which uerevfullv congistent with the Project’s go_ls,.sometimes

.

¢

generated lcoseness and anxieties in the field'stations,.perhaps[becausé'the field

station teachers porceived thenselves as equals and were reluctant to give or to (

-

take authority in these circumstances.

Another case of deliberate aggravation of

personnel problems stemmed from the staff's occasional decisions to encourage turn-’

over among master teachers. Some master teachers,

for example, were encouraged to

enter graduate study programs; while such action may have been good for the teachers

and ultimately for their schools,

persuasive, and it was conaistent with some of the Project 8 goals

’\a

the turnover problem.

EMC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

it also increased the turnover problem in the field

3

Y

e

Project, on the grounds that this would facilitate dissemination

stacions. Another type of deliberate encouragement of turnover occurred in one field.
" station which accepted a school's argument that'teachera should be rotated in the

. The argument was

but it did heilghten

-~
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Balancing these instances in which the Project failed to control personmnel
problems, we found many instances where imaginatiwve and effective devices were
employedvto minimize such problems. The field station coordinators necessarily
became increasingly s%illful group leaders; long houts of discussions among them-
sélVes, asd Jengthy memoranda to each other-attest_to their efforts'to come‘to
grips Qith the interpersonal problems of field station operation. Roles and
ressonsibilities among the central staff, particulgrly‘as tﬁese involved,personﬁel

pfoblehs, were gradually clarified. Routinized procedures were introduced, e.g.

time sheets, job descriptions, travel reports,_gysluation reports. Given the fact

‘the Project design paid scant attention to the personnell\problems that were likeiy
: 4 _ _ \P

to arise, and given the fact that few memhers of the Projéct staff were sophisticated
students of human relations, we think they acquitted themselves admirably in'dealing

with the personnel problems within the Projeét.

Central Staff

-

. The field ststions were the locus of Project activity. However, in order to
pfoviée directisn and support for field station activityq tha Implemegtation Project
required a central stasf. According té:the Project proposal, this staff was to be
”responsiblé for the creation‘of the fiéld stations, the direction of all the
training programs, the continuing collec%ion of new social studies curricula, snd

: . : : g g
the conducting of rese¢arch in field stations," The major central staff members

were to be three field station coordinat?rs who were specig}a in social studies

/
- curriculum, an executive director, and two evaluation specialists one measurement

‘specialist to assist with internal evaluation, and one sociologist or psychologist
who specialized in the analysis of thé change process).
" In order to evaluaté the Project's success in securing central staff inputs,
e :

wé formulated the following two questions:

(Ve
Ct
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a. Did the Project fill its central staff positions?

b.aHWas the central staff deployed effectively?

Performance Data

a. Did the Project fill its central staff positions?
The manner fh\whihh the key central staff positions were filled is summarized

in Table 4. (Not shown are nonprofessional members of the central staff, part-time

4c§nsu1tants, and professional summer workshop leaders.) We call the reader's atten-

tion to several features of the table which will be discussed subsequently: the
p;évalence of’%ubcontracted.po$itions, the tnkerim étaffing during the period
i i -

1/68-6/68, the turnove; in theiexecutive director's position, and thg_unfilled
evaluation pogitions.
b.  Was the central staff deployed effectively?

The ultimate measure of the effectiveness of staff deployment is to be found,.
in Project outcomes (sea2 chapter V). Our task here is to describe the way in which
the staff-was aéhumify deployed, 'with pagticular_attention to the problems of deploy-

ment that were =ncountered during the Project,

1. The executive director and the field statior ccordinators were expeciad to

respond to a wide array of reference groups.

This phenomenon was particularly true of the executive director. The Board of
Directors, to whom the director was accountable, expected the director to handle
preparations -for Board meetings, including the preparation of materials and reports

and the provision of full information about Project affairs., The State Department

of Education determined whether the Project was annually renewable and determined
- P :

" the level of funding; extensive visitation and communication with the state had to

be managed by the Project director. Cooperating agencies--particularly CEMREI, the:-

v

‘Metropolitan S§t. Louis Social Stqdies Centef, and the Center for Educational Field

Stud?ésf-provideé essential pe;éonne]'to'the'Tmpiementation Project; each 'such
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Table &, CENTRAL STAFF (2/68-6/79)

- Position Date -

Nawme

Additional Information

Executive Director 2/68-6/68§

7/68-6/69

7/69-6/70

Borders

McKenna

7

The coordinator from field station
#2 served as part-time acting
director during this period.

Full-time. Directly responsible
to Title TTI Project.

Full-time. Directly responsible
to Title III Project. Former
field station coordinator.

Internal Evaluation 2/68-6/70
Specialist .

e

e

Position never filled.

External Evaluation 2/68-5/68
Specialist
6/68-6/70

Position unfilled.

Subcontracted through Center for
Educational Field Studies.

Coordinator // 2/68-6/69
‘Field Station #1~/

v 7/69-6/70

|

Busekist

Part-time. Subcoptracted through
Metropolitan, Social Studies Center
(MSSC). lso served as coordinator

in pre-Title III period (9/66-1/68).
ey v v

Part-time, : Extra ~ompensation paid
directly. Tormer field station
master teacher.

Coordinator 1/68-6/68
! Field Station #2

—

=TT 7/69-6/70

7/68-6/69

McKenna

McKenﬁé

Lasher

Part-time, Directly responsible
to Title III Project. Also served
as acting director.

Full-time. Directly responsible
to Title III Project.

" Full-time, Directly responsible

to Title IIX Project.

Coordinator 2/68-6/70

DeJong

Part-time. Subcontracted through
Metropolitan Soclal Studies Center.

Coordinator _ 1/69-6/70
[ Field Station #4 -

Solomon

Part-time., Subcontracted through
Metropolitan Social Studies Center.
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agency was the subject of interminable budget and personnel problems. There were

more than two dozen participating schools, (institutional membexs of the field
stations); the director wss expected to establish and sustain relationships with

these schools. Visitations and correspondence involving outside educational

agencies demanded large chunks of the director's time. Individual and group

meetings with the central staff occurred frequently; staff members lonked to the

executive director to find solutions to theirvpressing problems, e.,g. reproduction
of materials, acquisition of supplies, provision of eduipment, contacts with school
administrators.

Like the execﬁtive director, the'field staticn coordinators had to fespoﬁd to

wmzny reference groups. First among them, of course, was the master teachers in each

field station. As we shall see in subsequent sections of this report, the master
teachers had a variety of problems for which mere curriculum expertise was insuffi-

cient. Moreover, the master teachers were unable to divorce themegelves from the

. problems of their home schools--problems over which the coordinators had virtualily

no influence. The coordinators also tended to be responsive to the P{péder field

a

cf social studies curriculum: developments in the field had to be identified,

comprehénded, and brought to the attention of the Project If they seemed appro-
priate. Several of the coordinators worked only part-time in the Project; hence

nonproject activities were sometimes salient in the coordinators’ livz:s. Moreover,

few of the coordinators worked directly for the Title III Project; most tended to be

responsive to their employing agency, which was reimbursed by Title ITT for services.

2. Effective working relationships between the executive director and the

field station ccordinators were difficult to establish.

During the period January through June, 1968, there was no executive director;
the field station cot.dinators performed essential Project administrative chores.

With the arrival of an executive director in July, it became necessary to redefine

38
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the coordinators' roles and to establish the vwole of the director. Numerous diffi-
culties were encountered. A8 a reéult, some important tasks were not performed at
all, and some tasks were not performed to the satisfaction of all members of the
staff. However, in 1969-70 relationships between the Project director and the
coordinators appear to have been clarified and improved.

3. The field station coordinator's relationship with the master teachers was

exceedingly complex.

During 1968 the field station coordinators spent a good deal of time trying
to analyze and clarify their roles vis-a-vis the teachers in their field stations.
The following items, taken from memos circulated among the ccordinators, reflect
the types of dilemmas they faced:

How strong a leadership role should the curriculum specialist play?
By this I mean seversl things. To what sxtent should the curriculum spe-
cialist be critical of units produced by field station teachers? Should
the curriculum person-take full responsibility for the administrative
aspects (setting ageadas for group meetings, selecting members to serve
on writing teamg, dealing with administrators from project schools, etc.)
of field station operation? Should the ~=urriculwn specialist lead the
critiques of reaching? All of these issues relate to the general izsue
of how dominant should the curriculum person's role be in field station
operation.

In the early stages of operation (analysis and development phase),
the teacher's lack of skills necessary for curriculum analysis and
materials development (student readings and teacher plans) tend to
force the curriculum specialist to take a dominant role. As time
goes on, however, it becomes less desirable to play such a dominant
role. Some of the reasons I feel this way are: (1) the teachers ~
become too dependent on how the curriculum specialist reacts to a )
proposed plan of action. (2) There is only one of us, but ten to fifteen
teachers so that we cannot regulate rhe entire operation, even if we would
want- to do so, Especially when the teaching gets to the radial schools it
becomes difficult to "run" the whule cperation. (3) The proposal envisions
a largely self-directed group of teachers who are to become innovators in
their own districts. To keep the teachers subservient toc us does not pre-
pare them for a leadership role in their own schools. .

Yet several factors tend to encourage me to be a strong force in
field station operation: (1) the ethic of equality seems to exist among
most teachers so that they are reluctant to critique the work of other
teachers or to tell/éther teachers what to do (in an administrative
sense). (2) The work of the writing groups is of varying quality; some
of the work could’/profit from a stiff critique, a critique which other
teachers often are unwilling ard, in some cases, unable to do. (3) Some
agspects of field station operation (business meetings, for example) run
much more smoothly if these aspects are run with a firm hand.

_ --gtaff memo, 10/7/68
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The issue T wish to raise is related to the issue of the leadership
role of the curriculum specialist raised...at our last meeting. Tt is,
fiowever, more complex in that there are several related aspects to it,
scme of which we may be able to deal with and others which are built into
the field station structure. T call the issue one of group morale. How-
ever, it is one of curriculum leadership role as well, and is related to
the original selection and identification process, and to the method of
deciding where a field station is tn be located.

It is obvious that the achievemant and productivity of various members
of any field station will vary accerding to the talent of the members and
their personal commitment to the project. It further varies according o
the innate flexibility or rigidness of parsonality of the members. Ho.-
ever, when key members of a field staticn (such as pilot teachers) are
both inflexible and seem content to let others do the work--make the
central decisions~-debate the izsues--do the extra reazding and seems
unable or unwilling to carry his share of the work load (or when a number
of the members of the group feel that this is true of one or more indivi-
duals), the morale and group unity begin to break down. The situation is
aggravated when group decisions do not seem to be carried out in the
teaching.

A

--5taff memo, 10/21/68

- I currently have a teachér who is very deeply dedicated to the tra-
ditional approach of teaching. Wer principal is also so inclined. .4s a
result, she constantly refers (vaguely) to "authorities'" such as Piaget
and Mager or others, to prove that her studentg are 'not ready' for this
type of curriculum. Repeated attempts by.,.members of the peer group,
myself, the Projeect Director, and others to asgure this teacher that she
should at least try the curriculum and set aside her '""fears", have failed.

i This teacher...consistently tries (and sometimes succeeds) in upSetting

the entire group. When quegstioned in front of the group as to whether

or not she disagrees with the rationale she malntains that she does

agree and believes in the rationale but that the fault lies in the

curriculum materials. This 1s not the cagse. This teacher has been com-

pletely unaffected by the analysis phase of the project. 1In addition,

she feels that (we) are 'against" her and therefore, no ma ter what ghe

says or does as far as she 1is concerned, it is to no avail (all this with

no evidence whatsoever on her part) and she communicates this feeling to

the rest of the group as well as her school's administration endlessly.
In short, here is a teacher who is a good tedcher in the classroom

(by my own observation) but an "inadequate'" teacher as far as the purpose

of the field station ieg concerned--she has thé "wrong" attitude. What

should be done? Should she be removed? Should she be reasoned with

although repeated attempts have failed not only with her but also with
her principal and curriculum coordinator? Or should the superintendent
be requested to remove her from the project? How long do we stick with

such a person? .

~-Staff memo, 11/14/68
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The coordinators did more than identify the problems inherent in their roles.
- Their staff meetings and their memos to each other reflect repeated efforts to
{dentify and try out soclutions, as in the following:

_At this time I am experimenting with several varieties of decentraliza-
- tion. Particular responsibilities that T had last year are now in the
hands of (two of the field station teachers). (They) now organize and
run the weekly business meeting, scsign teachers tec writing teams, lead
the discussion involving content selection for next semester and next
year, Zad plan for rotational teaching of pilot classes...Some of these
- responsibilities are administrative; others are related to instruction.

) ' --Staff meeting, 10/7/68

I recommend that..,you break your total group down into subgroups
(obviously, carefully selecting each group) and appoint a leader or.
1 “captain" to lead each of the groups. After these selections have
E been made, hold frequent meetings with the leaders/captains, and after
B close observation on your part over a period of time retain or shuffle
- your leaders and/or groups to obtain optimum results...Keep a sharp eye
i ovt, at all times, for interpersonal animosities and be aver willing to
- adjust individuals within groups as you (and they) see fit.

--Staff meeting, 10/22/68
As the Project progressed, the coordinator's role was continually refined and clari-
B fied, 1In each field station the coordinator had his own unique style; however, no

style seemed to be demonstrably more effective than another. Our point is simply

e b s

‘that the coordinator occupied a difficult role, and that the coordinators' efforts
\; to assess their role p: b’ sms were probably inatrumental iuw developlng alternative

techﬁiques for handlirg role problems.

- Assessment

El
Al

Three factcrs--all wyond the control of the Project's central staff--produced

S~

a situation which seriously handicapped the staff in its efforts to/provide strong

§

and effective leadership. These factors were (1) the lack of adﬁﬂéate funds for
administrative support, (2) the "1liability of newuness," and (3) the interorganiza-

tional context in which the Project operated, 1In addition to these external factors,

3t
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howeéer, the Project made its own share of errors; these, too, imposed 11mitations
on stéff effectiveness,

(1) The original application fér Title III funde requested not only ¢he staff
positions listod in Table &, but also a fourth field station coordinator (which
would have permitted a full-time coordinater for each field stetion) and an assis-
tant diracth. These two positions were eliminated during budget negotiations
with the U.S.0.E. The central staff was further weakened by the fact that an
internal evaluation specialist was not hired, first because one couldn't be found,

and later because availgsble funds had been diverted to the external evaluation

~

subcontract.,

As a result, administrative resources were gpread too thin. Essential Project
chores consumed available time; there was little time available to provide effective
leadership. Méreover, some tasks simply weren't carried out, due to lack of tima.
Inevitably, as th; central staff found itself having to choose among demands,
there was some tendency té respond to the demands that were most pressing or most
compatible with personalities; other demands which might have been more important
to the Project were postponed or ignored,

(2) Any newly created social agency suffers from the "liability of newness'--

a phenomenon characterized by overlaps or gaps in role expectations, uncertainpy
about organizational goals, interpersonal problems attributable to lack of familiar-
ity among pérsonnel, lack of routinized procedures, and so forth. The’central

staff suffered from the liability qf newnesa not once but repeatedly, as new field
stations were created,,And as there was turnover amor= staff membefs. The absence
of a full-fledged executiwve director curing the first six months of the Title ITT
funding period produced an interim administrative sL?ﬁcture which had to be dis-
"mantled upon the arrival of the executive director in July, 1968; the 1968-69 clashes

between the coordinators and the executive director were>direct1y attributable to

e

. ‘ . . .
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the ""liability of newnessg,”" An additional 1{ability of newness stemmed from the
- unique character of the Implementatiocn Project; there were few precedeunts which
could be used as guides for overcoming or preventing problems.

(3) The Title 111 Project was aun ''interorganization,” i.e.'an agency largely
composed of pieces of exfiating organizations whose continued support and participa-
tion were egsential to the gsuccess of the Project. For example, master teachers
- were not paid directly by the Project; they were paid by their school districts,

- which were then reimbursed by the Project. Similarly, several of the coordinators
- were not directly paid by the Project; they, too, were paid by other organizatious
which were reimbursed by the Project. As one of the executive directors noted,
“I'm a director with no one to direct." 1In such circumstances it is virtually

impossible to develop or susgtain s8trong central leadership. The fact that the

R e LS

Project did not degenerate intu a mere service agency is a tribute, not to the

organizational structure of the Project, but rather to the commitment of the

bR g

Board of Divectors and the central staff to the objectives of the Project.

3
P |

(4) The foregoing factors might have been remedied by careful organizational

design, i.e. through steps to avoid such deficiencies, or through steps to overcome

L B tanati)

their deficiencies. However, even if guch steps had been taken in the Implementa-

tion Project, we suspect that zdministrative deficiencies would still have been

F 2t at |

present. In this section we ncte some arens in which, in our judgment, Lhe central
? staff failed to overcome problems which could have been at least partially overcome.

One such problem was the problem of goal clarification; a pervasive theme of the

ooy

next chapter will be the fact that the central staff did not fully clarify (for

themselves or for others) the goals of the Iwplementation Project, particularly

Vot gy

in regard to the relative importance of dissemination of curriculum materials and

" dissemination of the implementation model itself. A second problem stemmed from

LMoy

)

the staff's occasional reluctance to resolve pfoblems that were clearly identified.

D
Cu
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During 1968-69, when we most closely observed the central staff at work, there were
at least thrge problems whose solutions were repeatedly put off--the problem of
securing effective administrative liaison with participating schools,'the problem
of conducting internal evaluation, énd the problem of planning for the phase-out

of federal funds. Third, within the field stations there was at times an indeci-
siveness, a postponement of essential decisioni, which might have been rectified
by stronger leadership from the coordinators. [ While we recognize the virtue of
"keeping all the optipns open,' and while we acknowledge that the coordinatcrs

were operating under serious handicaps beyond their control, and while we notéd
(above) that the coordinators sometimes were quite deliberate in withdrawing from

leadership roles, it nconetheless appeared that stiosnger leadership might have been

possible and feasible in certain instances in the field stationms.

Our emphasis upon problems--whether ungvoidabls or'self—inflicted-—should not
. 4
be interpreted as basic criticism. 1In our observations of the behavior of the

.

central staff; we were repeatedly impressed by the staff's fundamental competence>
and by its commitment to the goals and procedures of the Implementation Project,
as indicated in the following excerpt from our field notes:

The group is dealing with the Nazi issue. The coordinator incisively
clarifies the issues...The group tries to evade answers to the coor-
dinator's questions. Finally he says, "Then if you feel that way, 1
don't see why you'vre trying to teach this material." There i8 no
rancor in his voice; he's merely stating a fact. (Note: It seems to
me that the issue here is that there is no strong leader in the group.
None of these three master teachers seems exceptionally capable. Af
the coordinator were not here, I “"n't see how they could get any~
wh~re.) The coordinator pursues .his to Such a point that one of the
teachers seems to be coming around. The.coordinator's acceptiqé afti-‘
tude is largely responsible for this. /

/

--Field Notes, 7/16/68

4
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z_ Materials, Services, and Facilities

- Objective

Tn addition to the major inputs to field stations discussed in'precédtng

sections, there were several additional inputs which wefe critical to the succass
of the field station model but which do not seem to warrant the detailed attention
given to the preceding items. We have identified the following‘additional nputs
as having a significent impact on the total field station structure: .

a, Curriculum materials--An assumption.df the Implementation Project was
; that the products of various natiéﬁgl curriculum projects in the social
studies would be accessible to gréject participants,
i b, 1Instructional mpterials—-Once/{&entified, the materials fromn the various
. national curriculum‘préjeqcé/;ad to be made available in sufficient num-

. ber, proper form, and appropriate format to allow their use in Project

classes.

corn g

c. Outéide consultants--In addition to the specialists regularly employed

as Project staff, the Implementation Project anticipated that University

JE—

speclalists as well as specialists from the curriculum projects- would be

)

Jmmrry

brought into the Project on an irregular basis.

Loy ~ d. Foacilitiec--While the original Project proposal had very!littie to say

N e D

about facilities, theré was at least an implicit need to make avdilable

P

B t \ ‘,
facilities in which Project teachers would work as groups, could try out

w
S

—~—— N_a

curriculum materials, could teach demonstration classes, and- could conduct
T ;

k4 T

L p——
1N ™1

analysis and critique sessions. g , o

- )

i B L > F\"
i " Performance Data ¢ : : y ¢
: . Y — : ~ :
. a. Curriculum materials-- . {
[ﬁ . The library of the Metropolitan Social Studies Center at Washington University
‘ ' T ’ ' ~ p

includes a neafly complete cqlléction'of the products of the,severalxnational

social studies curriculum developﬁeﬁt p;ojects; the library served as a,major

49
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resource to the field stations as they conducted the aﬁalys;s phase of the imple-
mentation process. Participating districts paid a small fee to the Center so that
it could continue to .update its collectibn. The centr;] sggff also obtained
‘materials directly from some of the national projects. 1In gereral,‘it appeérs

that if materials existed at all, Project p%rsonnel managed through one device

. B //"
or another co cbtain them. e

b. Instructional materials--

A perennial source of frustration within the Project was the difficulty of obtaining

materials in sufficient number for pilot and diffusion activities. The problem was

,jcompouﬁdad by a number of factors: (a) Some of the materials selected for use were

not available in published form; hence extra ccpies had to be made within the Pro-

L - |

ject. (bj Jome of the materials utilized i the pilét-and diffusicon acﬁivities

were written withy e Projéét} again the problem was to produce these materials

in sufficient quantity for classroom utilization. (c) Diffusion of curriculum
materials was more rapid and more widespread than.originally anticipated. (d) Ade-

quate eqﬁipment and facilities for the printing process were not available ﬁithin

: the.Projectﬁitsélf. (e) Copyright problems sometimes complicated the problem of

print;Sg anq.distributing maperials. (For exampie, some curriculum projects Qere
willing to éllow the Title TTI Project to use materials on a very limited basis;
hence conttol procedqrés f.ad to be instituted.) (f). The dispersed geographia
character'of.therP;ojecf producéd'difficulties in getting printed materials‘to
the ‘right places at the right time. {g) Provisions for paying for materiali: had

. A
to'bevdevised: \:

By the thg}d_year‘of the Project, solutiona to most of the above problems had
been deviged; - Prior to that time, however, the problem of providing instructional
materials consumed enormous amounts of administragive time and pétience.

°
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c. Consultants--
Qutside consultants were rarely used. guiving the analysis phase, some of the field
sfations iwported the authors of various curriculum matergéls. Our evidence sug-
gests that the Project participants found these sessions to be useful and worth-
while. However, except for the analysis pbase, little usé was made of the substan-
tial funds initially budgeted for consultent services.

d. Facilities--
Facilities were :eguired for each field station and for the centrél ofrice staff.
During the analysis -and development phases, the only facilities required by the
field stations were seminar rooms where the Project teachers could meet together.
During the pilot phase, it was necessiry to have work space (for continuing develop-
ment work aﬁd for curriculum revision) plus classrooms which were suitable for

sever..] observers. In general these facilities were provided by narticipating

schools or in CEMREL offices.” {In one of the field stations facilities became a

\

real problem. A teachers' lounge was supposed tc double as a workroom; however,

\

. N : .
the two functions of the room proved to be incompatible.,) Amenities such as
adequate and secure storage space for curriculum materials also appeared to be

importunt to Project morale and productivity.

(5) In addition to the above, the Project discovered additional inputs that

v
v

were required. Video-tape equipment, for example, was expected to play a major

"role in the Projact. 1t did so; except that on numerous occasions it malfunctioned

or pfoved”to be in the wrong location at the wrong time. Specialdzéd personnel

" were sometimes employed by the Project. For example, some of the summer workshops

'employgg‘students who had previously been taught Projcct materials; feedback from
these students was 4atilized in the revision of curriculum materials. University

students were occasionally employed to perform odd %obs such as collecting and

distributing materials for the field statijions,

1
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Assessment

P tny project,. particularly one as unique as the TJmplementation Project, discovers

needs which have not been anticipated during the design phase. To a sizeable extent,
i’ the Proje:t's success is affected by the manner in which it responds to such needs.

In the Tmpleméntation Prolect imaginative and effective soluticas for most unanti-

cipated problems seem to have .been devised. The only major excention was the probl:am
of producing 1nstfuctibnal materials in sufficient quantity to meet Project needs;

neither the financial nor the physical resources were available in sufficient quan-

P city.
: ( Financial Support
Objective \ . -
2\ \

. Adequate financial support was an ggsential prerequisite for the establishment
and operation of the field stations. The major components of the [mplementation
Project costs were es follows:

1. Support for ~aster teachers--In order to provide t’ 2 for the master

v
A

teachers to carry out the impleinentation process, they had to be released from

i; portions of their regular teaching assignments during the academic year, and they

had to be paid for their additional obligations during the summer. Thus, for a

master teacher whose regular teaching load was reduced from five classes to three,

e

. ‘ |
schools had to find funds to pay for 2/5 of a teacher: assuming a teacher salary

!E of $6,000, the replacement coégs of each méster te?cher were $2400 per academic
year. Summe™ salary for each master teacher was $1,200 for.a six-week session.
f“\  Thus, tHe total direct cost of eéch teacher was $3,600 per year. At these rates,
L one 12-man field station would cost $43,200. per year for masteé teachers,

2. Central staff--In order to provide a full-time coordinator for each f 14

i .
i ii station (at a salary of {10,000-515,000 per year), plus a full-cime Project Diructor

1; (at a salary of $12,000-$18,000 per year), plus two evaluation specialists (at

ERIC
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$12,000-$18,000 per year), plus regular and part-time secretariai services (at
$20,000-$30,000 per year), budget support in the range of $96,000—$144,006 per
yz2Aar was required (plus benefits). To the extent that the;e services were sub- .
contracted, additional costs (e.g. overhead to a university) would be incurred.
3. Materials--Funds were required to cbtain sample materials from the
national curriculum projects, plus teacher materials and student materials to
be used in pilot and radial school classrooms. The létter was particularly
expensive: in the diffusion phuse, if each of twelve teachers in a field station
used materials in two classrooms of 30 students, and if materials cost $10 per

N

student (these acquisition costs had to be borne within th. 2 of the Project
and could not be ﬂgpreciated over a period of years), student mmaterials alone
would cost $7,200 for each year a new curriculum wos disseminated to the radial
schools injcne field station. Dissemination of materials beyond the ra&ial school
classrooms of the master teachers would, of course, entail additional costs.

4, Facilities--Space for tla opet;tionsrof the field sgatioqs_énd_for_ceﬁtra]
staffléffices had to be procured.
‘ ,5. Eqﬁipment, sc rvices, and support--The Implementation Projcct required
audio and video equipment, materials reproduction esquipment, storage cébinets,
consu; tant services,gtravel expenditures (each teacher had to travel to the site
of field statlon activity), and the usual costs of office supplies, telephone
service, pr~tage, and malntenenc> services.

In order fo attain the desirea level of financial support, funds were solici-

ted from the U.S. Office of Education (through Title IiI, E.S.E.&.), the Central

Midwestern Regioual Educational Labor. tory (CEMREL), and local school districts.

Per formance Data

1. Fund. -rer~ secui”d from a varjety ¥ _sources. The pr'mary vovrrce of
suppo”t was Title TI of the Elementary and . condary .ouco’ . Act; Title 777
a4
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i expenditures averaged about $200,000 per year during tiie perlod Fedruary 1, 1968,

- " through June 30, 1970, with additional support scheduled for the ~ariod July 1,

1970, through January 31, 1971. CEMREL suppofted the Project at a vrate of about

z $35,000 per year during the period Septehber, 1966, through August, 1970. local

A schools also srovided modest financial support to the Project.” Washington Uriver-
sity provided direct and indirect support to Project participants. Additional

- Project sépport was obtained through fees charged t«¢ participants in summer work-
shops and charges for materials distributed by the Project.

2. Funding levels were cousistently lower than the levels envisioned in the

initial Project proposal. The lower levels of funding were reflected primarily in

reduced manpower at the central gtaff level (e.g. part-tine field station coordina-
tors instead of full-time coordina_srs), and in reduced funding for released time
for master teachers (e.g. released time suppurt for pilot teachers was reduced

- from 3/3 to 2/5; released time in one field starnion was based on approximately

1/5 tiwme),

l 3. Budgetary procedures and problems .nterfered with orderly Pr¢ject manage-

i
'

ment. Such interference was noted in a number of areas: (a) Budget periods were
{ not compatible with each other. Support from local schools was budgeted on &
fiscal jear basis (Jnly-June). Title IIi funds were budgéted‘on a February-
January basis. CEMREL furds were Bﬁageted on a Decembe“—Novembér fiscal period.
These variations produced probl.ma and procedures thﬁt'were Inordinately compli-

~cated. (b) Budget periods vere not compatible with the internal work cycle of the

Pruject. The wofk cvele of the Project included two distinct periods: the academic
[ year (early September through mid-June) and the summer (mid-June through late July).
3, ' ' .ione of the Project's budgecs coincided with tais cycle. (c) Le.e Title 11T funding,
and uncertaintics about the levels of Title II11 funding, reduced Project options
and reduced Project crogbiiities for long-canre planning. These features were

Q
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particularly sericus in their fmpact on field staticn #4 .  {d) Szbcontracring to

tha Center for Educational Field Studies and the Metropolitan Social Studies Center

was repeatedly confounded by problems sffecting overhead rates; enormous quantities

cf professicnal time had to be diverted to solving this problem.

’,

4. A number of unforeseen problems and opportunities provided occasions for

budget revisions gund budgeting flexibility. As we shall see elsewhere, the Project

emphasized dissemination of materials more than originally anticipated; in order

to cover the costs of materials dissemination, special arrangements had to be made. -
Summer work also became more complex and more importapt than initially envisioned;
budgetary procedures had to be devised to handle tuition payments £from teachers tc
universities and for students in aumﬁer school clagses. Summer workshops also

required additional central staffing. Other budgetary innovations were particularly
evident in the elementary field station, where it became.apparent that the Master
Teachers could not be released from their self-contained classrooms on a daily

basis; an alternate arrangement was devised wher:by fcachers were released from

their classtooms one day per week.

Asgegsment

Financial constraints were a major source of weakness within the Implementarion
Project. Budget reductions made it impossible to purchase professional scrvices at
the necessary level. Delays in establishing budgets drastically reduced possibili—
ties for advanced planning. The complexities caused by multiple funding sources
and by the necessity to subcontract diverted crucial administrative resources 1ntq
budgetary problema Qhen these resources might better hnvé been applied to other

aspects of Project managemen: and lvadership.

| VS
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Surmary fvalustion: Field Station Structure

The effectiveness of the field station structure will be considered in subse-
quent chapters: here our concern has been the feasibilirw of the finold statiorn
structure, A&s far as we can determine, the structure utilized in the Tmplementation

Project is unprecedented. We know of no comparabl. efforts to ]ink_teachers, over

E long periods of time, for substantial fractiong of their zime, from multiple dis-

tricts, under the supervision gnd leadership of nonschoel ~wrricvlum experts.

In geuneral, the Implemantation Project has demoustrated that it is indeed
possible to create field stations. We identified five classes of inputs which were
essential tc rhe field stztions; data were cocllected showing the extent to which
these inputslwere actually obtained. Our findihgs may be summarized as follows:

1. Instituytional members--

As initially planred, four field stations were created. Membership within each

field station usually was within the renge sought (five to seven schools). Most
member schoo;s remaiied in the Proje.t throughout the period studied. Membercrship
was open to all. Geographic clustering was achieved. District wealth was not a

.
factor which limired participation. Interest on the part of participating\schools
\

appears to have been high in most éases. )

2, Individual members-- -
&he Project fell somewhat short of its goal of obtaining long-term participation by
pairs of teachers from each participating school. Among sixty-five teachers, only
twenty~three remained with a field station for its duration. Twenty-six partici-
pated in the Project for one yehr or less. Half of the participating districts
were some:imes or always represented by oqiy one teacher. Effective liaison with
school administrative personnel was not déveloped until the Project wés welli-

established. Within these limitations, the majority of individual members ir the

Projegt'appeured tc bi competent and comaitt=d to the Project's goals and procedures,

<
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3. Ceniral staff--
Coordinators for the field stations were employed from the inception of the Projact,
However, the Project director's position and the external evaluation positions were
vacant during the first half-ye-. of the Project. The internal evaluztiorn position
was never filled. The roles of central staff members wvere initialiy unclear; scme
clarification developed as the Project progressed,

4. Materials, services, and facilities--
Curriculum materials were readily availsble. Continuing problems were encounterecd
ir the production of instructional materials; duplication fecilities were inadequate
for the demards of the Project for instructions iterials. Consultsnt services
were utilized sparingly. Adequate facilities were availeble througis the partici-
pating schools, CEMREL, ai.d Washington University,

5. Financia® support-- ~
Bureaucratic red tape, externally imposed budget reductions, and uncertainties about

nontinuaiion of " “oject funding kad a pervasive and largely negative impact o~ the

Preject.

N |
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: Chepter IV

THE IMPLEMENTATICN PROCE3E T THR FIRLD STATTUNE

: Omce established, the field sto~tions were supposed to carvy out a

i; “eurricu’um iwplemeutation process.”’ The initisa” designvfor this process
was based upon consideration of the nature of the social sciences,. :he
characteristics of social science curricula, the charactericosics of
potential users of the new curvric: 2a, and the process of innovatiocn
(sce.Chapter ). The implemantation procesz was conceived 2s a four-stage
o process: {l) an analysis phase in which field station members would
consider the nature and function of social studies instruction, investigate
+he new socizl studies curricula, and select one new curriculum for furthevr
implementation; (2) a develcpmeut phase in which the new curriculum would be
adapted for utilization and in which field station members w:. .id learn any
new teaching strategies necessary for effect{Ve utilization of the new

cuvriculum; (3) a pilot phase in which the new curriculum would be tried out

in the pilot (field) schowl, evaluated, and revised in light of the trial

exper lence; and /4) a diffusion ovhase in which the new currictium would be
installed in the radial schcols in crch field station. Figures 1 and 2
(Chapter I) summarize the manner in which theae:four phases wer venedulad
to occur in the lwplementation Project,

| Our task here, as in the preceding cizaptetr, is to describe the process
as initially visnalized, to show what happered in practice, aud to consider
the reasons why the procecs went the way it went. We will treat euch phase

saparately,

12w i
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Analysis Phase

Objectivew

Each field station was to begin its act.vitles by engaging in a process
called "aualysis." The purpose of the anzlvsis phase wis twofold: (1Y to
reach field station teechers how to anglyzz new curriculs, and (2) to elicit
a decision about which new curriculum or combinatica of curricule were to be
selected for devzlopmwent, piint, and diffusion in each field station,

In the eyes of the Implementation Project's designers, cthe basic question
underlying curriculum enalysis is this: does a given curriculum atte::t to
achieve anything worthwhile? The distinction detween curricuium analysis and
curriculum evaluation was stressed in the prrposel. Evaluation, according to
the proposal, is concerned with the degree to which & curriculum accomplishes
the things it sets out to accomplish, Analygis is concerned with the
worthwhilencss of the intentions eor geoals of the curriculum. Tnvs analyzis
requires answors to two questions: (1) What 13 worthwhile? (2) What Are
the intentions of each curriculum? These questions, outwardly simple though
they are, are enormously complex, especially in -riew of the ferment in social
science curricula, The new curricula usually donft accept the traditional
model of social science curriculum, e.g., American History in the 8th grade
and 11th grade, World History in tii2 10th, and electives or civies in the’
9th., Moreover conventional teaching stratcgies aimed at mastery of histerical
informati{on are.not readily adapted to netw curricula whic., emphasize modes
of inquiry, structures of disciplines, critical thinking, and the like.

Prior to the Inception of the Pro act a review of the literatuve had
revealed that the techniques for answering the basiec analytical questions

This mection is vased upon the Project proposal, 7/67, pp. 28-29, 43-4
56-57, 78-80.

.
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simply were not available. Hence, according to the proposal, a Curriculum

Analysis Hamndbook was being developed end would be available to the field

statiors. The H&ndbook\ﬁbu‘d te usedaas a guide to raising and ansﬁéring
the questionz essential to analysis. The Handbook was not to stress any
particular point of view; the teachers themselves were to be free o choose
the'r own curriculum upon conclusion of the analwsis process.

The original prooosal for th2 Tmplementatien Projest in-luded several
statements describing the wzy in which the analysis phase would be conducted,
It was scheduled to last for approximately one semester {except in the first
Zield station, where =a ycar was provided). The fiell station coordinatér,
util:-!nz the Handbook, would lead the process. All field station teachers

would participate. At least twc "ew social science curricula would be

-

analyzed in each station. The teachers thrmselves would eventually make a
choice about which curriculum or cumbination of curricula would be selected

£or development and piioting.
Performance Datn

1. All field stations began their operations with a curriculum analysis
/‘ .
phase. In field station #1, 18 two-day workshops (Friday-Saturday) were

conducted during 1966-67. 1In field station #2 analysis was conducted during
six d&éys of released time and during weekly evening meetings during the

spring semester, 1968. TField station #2 met on a daily basis during the
|

spring semester, 1968. The analysis phase in field station #4 was ?onducted
during daily meetings in late spring, 1967, and during the first three weeks

of the 1969 surmer workshop.

1

2. 1In the curriculum analysis phase all field stations did concentrate
; : —

on the two basic qu  .c.s: what is worthwhile? what arc the intentions of

each cviviculum?  Tn the course of answering the latter quection, several

[ Sgran
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new social science curriculd were examined by each field station. The

following two illustraticns are indi tive cf the act~v1t1es of the zanalysi
phase:

The first three months of our work ware concentrated upon an effort to
ra.. e prinacy issues and questions related to-the reasoning which lies behind
adiL .ational decisions ir the social studies for general educa>ion. Fer th's
;qurpose, thc group read and discussed.a wide variety of bocks and materials
i,eluding hoows by Oliver and Shaver, Charles Frankel, Munt and Metcalf, and

“hegdore Bram.eld, and articles on such subjects as think‘ng, ¢bjectives,

values, sociz. science, fiistory, etec. in addition we rcad aad discussed
curriculum r.acerials froi: the Harvard Social Studies Project, the Carnegie
Tech Soc.al Studies Project and the High School Gecgraphy Froject. 1In
connection wity the latver project we spent two full days in consv ration
with Ceorge Davis of the CGeography Project. 1In an effort to further our
understanding of the Carnegle Tech and the Harvard Projects the group visited
classes at East Ladu2 Junior High and. at Lindbergh where project materials
are being taught,

-~ Interim Report
Fi 1d Station #3, 5/13/68

1:07, The Coordinator gives the group an assignment. Theyv are to read

on three questions: (1) What does the term "‘istory'" wmean to you? (2) How

do you justify teaching history for your students? (3) Based on your
experiente, what suggestions do yocu have for how his_.ory might be taughr?

He proposes that the aunswers to these questions might be exchanged, perhaps
written out.,..Next he moves into & discussion of '"Ideals and Tdcis of
Pemocracy” by Churles Frankel in the Rerlak-Shaver book, Teacher A raises
the issue of whether, if pecuple are not involved in decision waking in our
society, they should be taught 1o be decicion makers. Why bother with this?
What difference does it make? (Tea”her A phraar i.s comments in terms of a
student vaising these issues; in fact, he anpeairs to be revealing a personal
attitude,) He suggests the alternative of teaching students to be shrewd
observers....Teacher B <ays that averyone is ‘a decigico maker....

2:00. The discussion moves to sn article in Dherlak-Shaver by Myrdal:
"American Values snd American Behavior: A Dilemma.'" Teacher N leads the

discussion of the papev. The other four teachers take notes....Should students

be told the reality of history or should they be given the idealized portraits
of the patriots? Teachers C and D approve hero worship. Teacher A argues
agalnst idealized hero worship and favors showing patriots as human beings,
with all their faults and feilures, Teacher C comes to agree with him,

--Field Notes, 4/17/68

e e
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3. Each field station sought a ”rationale" which would exp1icate the

field station members' views about the purposes of social studieq and about
. !

the curricular features necessary to achieve these Pupposesé the rationales

were to serve as guildes to the selection of curriculum materials for

4 - ’
development and piloting., However, contrary to initial expectations, field

stations generally found that they could not simgly'adopt.pre-existigﬁ

rationales-from the national curriculum projects; instead it was necessary

for the stations to develop their own rationales--a much more difficult task,

In the two senior high school field stations (#1 and #3) the development

of written rationales proceeded at a leisurely pace. 1In field station #1,

- the first written version did not appear unt{il March, 1968--nearly a year’

after the gcheduled analysis phase.. 16 field station #3 the ‘coordinator

wrote in mid-1968 that the rationale would be completed within a week (i.e.,

' shortly after the scheduled completlon of the analysis process) twelve

months 1ater the rationale sti11 hadn't appeared. In field station #4 the

pace was faster; a draft rationale was produced just a few weeks after the

conclusion of this. field station's brief but intensive aﬁalysis phase, Tm~ -~ —.

the elementary field station (#2) the need for developing a new rationale was

omitted; this station found that 1t agreed with the rationale which accompanled

‘the Washington University curriculum, and so the rationale was simply adopted

alpng with the curriculum, : ’ A i ) \\

\
\

4, Each field station selected specific curriculum materials for N\

development and<gilotiﬁg. However, the se1ection decisions fell behind

schedulé; and they were much affected by factors other than the rationales.
According to the initial plan of operation, -the selection decisions were
supposed to have occurred as follows:

©
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Table 5. SCHEDULE OF CURRICULUM SELECTION DECISiONS

Field Station - .GradeALevel Date to be Selected
#1 - 9 . Spring, 1967 4 )
10 Spring, 1968 7
11 . Spring, 1969
#2 : A | o Spring, 1968h
B 5 Spring, 1969
6 _ Spring, 1970 R
\ #3 | 10 Spring, 1968
: 11 : Spring, 1969
12 ' _ Spring, 1970
#4 - B 2 " Spring, 1969
8 Spring, 1970

In general, it abpears that.each field station made its girEE curriculum
decision pretty much on schedule. However, the second decision, which was
to be made while the first -year curriculum was being piloted, tended to fall
behind. In one field station, for example, we found that the seeond—year
pilot was well under way before the materials for the second semester of

that pilot were selected. Another station found itself so dissatisfied with
- “<p
its first-year pilot that itr spent considerable time reeonsidering the first-

———

year selection‘decision, this diverted" attent on'tromwthewtask«ofwselectingvv §
. .

the second-year materials. Two of the field stations eventually abandoned
‘the idea of selecting third year mategialsf energies were diverted};?stead

- to reworking prior curricula, to diffusion; and to piloting of inditvidual

4

units rather than entire grade levels,
. In principle, curriculum selection decisions were to be based on the

field stations rationales.. However,'as the following field notes show, other

factors (cost time, personal bias) also played a part:

Teacher A. We must take into consideration mate ials for the rest of the .
. _ ‘year, -~
Teacher B: If we decide to use two books, isn’ t the pilot school obligated

to buy them?
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Coordinator:” Yes, but let's make sure we use them. 7f we use them the pilot
school should buy them,,.We don't have the right to order
something we don't intend to use,..T% we are going to use one
unit, we shouldn't buy them. -If a superintendent is asked to
buy a book for only 3 weeks he could tell usg to.-get the project

, ‘ “out,.,, _ . _
Teacher C: How many readings are we going to do on Red China?
Teacher B: All of them. ' - ‘

(The entire group is talking with one another on the number of weeks left, the
units to be covered, and the value of some of the upcoming readings--Observer)

Teacher D: ~~ I would recommend & day-by-day covering of units whether a unit
ta finished by that day or not. ' ,

Teacher E: We\have 14% weelts of material to cover in 13 weeks.

Teacher T: We feel the Africa unit is of utmost importance because of its

paraliel to American life today. The tribes' adjustment to
urban 1ffe is similar to the rural South's negro move to the
city. We could argue that nekt year we are going to study the
_ negro's view of America. ' : N -
Teacher G: Tf we cur out Brazil, .can we ccver the other three units?
Cocrdinator: ' What other inputs are we talking about? We must. get to the
"public policy" issue.. We have built all year to get to .this
position., If we wish to start it, we must decide to get into
public. policy issues.... '

~--Field Notes, 2/26/69 w ///

(A cormittee chairman is reporting on her committee's study of the Lippitt-Fox
curriculum--Observer) ~
Chairman: The materials are being published by SRA., The materials include
~ teacher's manual, teacher's resource book, and basic children's
text, hardbound, Aftér the first unit is used, teachers could
skip around among the other.units. Also included is a children's
workbook, (Appedrs to. be another problem-solving or inquiry
method-~-0Observer) The basic theme or objective is the study'of
individual behavior--the children's own behavior plus behavior
of otherg in the peer group--~through the-4nquiry process. /
~(Chairman reads a portion of the Introduction--~Observer):
"The claésrpom will become a igboratory in the social sciences.'
(The Chairman uses this .sertence as a basis for questioning the
materials~--Observer) N

Teacher A: ».Why can't our classrooms become a laboratory?
Chairman: I fﬁel it doesn't meet our basic ratiomale which we are following.
. " The ciassroom should not be a lab; it should not be an end in .
itself. om.past meetings I would have guessed that Lippitt-Fox
\ . _ had  a chance of being a viable alternative; it appears now that it
. is under attack--Observer)....
Chairman: The materials are available, Movies and records are included.

(She reads the record titles in a cynical way...Her presentation

_ is biased against the curriculum. So far, either the committee .
members, -or the codrdinator, or a majority of the greoup have
been against.each curriculum presented--Observer)

R . ) --Field Notes, 5/2/69

.t
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Thare is otherrsupéorc for our contention that curriculum decisions were not
di;tated solely by criteria included in Ehe.rationales of each field station,
One field-statiQn actually'voted formally éo interpret its rationale loosely.
In this same‘field station the coordinator once found it necessafy ;o remind
his cahorts=—eﬁér so gently--that the réttonale was a legitimate consideration

in selecting curriculum:

+ As T think back on yesterday’'s discussion, I believe that one reason
why we are having such a hard time deciding what to teach next
gsemester is that tedchers are avguing from different pefspectives.
Examples of these perspectives avre: a concern for diffusing the
course to as many teachers a? possible, .an interest in what materials
may have the greatest appeal to youngsters, which materials are most
available, which materials are most consistenf with our long-term
comnitment to public issues....(One) way to approach the problem of
.selecting materials for a second semester is to look back at why we
selected first semester. Our seléction of Fenton-Good for first

i semester was based primarily on the idea that their approach could

improve the quality of the discussion of public issues,,..

--Coordinator's Memo, 10/17/68

Another station was so tardy in explicating its ratioanale that it could not
i - : ,
have been a prominent factor in the initial selections of curricula. The

coordinator in still another field‘station:acknowleAged that he had urged
his gfoupxnot te'feel bound , or limited by, its initial rationale; the
rationale, he said, coﬁld be sdified and improved by trying out a variety
of curri;ula wﬂich might at {irst appear to be inconsistent with the

rationale.
5.: The curriculum analysis process was accompanied by numerous
. \ :
unanticipated problems. Here we simply enumerate the problems which we

/ identified; their significaﬁce i3 assessed in the '"discussion'" section below.

a. The Curriculum Analysis Ilandbook was not completed until early 1970,

i.e., after the completion of most.cycles of analysis.

. b. Teacher turnover in the field stations reguired the introduction of

- : procedures whereby new teachers coéuld familiarize themselves with

r

- - : ' E;[»
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the analyéis process and could learn of the specific rationale

previously deveioped within thé%r field stations.
c. Curriculum materials rgquined for analysis in each field station
sometimes were difficult or impossible to obtain. (This problem
diminished during the 1life of the Projecr,ias movre and more
curriculum projeéta reazhed the markeeing stége;.ih fatt, field-:
statioﬁ>#4 foﬁnd‘itself unable t§ analyze all available new:

- : ‘ !
curricula;) ‘ - ‘ _ . -

s

Assessment. of the Analysis Phase

On the positive.aide, there are a number of reasons for assigning high
mar#s'to the Project’'s efforts to carry out its plans for curriculum analysis,
Tirst, of course, evéry field station did engage in a;alysis. This was done
déspité the pioneering nature of the task, deépité itsueno;mous complexity,
an& decpite some pressures from outside the Project to get on with "more
important, less theoretical" tasks Such as disseminating new curvicula,.

FSgcond, even though the outcomes of the analysis pfocessuuphe develbpment of
raticnales and the selection of curricula for Implementation--fell somewhat
shori: of expectations; we cuspect thag Tha Project participants wera-far more
systematic and rational in their effbrts than is the case with most curriculum
iﬁfiementation efforts., Third, there is evidencé that project participants
themselves régarded'the‘analysis process as worthwhile., Impressive evidence

of this s;fﬂxis foqnd in responsés to a questionnaire administéred fo the
teachers in field station #1 sbout one year after -inception of the sta;ion.

\ Respondents were uniformly enthusia;tic about the value'of the two-day seséions
.dﬁring 1666-67; the readings, the consultants, #nd the visits to nearby schools
were epecifica}}y cited as valuable expériences. Additional evidence about
‘tﬁe vaiue of a&glysis fésides in thg,fact'fhac several:projéct teachers who

mb
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have rum their own workshops appear to hav; incorporated ef;ments of the
analysis process into these workshops.
On the other side of the coiu;vthere is no doubt that the P;oject fell
short of expectations:in the énalysis phase, Tﬁe processes of logic and
' reasoning envisioned in 'the ,Projéct .ﬁropoé‘a’l‘rbecame infused.with the
; . B conseqﬁénces of accident, emotion, experience,_and, most important, the
realitiég of teaching and curriculum buildiné in contemporary schools. The
unexpect;d]y large impact of tﬁese "extraneous'" factors stéﬁg‘from two sets
of problems: (1) design problqms, and’ (2) problems of ék%sution.

(1) DesignyﬁfgpiemﬁeLA number ofﬂprobiems”were witgikgly or unwittingly
'built[info thé:?fojéct from"iés“in;eption. First, the model ‘assumes that
teachers fro&.disparate districts could and would agree on a rationale and
oﬁ the choice of curricula to be piloted, developed, and diffusea: Such an
assﬁmption appears to take insufficient account of the realities of school

o politic;.. It violates the norm §f local control. Tt also violates some of

@
the features of analysis itself; fbrexgmple, the idea that curricula should

be suited to the needs and interests of the students whe are exposed to them

is hard to reconcile with the fact that each fiel' station was to choose one

3

curricula suitable for students ir half a Jdozen districts.

A second flaw in design stems from thg'assumption that the analysis phase

can be so free of the biaces of field stat#on cobrdinators that f%gld station
‘teachers themselves will be unéonséraine& hn their choice‘&f'curricula.b We
A | noted that avery field.station developed 4 rationalé which primarily
; social studies curriculum, Thigy
is not to say that‘the.rationales were idﬁnrical, but the degree?of their

emphasized the '"public issues” approaéh t

~ee similarity is aoteworthy. 1t is possible, of course, that any reascnable
. . .- t 2 . 1\

person who ﬁndertakes_syséematic curriculum anal&%is will conclude that the

h

public issues appraach is superior to all other apﬁroachen, However,'we
- . \\ .
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suspect that the close relationship between the Project and Washington
University's social studies faculty~-whicﬁ emphas%zes the public issues
approach--was a prominent factor in influencing.the direction of teachers'
thiﬂking in the field statigms. ~Tﬁéte'ig evidence tﬁat most central staff
mémbers went to great 1engtﬁs to avoid'imﬁosing their views on teachérs-{n
the field stations. ?et‘suéh imposition was probably:ungvoidable. The
analysis process i{s.80 alien to the habits of most teachers that it seems
inevitable that whoever leads a group through the analysis process is likely
to infuse his own views--~however well disguised—-into those peopie who are
workihgkwith him. |

A third design problém was the assumption that teachers are able and
willing to choose curricula on the basis of abstract and deductive analysis,

!
i.e., in the absence of concrete'expérience with the curricula being

considered. We picked up a multitude'ofivague yet consistent clues that

tteachers qan't function this way. In order for teachers to choose among
cufricula, and in order for them to have confidence in theitv choice, the
curricula must actually be tried out with real children in real éettings.
The experience gained from the trial affects teachers' commitment to further
systematic implementation. |

(2) Execution problems--We detected two major'f]aws in the Prcject's

efforts to carry out the analyais process; both flaws help account for the-

heavy infusion of reality-based.(as B;poéed to analfsis—based) factors in
the curricﬁlqm selection deéisions, The firat factor was that the ;dncept
of ''rationale" seems to have been insufficieﬁtly clear to project personnel,
iﬁcluding the field station~cobrdinators. Nof until late iﬁ”;hezProjeqt,

for example, did we find evidence that anyone was coincerned ﬁith thetécope

of rationales: did they apply only to one grade, or weré they to be

applicaBle throughout a éistrict? The idea that raticnales: could or should

[
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be revised ia the light of experience with the pilot seems to have been
missed until the project was well gnder way; by thén it-was‘tco late to make
adequate provisions for revisions of rationales, The actual task ofv
preparing a rationale seems to have been'underestimated; there was a great
deal of hee1~dragging--pr§bab1y occaslioned in part by the absence of any
clear notion of what was wanted.

The second major p;oblem of execution was the gppafent failure‘qf
analysis gkills to ''take!" with the project teachers. We think that the
teachers became aware of the skills, and we think that they liked the idea
of analysis, but ié—;ppears that the'gnaiysis skills were slow to become

part of the habitual behavior of project participants., Field station

coordinators had to repeatedly remind teachers of the importance of utilizing

rationales in analyzing curricula, units, and leésons. Two of the coordinators

provided rather direct evidence of concern with analysis when they prepared
memos designed to help the fourth field station get started, They said, in
part:

At this time I am more unhappy with the results of the analysis
phase than with any other aspect of our work. I do not find that
when teachers are faced with crucial problers =f content selection
and organization that they use the ways of tuinking which are ‘the
basis of curriculum analysis.

--Memo, undated, fieid station #1
\ coordinator
\ One of the central préblems...is to make the issues raised
during analysis central to the teacher's concern with the ongoing
day-to-day teaching task during all of the field station's
activities, —

--Memo,'undated,‘figld station #3
coordinator ‘ : .

An indepenaént observer 'studying one of the field stations reached a similar
conclusion: teachers simply were not applying the rationale that they had

develéped.

=
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Aruiext provided by enc ; Aruiext provided by enc

ANany of the curricula would require new teachlng strategies on the parl o

adopt the new curricula following the pilot phase. ‘ \
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Development TPhase

Ob]ective] : . - Gi

The designers of the Iﬁplementation Project recognized that the'currécular
materials selected by each field station wefe not likely to be in a form
suitable feor immediate:clas3room utilizetion.\.Hany of the new curriculum
materials were.iikely to be subplemental ir nature; for these it would be.ﬁ/

!

necessafy to develop ways to Lntegrate the new materials with ex:sting ones.

I

‘teachers; these strategies would have to be identified and teachers would].

have to be trained in their use. Many of the materials, it was expected,

would have to be adapted to meet local conditions. Moreover, since it was.

likely that most new curricula would not be.accomeanied by persuasive \

. ‘ . i , . \
evaluation data, it would be necessary for the field stations to make plans
LA

for evaluation if local administrators and boards were to be expected to ‘

In order to resolve these problems, a "development" phase was built inte\
the field station activities., This phase was scheduled to occur in the summers,
between the analysis and.pilot phase., The Project proposal indicated that
sumﬁer Qevelopment acti&itfes would include alteration of Curriculum materials
and strategies, in-service training to'prepare teachers to use the materials,

and planning for evaluation'of the pilot classes and the curriculum itself,

"Ideally, the development process was to include the following elements:

(1) formation of subgreups in each field station; (2) subgroup preparation of

one or more teaching units, including daily lesson'blans, supplemental materials,

\ .
and alternative teaching strategies; (31/cfitiques by other members of the field

station and suggestions for revision were made; (4) filing of materials for
i

This section is based upon the Project proposal, 7/67, pp. 45-46



subsequent use in the pilot classes; and (5) learning of new teaching

strategies appropriate to the new curriculas

Performance Data
X - ,

"1, All field stations carried out development activities. The follaﬁlﬁém

table summarizes the development activities of the field stations during the
rs

summer workshops:

.h“

Table 6, DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULE
y

Fleld Station Date. _Curziculum Materials Developed
#1 Summer;‘1967 B Oliver (AEP), %th gradeﬁ
, Summer, -1968 Feuton, 10th grade :
Summer, 1969 American History, 11th grade
- - Al )
#2 : Summer, 1968 Berlak-Tomlinson units, &4th grade.
Summer, 1969 Original materials, (migrent labor)
Summer, 1970 Criginal materials
#3 Summer, 1968 Oliver- Feﬂton, 10th grade
' Summer, 1969 American History, 11th grade
Summer, 1970 Continuation of 10th and 1lth grade
# .  summer, 1969 Oliver (AEP),  7th grade

, Summer, 1970 ' Original and Oliver .(AEP) 7th- 9th grade

As we shall indicate below, the above table is somewhat risleading in that it
fails to reflect two, phenomera: (1) summer workshopsa aid not limit themselves
_to development activities, and (2) development activities also took‘place
during the regular schoollyear. | |

2. The development pracess acquired four formal charactevistics not '

“

antigigaﬁed in the Project proposal. (a) The déﬁélqpmentﬂphﬁseywas not confined

to the summer period. The six-week summar workshoes provided insufficient time

to develop an entire year's curriculum. As a result, some of the academic year

time initially scheduled for, pilot or diffusion abtiVities was utilized for.
N ’ ' .’/. ..' -
developmentt (b) Development sometimes was .orjented not to existing curriculum




v ’ ,r . .
materials, but to the creation of or ginal units or lessons. This was \

‘A‘

pa 1cularly true of field station #2 which wrote a unit on migratory labor

during the 1969 andll970 summer sessicns. (c) Development was 1n1tiallx

expected to take place with referenc primarily to the field station.
/ ——

rationaleq and curricular materialsJ however, a third point of reference--

. .

.
-the classroom--was interjected At first development was env191oned as an

academicxactivity which could best be conducted during—the summer, in

nonschool seLtings such as a uiliversity, without the interferences of daily
N ' Tt ' .
rteachlng.- Two factors,'however, changed this 1n1tial vision. First as

'1ndirated.above, some. development occurred during the academic year. Second
the " two high” school field stations deliberately made use of summer school

classes in the pilot distrlcts. Thus a reality-dlmen31on was 1ntroduced 1nto

- -

the development process. Elsewhere we will comment on some of the consequences~ L

L. .
) - . e

of th1s. (d) Unt1l 19701‘veryilittle activity was devoted to the development
iy

of systematic plans for evaluating pilot curricula. Evaluation committees were
o

established in each field station, but these committees generally failed to

M—,

ole plans or, materiaf ~or systematic evaluation. ]

.
~

Ihe.development Process ng heavily influenced by personal and
A ‘
interpersonal factocs ‘among, field statlon members. %ﬁlow we have enumerated-

I

some of the difficulties that cropped up. We do not have suff1c1ent da'te

plot the infreﬁuency‘or location of these d1ff1cu1t1es, nor are we able to

3

indicate the extent to which the dif?ﬁéhlties were overcome. Here our 1ntent

.

is simply" to cite the sorts of ipternal problems that interfered with the

exzzuﬁid/'of an outwardly sensible and attainable task (a) Some f1eld

"y
' i

ion teacheérs had insufficieﬁt mastery of the’ subject matter being taught

Hence, before these teachers could develop materials,_and in order for them

‘J i

. to effectively critique materials developed by others, it was necessary to
. . - \ R

1 . . \\ )
: - - ~ ot
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~._"" "learn the subject.,"” In\most cases .the field -station coordinator bk :lped fill

. f \ - ) . - - ‘ ) . ) -

e _\\the\gap~by;servingcas»aAAesource person and by readily pointing teachers to

sources ‘which filled in their gaps in knowledge.. In a fewicases however, even

the coordinator lacked expertise. jpl;ﬁome teachers had difficulty in

\

, recogni%ing oL mastering the instructional"strategies appropriate to the new
- L \ :

curricula. We found some ’necdotal illustrations of this problem:

Most géithese'teachers feel that they are accomplished discussion
leader¥ and that they won't have any trouble at all. But T know
“differently from the  experience of having watched them. Many of
these people- are not the typé of teacher that they think they are.

)

3

o el T - '~T . e . . --Staff meeting3'6/26/63

. Some of the participants in ‘each group.do not have a style of
thinking that makes it possible to work /with the Oliver materials.
. They do not appear to differentiate begween empirical and moral

- questions. They think that some moral problems have,r ght answers
just like factual questions. o . yd :

-~ N

Lo ,' S ' "" I --Staff meeting, 8/2/68

(A)NSomerteachers or suggroups appeared to " acquire a sense of "ego 1nvolvement"
A o -
or. "pride of, authorship" in the materials theg developed K?uch involvement

;o A
tended to 3@ incompatible w1th careful development of materials, as shown in

'the follo 7ing , - -

Y

There is 'a built-in behavior pattern. You get the lesson plar Then
the teacher changes it in the teachi.z of it, "The aathor s ar,
He knows that his lesson plan is_ going to be'changed' in _ e-t. -aing
> of it, Therefore, he doesn't feel compelled to do’a really ... job
. because he feels that whatever he does, the teacher is going to change
it anyhow to fit his own personality...It's discouraging to think you
have created a rea]ly good ‘lesson plan and the other guy doesn't even
pay attention tolit . : . v . . -

--Staff meeting; 10/7/68,

Apparentl& that group parceived the precritique as a very threateninr

kind of occurrence which closed off their options and in a sense didn't

make 1t possible for them to go ahead with what they (had developed) "
T ‘

-

--Staff meeting, 8/2/68‘ V.

(d) Commitment to the Project, and to the summer workshops in_particular,

-varied among teachers. A few teachers displayed excessive absenteeism,»

. ’ -~ r-
¢

" , _|‘_ . . 1, \ . v r. ) ;

~ . ~ . . A -
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tardiness, or ''goofing off'"; other teachers were demoralized by such ‘activity,

Tn the 1969 summer workshops the Project Director finally issued a clear

R

statement'ebout the expectations for pgrticipation in the workshops.

(e) T.eadership within some of the subgroups was sometimes deficient. Some

i

o ot

leadershio defects were associated with unclear or misdirected instructions.

if Most of the participants in the 1967 workshop at field station #1, for example,

. felt that they wasted too much time that could have been spent on the development

{; %7 ~ of materials. Participants in the l968 workshop at field station #2? spent two
weeks revising the curriculum that they planned to pilot; then they were told

Li . ~ that their\prime task was to augment-tﬁe curricu]um materia]s nith which they

o were working; Some,leadership defedts stemmed from the field station coordinators’

: : ‘ .

’ efforts to transfer responsibility from themselves to the other members of the

I " . field stations, as‘illustrated in the followingranalysis made by one of -the

coordinators:

7/ .

?g .- I led the critique sessions for the most part, but as the time weunt on .
T I asked various group members to be responsible for leading critique-
'< : sesgsions. This worked well and servediio help transfer authority and
l \“ L . responsibility from me to membe.s of the group...The autoncmy allowed

| - the wnit groups both encouraged individuals to take and use their own
o a initiative, and to evade responsibility and avoid decision making. ..
fz\' . Probably, too; the autonomy resulted in considerable wasted motion as
' people floundered about trying to decide what they should be doing.

On the other hand, it is probable that this has convinced a number of -

jl individuals. that the basic regpone*' T ¢ the organization, direction,

and -success of the pilot program & 5 u.. rasion to the radial schools
\ is theirs...: o

;g o . - o b= ““ZCoordinator' s Report, Summer, 1968
- ( . o~ N
4, ‘External factors bevyond the control of the field stations influenced
[ _ '
the development phase. Here as_in- ‘the preceding section, we shall simply

¥ .
i
[

«

from the new social science curriculum projects sometimes were difficult to

'bobtain in ‘useable form or at the time required for dLVelopment .Some of the

j . ‘ enumerate _some of the .external problems which were encountered (a)-Materials

I
materials selected for development were not yeL in published form; copyright

© ae
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issues sometimes slowed down the development process., (b) The summer school

. i, \
classes which were used as resources for the development process were often

composed of students who were dlfterent from the types of students who would -

be encountered in the piiot classesu (e) The;pattern of external funding

.disrupted the schedule for development. The fourth field station, for instance,

was started late in the spring, 1969; part of the 1969-summer session had to be
used to complete the analysis phase. The'expecﬁntion that funds would terminate

in mid-year, 1970-71, probably contributed to the de-emphasis upon development -

l LY
1 . : !

during the 1970 summer workshopé A i

5. As the Project progressed, the summer workshops assumed functions in
" N S

addition to development. Tn each fieldfstation the first summer workshop did
. : I el ‘ o

exemplify the design outlimed in the Project proposal, i.e., the preparation
| .

of ‘teaching units and daily 1esson.p1an£ in anticipation of the pilot classes

to be offered the followLng year, (&n #he field station #4 there was a minor
derlat1on: part of the tlrst summer was used to complete the analysis phase
of activity.) In subseqwentvsummer workshops one or both of two additional” é
functions were assumed. These were (15 training project and/or nonproject ﬂ -

|

teachers to utilize the curricula piloted the previous year, and (25 training,
or preparing to train; nonprcjcct teachers in several phases of the implemen-
tation nrocess (analysis, develop ent] pilot, diffusion). As the Project

progressed, more and more field station personnel became involved in these

nondevelopment summer activities, AN
B . . ,

Assessment of the Devalopmenit Phase |
|
In many respects “the developmenFal activities of the Tmplementatlon Project

conformed to the Project design. The Project "has reinforced the idea that there

is a real need for developmental activity if the new social science curricula

f: - o [
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are to be utilized eFfectively.l Project participants somefrimes found that
they needed to overcome deficiencies in background knowledge, or that they

needed to learn new teaching stratepies, or that they needed to prepare new

.materials in ovrder to link new curricula to each other (as in the case of the

field stations which attempted to ‘'marry'" the Fenton and Oliver curricula) or
te existing‘curricula, or that they needed to modify curricula in order to make
them consistent with the rationales developed in the analysis phase. The

following comments f£rom project participants ilJustrate the perceived need for

i

!

They've taken notes on the critiques..,They've done some revision based
on what's happened. For example, when J___ taught his lesson today, it
was totally different from what he intended two days ago to teach.
Because of the discussion we'had yesterday. And that %ind of improvement,
by the way, is really there. Some great things that are happening to the
teaching. They way they thiwi of questions that they themselves raised
in the critiques. 7T don't think it's ever going to show up in a report,
but it's -there. ) ' - :

development:

-~Field Station Coordinator, 6/19/68

Even though there was some confusion as to the direction in which we
were headed, the accomplishments were many...At the subgroup level we
worked on specific units analyzing and adding where necessary materials
that should (1) enhance student attitudes, i.e., awareness, interest,
ability to respond; (2) cognitive growth and understanding, and
(3) additional teaching strategies and materials. (sic) The subgroup
became more knowledgeable about Nigeria--its history, culture, needs,
. etc, Frankly I was really unaware of the background and my information
about Nigeria had been limited to the news media reports on the Civil

War, .
\\

-~Field Station Teacher, Summer, 3968

I believe the experience of writing a unit of work jis going to be most
helpful to our school district where we can now t<elp in writing units
and take sonie leadership in curricglum development,

~

~~Field Station Teacher, Summer, 1969

1The experimental method will have. to be used to arrive at any definitive
conclusions of the importance of a developmental period.. It should be possible
to design an experiment .in which two groups of teachers--one which has had an
opportunity to engage in the development process and one which has not--attempt ,
to implement identical new curricula. Assiming that the dependent variables

- can be properly defined and measured, we hypothesize that the former group will -

produce superior results. Such an experiment, unfortunately, was outside the

72

~scope of this evaluation.
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Comments such as these were not uniform within or among field statioms, but

they appear with sufficient freeuency tc indicate that many people at least

felt that the development phase was of great value,

The Project also illuminated a number of detzils of the development
process--details which were not spelled out in the initial design. We refer
to the use of subgrr ; within the fleld stations, the utilization of prepilot
summer‘school students which added a reality-dimension to the development
process, the efforts to train participants in leadership skills, and the
identification of problems encountered by teachers as they try to adapt the
materials and strategies of new. curricula to their own situations.

On the negative side, the development phase clearly fell short of
expectations in a,number:of areas. Evaluation materials were poorly
develooed. Many of the materials which.womld be required in?the pilot phase
were pulled togetﬁer hastily and without the systematic development originally
eatieipated. |

There are a number of faetors %hich seem to warrant mention in an effort
to understand the actual operati\n of the development phase. Awmong these,
the following appear to us to be Particularly significant:

\
1. 1Initial expectations abo1t T . . wea2s ok the cevelopmertc phase

t N

appear to have been unrealistically high given the resources which were

available. Under the best of circumstances, it is qQuestionable whether @
\

fdozen teachers can satisfactorily develop an entire year's curriculum witnin

the space of ‘a six week program, . Moreover, g8 shown in the abmve'performance
data, the development process Was not operating under the begt of circumstancesn

it was beset by internal and external problems which drained energies away from

-the central task of development./ One of the clearest Lessons to be learned

SN
from the Project is that teacher groups working on curriculum deve10pment should



o g
e

oo

USR]

-69-~ < )

inclﬁde, or hav; available, a number of specialized perscnnel. These probably
should include (a) group process specigiists who can identify and resolve
personal and interpersonal problems before they get out of hand, (b) subject
matter specialists who can quiékly help reachers remedy knowledge deficienctes,
and (c) evaluafion speciaiistr who can loéate or devise evaluation instruments.

2. Efforts to overéomé probiems sometimes generated new frustyations.
There were two obvioug examples:

(a) Dgcisions by some of the field stations to utilize classes of summer

school students appeared to be a logical way to solwve certain structural

T

problems. One such problem was that of finding a way to teach field station
personnel some of thg,teaching strategies neceasitated by the new curricula.
Tt is difficult to teach such strategies in the abstract (one field statiom

éxperimentéd briefly with efforts to role-pIé&wﬁut found the idea unsatisfactory);

/

"a logical solution was to make use of sdmmer school classes. A second.problem

was that teachers sometimes found [t difficu]t to plan realistically in the
absence of stmdents; as indicated in the Eollowing:

We_fomnd‘that teachers could not plan and could not visualize things

in the absence of teaching, They crme up with some of the dawindest

plans vou've ever ser . The woit't wor'., PRut there's mno way to

N « a teacher of that in che sv.mer, vecause there's no ultimate

test i.e2,, no clagsroom,

~-zaf.” Member, 6/26/68

Here, too, the utilization of summexr schocl c£lar ses made sense, Once created,
however, the summer school classes introducec witole new sets of probiems. For
example, Ceaching orr 8 daily basis drained erergies away Erom the tas& of
development, Moreover, the usual problems of mhe classroom-—frades, absences,
discipline--di:erted attention from the centrz! tasks of cdevelopment,

(b) The decision to utilize subgroups wilinin each field station seemed to

bgra semsible way to overcome the time problem; presumably two or three small

74"
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gropps could accomplish more'than a single large group. However, new problems
soon afose,.e.g., subgrohps found it difficult to familiarize themselves with
the materials developed by other subgroups, Similarly the field station
; coordinatot found it difficult to give satisfactory service, simultaneously,
to several subgroups.
3. Some of the difficulties of the development phase are attributable to

1

discrepanc;es among participanis’ views about the objectives of the Implemen-

tation Project.1

(a) Some participants expected that the materials were going
to be used in their own classrooms, perhaps even more broadly in their home
districts; this expectation was strong incentive for ensuring that the materials
were put into teachable foim. (On the other hand there'were some participants
who knew that their oistricts were not going to adopt some of the pilot
curricula; these patticipants could hardly have been expected to be terribly
interested in extensive development of méterials which would not affect them.)

.(b) Some members of some of t\e field stations beli@zeo . he materials

"wh1ch they wera developing would be publishe ~--a belief which must have raised
visjions of royalties and fame. -Anyone who held this belief would presumably

: .
want to invest a great deal of energy in the devo‘ppment process. On thg
contrary, thos° who 'did not share the dveam, and those whose hopes and
expectations were shattered, would presumably be less interested in the
development phase. (c) A third group of partlcipants saw the implementation
project 43 a dPV¢ce to stimulate local school diatricts to establish thelir
own curriculum implementation projects. In,this view, the development process
Qas useful only insofar as it served as a model of the implementation process,

or as a training ground for those who would later establish or participate in

- other implementation projects. It was not necessary, in this view, to prepare

/ lsome of - the ideas in’ th1s section are based upon a paper prepared by

. Miss Jean Young, an Experienced Teacher Fellow who studies one of the field
Jo ‘stations during 1968-69.

7o
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entire curricula for piloting; it was more impor<ant simply to learn about

o

the problems of curriculum development. Moreover it was not important to

? labor over particular unit or daily plans, for these would have little beaf{ng
- on future activities, ’ ?
é In generail, ip appears theE view (b) was prevalent during the early days
— of the project, view (a) during the middle peried cf the Project, and view (c)>
é duricg the final year or so. This progression in views helps accoent for the
V{E heavy emphasis upon development during the early eart of the Project, and for
- the growing 1mpor§ence of nondevelopment activities in the 1969 and 1870
\{] summer sessipns.// | |
\ » /
T /
\
{ /
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Pilot Thase

ObieCtive1 _ ' : h

The initial proposal specified that one school within e;ch field station
was to be designated as the "pilot'" or ""field" school. Tn the year following
each summer development phase, the two master teachers from the pilot school
were to teach the new social studies curricula that had been selected in the
analysis phase and acapted in the development phase. Teaching loads were to
be reduced so that these master teachers would each have two classes (at the
proper grade level) to teach; thus there were to be four pilot classrooms each
988( in each station for each curriculum that was being implemented. The

master teachers in the pilot schools were to be primarily respounsible for

conducting the pilot. teaching; however, they were to provide opportunities for

the other master teachers in the field station to teach also. The pilot school

master teachers were also charged with the regponsibility of evaluating the
pilot curriculum, presumably'using evaluation plans worked out in the preceding
development phase. The other members of the field station, in addition to
occasional teﬁching‘of the pilot class, wege to help with the evaluation,
revise materials on the bésis of experience in the pilot, and othérwise prébare

for diffﬁsion into the radial 5choois the following year,

Performance Data

1. Each field station conducted a pilot phase; however, the number and:

location of the pilot classrooms frequently deviated frowm the initial design

(four c]assrooms.fot each cutriculum, with all four in the pilot school).
—

Table 7 briefly summarizes data on the pilot phase through ]969—70: Field

station #1 most‘clésely conformed to the original model, although there were

oniy three classrooms for each curriculum piloted. Field station #3 also

lproposal, 7767, p. 47.
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stayed reasonably close to the initial model, a]fhbugh several members of this
field station "unofficially” taught the materials in théir own clasrrooms in
; the period initially scheduled for the pilot phase. F¥Field station #2 and field
station #A completely abandoned the idea of restricting the piiot phase to one

school; ‘n these stations all teachers taught the new materials :u the year

following the summer development phase.

Table 7. SUMMARY OF PILOT DATA

Field Station pate ' Pilot Description -

#1 1967-68 9th grade; 3 clasarooms in the pilot school.
1968-69 10th grade; 3 classrooms in the pilot school.
1969-70 11th grade; 3 ciagsrooms in the pilot scheool.

#2 . 1968-69 4th grade; 11 field station teachers piloting

‘ in their .own rooms.

1969-70 Lth-6th grades; 13 pilot clasgrooms

#3 . 1968-69 10th'grade; 4 classrooms in the pilot schoed;

several "unofficial'" pilot classes by other
field station teachers
1969-70 11th grade;

#4 ] 1969-70 7th grade; all field station teachers piloting
’ in their own rooms.

2. Systematic evaluation techniques wcrc aot utilized duving the pilot

phase, Standard inatruments and teacher-made instruments wereloccasionally

employeéd to égsess student learnings. Staff members repeatedly asserted the
importance of evaluation., Yet we found little evidence that data was system-.
atically collected and we found no evidence that available Jata were employed
as a means.for evaluating the adequacy of the curricula being piloted,
Evaluétion was largely based upon teachers’ subjedtive impressions of stu@ent
responses, » B

3. The initfal plan for critique sessions was abandoned. (The Initial

N,

plan, if.will,be recai]ed, specified that all field station teachers would be
.\ 7 ‘
| C
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5

present in the pilot\classroom where éhey would observe the piloat teacher's

r - \

i’ teaching and subsequently critique it.) No field station é}ndutted critique .

%h seggionsg §n a daily basis. Our field notes indicate that when observation of
teaching actﬁa]ly did occur, it was often characterized by 1narte6tion'on the

ij part of the observers. A pilot teacher in one of the field stations was

- observed to simply walk out of the critique seésions. In another ° tion the

i» members vocted formally to suspend Ehg critique sessiéns,fcr a period of

several weeks. One station attempted tn substitute video-taping for live

classroom observation; later this too was abandoned, and tl:.cgprdinator

| ——

accepted respohsibilityvfor observing and critiquing the classroom per formance

of field station teachers. In eszabltshing the fourth' field station, the

b Metritmem,

problems of critiquing were fofmally;acknowledged by the Project director when

lte sought a budgetary adjustment which would permit teachers to be released

Yromened

, ou a half-time basis; such an.é;rangement would make itlpossib]e for all of
‘ \ M

the teachevs to function as pilot teachers, and to arrange for smaller numbers

f ]

of observers in the pilot classroom.. -

r“ ] v

4, Sxternal factors somet imes complicated the pilot phase. One sét;of

external problems stemmed from characteristics ‘of the pilot school setting.

7n one field station these problems apparently were of such severity that a

T~ . /
decision was finally made to move the pilot from one distvrict to another, The

—

problems included serious illmess on the part of one of the pilot teachers, an

)

apparent lack of administrative interest and support (traceable in part to

administrative turnover within the district, in part to district preoqcupatioh

rvwﬁ‘

with' tax problems, ané in part to the Project‘s early failure to seek out
administrative interest and support), lack of suitable work, space and facilities,

pilot vlasses which were excessiveij’large and difficult to control, and a
community setting which was not .always appropriate to the curriculum materials
N o -

being piloted (e.g., units dealing with race relations were being piloted in

79
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"A second external problem stemmed from the fact that many of the materials.

selected for piloting had rot been puh}ished; others were deye]oped within the
) i i

' field stations {themselves. A consequence was that vast quantities of materials

had to be;dgglicated for use in the pilot'ciassrooms, particularly in those

' stations where all teachérs serbed as pilot teechers. Difficulty in.assuring

.ava11ability of materials was a frequent cause .0of concern and compialnt during .

H
.

Athe pilot phase. The problem was aggravated by the fact that the development

t

=phaegmwasrpr6655d1ng s1mu1taneously with the pilot phase; some units were not

ready to teach until just a few days before they were echedu]ed for use--too

[ -

little time to allow .for reproduction of materials.

- 5. Despite the problems encouritered, .the pilot phase yielded insights and

gonclusions about the new curricula which-sdpp]emented those of the previous

ghases. The fol]ow1ng stateﬁgnt by arfield statlon coordinator 11]ustrates thls

point: o

Watch those Fenton lesson plans. You want to do some careful p
"thinking about them, because some of them don't come off.. And some
-of them have objectives that are not really realizable from the

- materials that are there, And you don't discover that until you
start teaching’ it. P ' :

c - o . --Staff meeting,-suﬁmer, 1968

- Efforts were made in each field stationﬁto establish, filing systems in which

,Suchhinsights could be filed for future'consideration; - However, the solutions

to some problems were not so obvious. For example, late In 1968 we observed

- v

':ione fie]d station meeting in which the teachers appeared- to reach a conclusion

(based largely upon their subjective.observations of student 1ntereat and

kngwledge) that their initial decision to combine two new curricula was wrong--

"
o

that the entire curriculum should be rearranged,’ However, it was a]ready{tob

1late to begin the pilot anew, and so the problem was dropped.

o



NS

{ }--irr"‘

"

[P

S
>

-76- -

.Assessment of the Pilot Phas-

-

Qverail, Lhe)p{]ot phase bore scant resemblance to the activities projected
in the original design for thé Tmplementa&lon.Project. Tn threeiof the fie}d
stétiéns the-pilots wgne'not limited to ﬁilot classrooms; two of theée stations*
didn't even deéignate a pilot school, Systématic cri&tquing of lessons at the
pilot stage was r#re, asvwaglgystematic evaluation. Moreover, as we indicate
eléewhere:in‘this chaﬁter, Ehe dgvelépﬁent apé diffpsion phases~pfé-empted'
large poftions of the time initiaily scheduledrfor‘pilot actiQitigs.

There seem to be two h;jpr ciasses of reasons for the‘discrépancy bétween
the original design and 5ﬁe aéﬁuaf operat{ion pf_the pilot ;hase. One set of

reasons stems from flaws in the design itself. For example, it appears the:=

Lowodar o

g

r
]

~ However,- in one of the field stations the

the design was based upon the assumption that participating teachers would be

operating in departﬁentalized settingif(i.e‘, those typical of high schools).

teachers worked in_,self-contained

classrooms; in this case it simply wasn't feasible to arrange schedules so that

. teachers from the radial schools could meet daily at the pilot schools. A

second design problem was the assumption that within each field station all the
. . . / ) . . ’ N . ) 1 -
teachers would be teaching at the same grade'level, and that they all could

move up one grade level for each year of the quject. “Such an assumption was

N 4

not only unrealistic in terms of administration within local schools; it also
= :

i,

faijled to consider the fact that some teachers were not qualified or interested

in

eaching at three grade.levelsu This factor was probably instrumental in

the decisions by three stations not to do any major piloting in 1970-71.
| : . ' : &
A second major class of reasons for the deviation from initial expectation

in the pilot phase is best labeled ''unanticipated probiems.” There were' a

number of these. One.was that curriculum evaluation was far more complex and

difficult than. the Project's designers or participants initially realized, Wheen

budget cuts were necessitated by.out#ide factors, and when curriculum evaluation
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spécialists provéd to be hard to locate, the easy solution .was adopted: funds

for a curriculum evaluation specialist were cut out of the budget. Evaluation

responsibilities were subsequently assigned to subcommittees within each field

-

station. -While these groups appear to have worked diligently onloccasion, they

ultimately tailed to proaﬁée\usggb]e evaluation strategies or instruments. A

second unanticipated probleﬁ was the lagi\bf useful stré;egies for critiquing
the classroom performanpe'of experienced teachers. The coordinators'_ awn
awareness of this problém emerged during a s;aff meet ing in Dctober 1967, &s
shown in Vhe-foilowing'excerpts from a tape of the m@etiné:

{..) problem...is the feeling on the part of many téachers that
“hay =re not competent...to do a critique on...:eaching, much beyond
the Jevel of '"well, the lesson seemed to work well" or "it didn't seem
" to wack well” or "you missed this part" or "you didn't miss that part’
or "tihis is a cloudy day and.the kids are restless today and the huses
made. a lot of noise outside and that was the rezson why the lesson

didn‘*t work."

There is no document, or set of constructs, or set of concepts...
‘'We have never developed anything in relation to analysis of teaching
that cbuld be taught to someone else. (The reason) things have gone
along as well as they have is that you and I have had supervision
experience, and we have a-lost of intuitive questions that we ask.

But we have never made these explicit, Maybe one of the reasons

that teachers don't raise questions is exactly what you say: they

don't have any questions to raise, beyond "the &chool buses are noisy
\ today," "you didn't call on Joe when he had his hand up."

That's an excellent point. I can recall them saying, "What do
we ask?' '"What are we doing this for?" In Fenton's terms, they
didn't have the analytical questions in the back of their heads.. .

T just realized it. My people have been telling me...T didn't know it.
- The normal supervisor (of practice teachers) focuses on nonsense.
At least from the point of view of experienced teachers it's nonsense.
Tt's the kind of thing having to do with raising hands. 7Tt's peri-
pheral things...They focus on what they call survival tecjniques, for
practice teachers.,.We are handling a different set of problems: we
. oughtn't worry about survival techniques. '

. ~-Staff meeting, fall, 1968
In ;he.follbwing weeks-the coordinators aftempted to identify useful critique

'

strategies, but nothing éonqréte emerged from their efforts., This problem
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compounded & third unanticipated problem: the critique sessions were
v j | _
inherently stressful for the pilot teachers. Supervision is stressful under.

/
normal circumstances. Tn the Tmpl mentation Project circumstances were not

normal. -J.arge numbers of observers were present, day after day. The observers

were working colleagues rather than remote administrators. Moreover the
behavior being observed was mew and unpracticed; the pilot teachers were using

new materials and new teachivy strategies and at the same time were on public

display. All of this, couxjed with i~he recognitioh that zwitable observation

. e ‘ . . .
strategies were not availabile,, ~reares! stress that was ulrimately disfunctional,
J .

_ i
as indicated in the fo]lo%imgs%tatement by one. of the coordinators:

One of the intérastiﬁg thimgs that has happsned with my group
is _that several of_them privatelys have talked with me about (omne of ==

TSNS

+ERIC

P v

the pilot teachers)ﬁ Thew feel he is missing crucial clues, T
think they are right. Amd he is one of the best teachers we've got.
Of course, I think he iy umder z strain, He so badly wants this
thing to go that he has adopted a different personality than his
normal persohaiityﬂ ‘He is a very good teacher as long as he is not
so upset about a set, of people sitting in the back of the room
writing down note#. As soon as they come in, he stiffens. We have

let him alone sevéral times....
{

/ . f%‘ , --Field Station Coordinator, 10/7/68

./ A

4 .

A fourth unanticipated préﬁlem stemmed from the time 'squeeze produced by the
development ana diffqéion phases) We have already noted that the deQe]opment
phase was not compleéed in the summer pegiod; hence a great deal of time
initially scheduled %or pilot activities had to be’diﬁerted to preparation
of materials fo;'pi%oting. Moreover, ;s we shall show in the next section,

the-diffﬁsion;phase/was acceleratedi it too ate into the time initially

scheduled for piloqing. ) //:
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NDiffusion Phase.

Oh jective : : \
BAL LATLI A A “

The fourth and final phase of the implementation process was diffusion,
The Project proposal envisioned a unumber of diffusion activities., “he Firs!

aand 1. st important of these was to be the installaticn of the pilored
curricula in the radial schools of eéch. ield station. Ry the end of the
sécond yearleach radial school teacher wou id have had an oppbrtunity to leatn,
to observe, and to practice the use.df a mew curriculum. During the»tﬁitd
year each of these teachers was expected to install the new social studies

curriculum in his classroom, Other members of his field statijon, particularily

radial school teacheré as they insfalled the new curricula in their own

classrooms inféheir home schools. The proposal éuggests that radia] school
teachers also would diffuse the new curriculum to other teachers in their
Buildings and districts, Howevef, no explicit provisiéns wére made for such
diffusion with the Projeét design; apparently such diffusion was envisioned
as a post-Project phenomenon..

A second type of diffusion rested on the assumpfion that field station
teachers would have learned the curriculum implementation process itself
during field station actiyities; The teachers thus were expected to be able
to lead the implementation process'within their own districts. Presumably.
groups of teachers would be assembled in each district; Project a]umnirwou1d
fqnction as coordinators in such groups, which would select their own curriculum

i \
for development, pilot, and diffusion. This type‘df diffusion was exped;ed to
occur after the gefmination of the Titie ITT Project; within the Projéctfthe
objéctivelwas'simply to prepare the field station teachers to assume sucﬂ

leadership roles. within thelr own districts.
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A third type of diffusion concerned the Implementation Project ' self.
The Project was viewed as a demonstration of a model for achieving cur -iculwe
reform; information about the Project was to be widely disseminated to

educators in other parts of the nation.

\

s .
Performance Data

1. New social '‘studies curricula were installed in the.redial schools and

in other schools. Data concerning the extent of such installzrion are
_ : ; L

2. Radial school teachers received Iittle on-site assistmznce from other

members of their field stations during the diffusion phase. Original expéctations

that field station members would provide om-site assistance to each other were

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

such tasks.: lHowever, during 1969-70 a consensus emerged among the coordinators:

"~ {ield sration teachers to conduct rhe implementation process within their home

thWarted‘by~prob1ems of scheduling, transportation difficulties, the abandonment

of formal critique sessions during the pilot phase, and emphasis upon development,

3. As the.Project progressed, - emphasis éhifted from diffusion of new -

social studies curricula to diffusion of ‘the curriculum implementation model.

During 1968 and 1969 there seems to have been widespread acceptance of the idea
that the primary output of the Project would be curriculum materials which would
be installed in area schools. Presumably the naterials would be those which

were selected, developed and piloted in the field stations. However late in

1969 attention shifted to diffusion of the curriculum implementation model.

This meant that field station teachers needed to master nmot only the new
curricula used in the field station; they also had to master the implementation
process jtselfl so that they could lead the process within their home disrricls,

using whatever curricula seemed appropriate. During 1968-60 the field station

coordinators had considerable doubts about the teachers' capacity !o manape ' L=

o

|

emphasis would be shifted away from currviculum diffusion to preparation of the

~

schools,

| g | —
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4. Swummer workshops for nonproject teacliers Dzcame an importan! pact of

the diffusion process within the Implementatjion Pr--hact. The initial pronosal

for the Implemencation Project specified that summ= - wori~hons were {o be
focucsed on materials development and training aclt ities in preparation fFar
ihe pilont phase; the workshopstwerv to be oriente. . °xclusively to fhn necads of
field strarion teachers. However, Saring 1007-68 ar 4 again in 1968-69, whe@
there was heavy"emphasis on Lhe importance of ‘eac.ing non-Pr-oject teachers 1o

. : N c
use the new currvricula, aﬁkunanricipated problem wee i‘dentified: the proposal
made no provision for training‘non—Project teache=s. in tue participating schools

- ~ ! . .
to use the new curricula., Yet such training was meweded {f the new curricula

were to be widely utilized, 7Tt did not appear that the field station teachers

ERIC

could provide the training dur ing—the—academic-yeat ,—for-there-were—already—————

too many things to do. Moreover, access to non-Prc szct teachers was difficult

to achieve. Therefore, it was decided to bring nom-Project teachers into the
summer workshops, wheve Lhey ;ould learn about the stvategies and matevials
which had been piloted, A workshop was conducted by field station #1 on a-
trial basis in ]QGé;w At that tiﬁe field station #1 had just completred its

9th grade pilot phase., One of the Project teachers was designated as workshop
leadef; he trained six non-Projoct teachers in the utilization of the Dlive-
materials, The Eraining was Eonducfed by actually teaching a winth grade class.
(The éther members of the field station, meanwhile, worked on the development
of the teuth grade materials, as originally scheduled.) The logistics of this
summer workshop were extremely comp}icated. Non-Project teachers had to be
recruited. A class of ninth grade scudent§ had to be constructed, Arrangements
had to be made with a University so that gtéduate credit could : = ¢srnzd in the
workshop; these arrangements required, among othexr things, the desgignation of
Univé:éity persﬁnnel to supervise the workshop. Pafments to the participating‘

teachers had to be solicited (they had not been provided in the Title TTT budget).
- . \ v
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Instructional materials had tovbe provided. Finally, of course, the activities
of the workshop participants had to be preogrammed. The final pattern called
for joint teaching.in the morniﬁgs, with critique and planning sessions in the
afternoon.

Despite these complexitiés, rhe 1968 summer/workshop for nonproject
teachécs was deemed to be éucceﬁsful enough to warrant replication. 7Tn 1969
three additional workshops--one each in field stations #1, #2, and #3—-were
arranged. Tn 1970 field stations‘#Z, #3, and #4 sponsored summer workshops.
(By 19%0 the summer erkshops had taken on an additional‘function: they
provided settings whereby field station members could iearn and practice the

skills. of curriculum implementation.5 A total of 33 non-Project teachers

. teachers who were jusﬁbjoining a field station, and graduate students from ~

Washington Universityi These workshops were conducted concurrently with
development workshops for Project teachers.

5. Field station teachers_and. coordinators participated in inservice

training programs conducted by member schools, TIn the Spring of 1970, teachers

from two-thirds of the schools parficipating in field scationsb#l, #2, and #3

reported that they had directed some sort ol inservice activity within their

home districts. Tt is difficult to generalize about these activities, as each
school déve]oped its own distinct procedures  for Iinservice activities. lowever,
we are able to present séme_aneqdnta] data which suggests the range of inservice
activities in which Project teachers participated. One‘hit of data comes from
a mémo sent lo a districr assiétant superintendent by the district's social
studies coordinator (not a Project Eéacher}:

One of thé most significant accompl ishments of the social studies

comrmittees this year has been the formulation of & written rationale

which réflects the thinking behind the goals and objectives of fhe
social studies program in the schools...
! .

F
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3 We are most fortunate In having two of our elementary teachers as
members of the Title TJT St. Touis-St. Louis County Social Studies
Project. These teachers are relieved from their regular classroom
- duties every Friday. They meet at the CEMRE] building in St. Ann
at the Title 11T office, with teachers from other districts, in

. order to evaluate new programs in elementary social studies, to
pilot those programs they consider to be most promising and to
write teacher's guides and supplementary units.

After piloting units in their own classrooms, leslie and Nonna have
- conducted workshops for the members of the Elementary Social Studies
i Committee. The committee consists of one lead teacher in each of
- our ‘elementsry schools. These teachers have met on the average of o
twice a month from 3:45 to 5:30 and, in additioun, have recejved .
released time consisting of one full day and four half days, which ‘
were spenkt on techniques of teaching selective Rerlak units from
Washington University (Mexico, Nigeria, and Russia). ’

R

| —

i . ’ --Tntra-district memo, 6/1/70

An alternative form of inservice activity by P%oject participants was

s 'wvv‘e')'(‘efn‘p‘l' ffi’ga“in‘ a"or! e:d'ay—workshqp“ [+ Ond‘UCCEd‘"b Y"a“’f‘i’E‘l d"“'s tation—c oordinator-———- T
1 and two Pfoject teachers on December 5, 1968. - The coordinator made a

present§tion concerning the national ferment in social studies curricula,
!

Then the two project teachers described the work of the field station, paying

h
[RS——

partiéﬁlar attention t» the features of the curricula being.implemented, 1in

still another district, one of the members of the field station was not a

regular classroom teacher; instead she functioned as a district "snecial

services teééher,” which permitted her toc demonstrate the new curricula in a

{ ) number of classes and to help classroom teachers.utilize the curticula.
Unfortunately, such systematic utilization of Project personnel was not

eviHent.in all of the districts which participated in the Project. Tn a few

schools Project personnel viewed themégl?es as voices in the wilderness, unable

to secure the support of their administrators for inservice activity and unable

to reach their colleagues in'othér classrooms. Here, more than aniwhere else,
-3 . .

the Prdject paid a price for (a) its inability to assure that participating

| | districts were fully committed to the Project, and (b) its failure to build

ERIC N A y
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bridges to key administrative personnel during the early phases of the Project.
Although our data are admittedly sparse, and our criteria imprecise, we venture
an estimate that 20-25% of the Project teachers were operating in échool

environments which offered little support for efforts to diffuse new social

studies curricula stond their. own classrooms.

help non-Project personnel implement the new social studies curricula, During

the 1969 and 1970 summer workshop, personnel from ficld station #2 wrote

Points of Piscovery: A Guide for Implementing the Social Studies. Points of
Discovery is designed as a handbook for practitioners; it includes chaptersw

describing the need for curriculum reform in the social studies, teaching

“strategies frequently utilized in the new curricula, techniques for analyzing

4

new curriculé,_and information about the new curricula available from the
national curricdlum projects. A special slide tape was prepared to accompany
the handbook. A second publication stemming from the Project was written by

one of the field station coordinators. This document, titled An Approach to

Seiecting Among Soci31.$tug;qs Curricula, is essentially the Curriculum Analysis
llandbook visualized durihg the formative period of the Tmplemgntatiﬁn Project,
The paper describes the characteristics of the social studies curriculum reform
movement, presents the need for a systematic implementation strategy, and
discusses in detail the issues and probleq; that must be faced in the implemen-
tation process. Tn addition to the abovefmaterials, the Tmplementation Troject
distribﬁifé many of the curriculum units‘which were developed in the field
stations.  These units,lwhich wera bui]t around the materials prepared by the
national curriculum projécts, include lesson ﬁ]aﬁs, resource materfals, and

v

suppested teaching strategies. Uy November, 1969, field station /1 had prepared

more than a dozen units for distribution, Tield station /2 had prepared one

89
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original unit and several packets of supp!émenta] materials to accompany the
ner]aﬁ-Tomlinson curriculum being developed at Washiungton T'miversity: however,
copyright problems made il impossible to distribute these matecials io
non-Troject schoé}s. Tield station 3 eveantually guhmirled a Few units for
distribution; however, the central staff is doubtful that the mate-iars ace
sufficiently advanced to warrant distribution. Fie]d.srarinn Fh, at this
writing, has not existed long enough Lo liave prepared substantial curriculmm
materials. ,

7. 1Information sbout thne Implementation Project was disseminated. Ve

noted the following devices which were used to inform educators about the design

. and operation of the Implementation Project:

|

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

-a.—Newsletters--The Fall, 1968, issue of the lMetropolitan St. Toufs Social

Studies’ Center Newsletter featured the Title II1 Project. In Septemher, 1969,

the Tmplementation Project published ijts own Newsletters--one describing tihe

'

Project as a whole and one on each of the field stations. These newsletters
/

were sent to some 800 addresses, including 250 outside the St. Touis metropclitan

area. Additional coverage of the Projéct was vbtained-in a brief article in

the Summer, 1968;A£;éue'of.the CEMREIL Newsletter, which reaches an audience of
about 12,000 educators and public of£icia1s. 'The newsletﬁers 8ppeagrt0‘have
generated substantial interest in é%e Project; sever Project barticiéants
reported that they first hea;d about the Project through the newsletters.

'ﬁﬂi. Press coveragef—Logél newspapers, particularly school newspapers,
occaétonally mentioned the Projeéﬁ. HQwever, the mass media in St. I.ouis failed -

to respond to the central staff's modest efforts tc obtain widespread local

publicity. = . -« S

¢. Conventions--The Implementatiun Project was presented at the Houston

annual meeting of the National Council for the Social Studies (Fall, 1969).
Displays were prepared and booths were manned at two regional teachers association

meetings (November, 1969, and March, 1970). However, these were modest efforts;

e //

3
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théfProject failed to arrange the conferences ﬁlanned in the original proposal.

"+ -d. Correspondence--Project files contain scores of inquiries from

throughout the nation about the Implementatiod*Prqject. Mimeographed —aterials

providing an overview of the Project were prepared as partial responses to

such inquiries. )

]

e, School staff meetings--Project participants, particularly in the high

school field stations, réport that they made presenfations about the Tmp]gmen—

tation Project to their school colleagues during faculty meetings. - !

8. The Tmplemeqtétion Project encohrqged direct observation of field
'\\\. . ] .
.\ S
station activities by non-Project personmnel. All Project publicity emphasized

the opportunity for visitors to observe field station activities, ~ Although

visiﬁoés were channeled through the director's office tg the fieldistations.
One.of the field stations prepared a videé tape giving an overview\and
orientation to the'Projeéti

The Project affbrded unusual opportunities for teachep trainees to observe

the implementation process and to examine the new social studies curricula.

However, among area institutions of higher education, only Washington University

made any syétematic efforts to expose preservice teachers to the Project. Tn
addition, two gyoﬁps of Social Studies Experienced Teacher Fellows utilized the
Tmplementation Project as a Jaboratory setting; several of the Fellows parti-

cipated in Project activities and prepared papers dealing with various phases

~af Project activity, Tn addition several doctoral students at Washington

University were involved in the Project--some as staff members in rhe summer

workshops, some as consultants, and some as analysts of the Tmplementation Project-

. { . )
Early plans to develop a regional internship program within the Project

»-
v

never materialized,

po

i
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d ' Assessment of the Diffusion Phasge

The Pr&ject altered ite initial goals for the Qifquion phase. The
initiai intent.yas simply to install new curricula in the classrooms of the
‘radialéschool teachers-and to train field station teachers (by talkinp them
through the implementation process) to become curriculum implementors in
their own districts. In practice, however, nhe Project assumed responsibilitﬁ
for diffusing new curricula beyond the classrooms of_the field station teachers.
Moreover, through"its support of summer workqhops for non-Project teachers, its

vt €
~ .,

participation in district inservice programs, and its preparation of m1teria]s

~—— L
. — e

| o
: to help Project«teﬁ”ﬁérs become change agents (e.g.. Points of Discovery, An

Approach to Selecting Among SOcial Studies Curtlcula) the Project attempted to

[

go beyonu its initial objectlve in- the area of teacher Lralnjng.

Several factors impelled the Project to alter its initial goais of

diffusion. The desire ;to broadly diffuse the curricula used in the Project

appears to have stemmed from pressures emanating from the State Department of

Education, from the Board of Directors, and from the field station teachers

themselves; all were interested in ac;;]erating and maximwyxng dissemination
\_‘ —-
of new materials, Participants were not content with the :dea that the Projecr s
. .

responsihi]ities ended with the insta11ation ,of new curricula in the L1assroomq

of the radial school teachers from each field station. .Broad—scale installation

thPs became a major objective, - ‘ ) A

- ) . Later emphasis upon prepanétion of Project teachers as.change agents o
Al ' Nstemmed from a different set: of circumstances. One was that some ?rojéct
| participants were\not particularly interested in the specific new curricula
which were utilized within the field stations; these participants were more

: - . L C ‘o
interested in'fostering curricdlum change utilizing}other materials. Such’
individuals stressed the importance‘of learning to become change agents;iand
i:_ . . =

= - ( . e 5322
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~low enrollments in the workshops

\
488~

| .
i

de-emphasized their concern with theiparticulér materials used in the Project
A second impetus for the emphasis on:training participants as change agents

. appears to have stemmed from frustrations encountered in efforts to diffuse

Project materials. For example, the summer workshops did't attract ‘many

teachers. Copyright and reproduction problems, lack of success in developing

diffusable materials, and school resistance to curriculum diffusion were also

f
frusttatihg; emphasis upon the_preparation of techniques to support tbe change

process was é'chstructive compernisatory activit&.

We suspect; although we cannot fully demonstrate, that the Proj ct'paid

a certain price for its efforts to exceed its initial diffusion goals. For

example, we found occasional expressions of concern that materials were being

iffused to teachers who were not pfoperly trained in their ptilization.

This is a common phenomenon, but it is one which the Project was explicitly

intended to avoid. \‘oreover,

\

X .
the heavy emphasis upon diffusion activities

. R < . oy
.inevitably entajled some sacrifices in other phases of the implementation
process, . Tn previous sections we noted two types of implementation activities--
evaluation and revision of materials--which were slighted in the fleld stations:

perhaps less aftention to diffusion would have permitted more attention to

'tthese activities,

J -ies, The summer workshops for non-Project teachers consumed

~
.,

enormous energies among Project administrators, particu]arly in view of the

The resources used to manage these workshops

might have been put to alternate uses. Oh tHe other hand, emphasis' on 1arﬁe-

scale diffusion appears to have been an important factor in sustaining the

~

interest and commitment of Project personnel, : S

@
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Chapter-V .

PROJECT OUTCOMES

The preceding chapters have focused on the extent to which the Implemen-
tation Project achieved its goals of (1) establishing field stations, and

(2) 6arrying out the implementation process. We have said that in both of

these areas the Project achieved a considerable measure of success, despite

the fact that many obstacles had to be.overcdme.and despite the fac< that the
initial design of the Project had to be.modified in some respects.

To the extent that tﬁe Project's first two tasks were successfullw
accompliéhed, three types of outcomes were expected; The first and 1éast
tangiblé of these was participants' mastery and acceptance of thé currfculﬁm
implementagion process utiliéed in the Project. A majér intent of the Project
was to teach the field station teachers the skills required in each of the four
stages of the im%lementaqion process, and to convince these teachers (and others)
of the utility of the model. A second outcome was to be the alteration of school
district curriculum decision-making struct;res; such alteration might involve
utilization of.Projecc-trained teachers in existing structures or it might
involve discernible changes iﬁ the decision-making structure or process, or it

might involve both. In any case, the Project was to be judged not only upon its

ability to train curriculum decision-makers, but also .upon the extent to which

the Project affected change mechanisms among participating organizations. The

third and most tangible outcome of the Tmplementation Project was to be the

introduction of mew social studies curricula in thé classrooms of metwopolitan

* !
!

St. Louis. Succeeding sections of this chapter present data bearing on each of
these thtee types of Project outcomes,
Several precautions should be.observed in considering the data reported in

this chapter. First, in the absence of a tight experimental design, we cannot

o T 94 o .



[MC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

-90-

. be absolutely sure that the Tmplementation Project was the agent which caused

.he outcomes which we shall be attributing to it. Second, thé‘Butcoaes which
are reporfed here are those which were visible by the summer of 1970; we have
no way oé knowing whether these oufcomes'will persist beyond the termination

of our study or of the Tifle ITI funding period. Third, the peculiarities of
field station #4—-particular1y its uncert#in and belatéd start--made us decide
to ignore it in collecting data for some parts of this chapter; we\have no
doubt that the station is producing Outcomes, but it would have beé&\premature
and UnJUStlflably costly to seek them out for this report. We a]s; di; ot
seek comparable data from the City «f St. louis, which participated 1n fjeld
stations #2 and #3; both gualitatively and quamtitatively the City Schools are
so different from theif‘neighbors thate it geemed wisest to erﬁbthe District
from our'calcuﬁations; Toeurth, most of our outcome data is nor.-quantitative.
The evaluatiom mtaff in: £ 211y had hopes of utilizing sophist. :ated designs
which would get at the wousiisticated types of changes which the Tmplementation
Project was trying to produce.  For example, our first evaluation plan called
for the systematic collection of data which w;uld allow us to measure changes
in the decision-making criteria which teachers apply to new cufriiula; this
pl;n had to be abaﬁdoned—-partly because the Tmplementafion Project itseif
failed to speci?y the precise skills {t sought to téach fwitness the three-year
delay in creation of the Curriculum Analysis Handbook), partly because :the
requisite_conceptuﬁl and measurement tools simply werén't available, and partly
because the evaluation staff either underestimated the magnitude of its task or

overestimated its own capacity to secure and analyze data, As a result of these

factors, much of the data presented in this chapter is anecdotal, ji.e., unquan-

1
|

tified and unreplicable. Tn retrospect, we think that our heavy dependence upon .

~ the testimony of participants and upbn our own observations had produced a truer

/
. !
/
picture of the Project's outcomes. than could have been produced through more
/ )

/ -
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rigorous analytical techiniques, for the Project's outcomes varied so widely
from one participant to another, dnd were so dependent upon local conditions,

that quantitative data would have been virtually meaningless.

Participants' Mastery and Acceptance of the Tmplementation Process

As initiallyAconceived, the Tmplementation Project was in large part 2
trainiﬂg program for prospective curriculum leaders. The expected outcomes
of the training program were mastery of the skills of implementation and
acceptance of the pProject's implementation model as a desirable vehicle for
implementing new social studies curricula. These outcomes were tq‘he
aécomplished not by telling the field statiom teachers about the model, but

rather by having them carry out all its operations--analysis, deve opment,

pilot, and diffusion. We have already described the manner in which the

training program was executed.

Per formance Data

One important source of data r=garding part‘ﬁipants' mastery and acceptance
of the implementation model is found in the participants' own testimony. During
the spring semester, 1970, the evaluation staff conducted lengthy interviews
with field station teachers. These inferviews included questions designed to
elicit statements about the kinds of changes that had occurred in participants'
instrucﬁioﬁal and curricular decisioﬁ-making habits. TFollowing is the test imony
provided by the teachersvin field station #2:

1 feel fairly adequate (as a curriculum decisiorn-maker in social
gtudies). At least I feel that I am aware of what T don't know.
1'm sure that there are a lot of programs on the market that T'm
not adequately acquainted with, but before T didn't even know--
wasn't aware of my lack of knowledge. T just wasn't even aware
of the things that were being done. So now at least T have a
feeling of some adequacy in this field. . . I think that my class
is far less teacher-oriented now as a result of this. T am much
more open to letting the children debate and also attempting to
see other views than my own, which is paramount berause that's

96
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what we went them to do. 7T think (I am) placing & much greater
emphasis on behavicral things rather than cognitive. T have never
been one to degradi: knowledge; I still think that's vital. They
need some body of lnowledge, but (now) it has a purpose; it serves
as evidence now, rather than just an accumulation of facts. . .

--Tuterview, Fie'< Station *2, Spring, 1970

1 feel :'m pretry well able to (make curriculum dacisions). Since
being in the Project I have really learmed a great deal more about
it, and T do feel I'm as well able as amy of the other teachers, or
probably more .so than the others in the district, outside o Kk

who mas been in the Project too. We feel we have done & Jot more
reading and thinkimg about that than the ordinary teacher does. . .
7 think also I hawe become a better teacher as far as analyzing
what I am saying t:o the children in leading discussions--the type
of questions I askied., Even though you'we done this kind of work
for a long time, wou just don't analyze your own teaching until

you get into a project like this--self -evalivaticr, T guess you'd
call it. :

--Interwiew, Fi:=_d Station #2, Spring, 1970

(Q: How would you assess your present ability - make curricular
decisions?) 1007 better than when I atarted tea . hing! T feel T
still have a lot to learn. 1In the past year T S=el that T've
increagsed my ability through the projcct and th. "ugh what we did
last summevr in developing the Handbook, and actuzlly analyzing rhe
new curriculum that we got hold of. . . And now petting ready to
present this workshop this summer, we have to know what's in (the
new curricula) and we have to know how to analyze them to present
them to other teachers,

--Interview, Field Station #2, Spring, 1970

I know how much I've learned in the past 2% years and how much it
has meant to me. Not only in the area of social studies--it has
affected my teaching in every way, because I come from a very
traditional school, . . With the experience I've had in the project,
I feel as though I could make a pretty good decision (even. in
mathematics), . . My teaching and also my confidence in what I'm
doing and in myself, and also the reasons I'm doing what I'm doing
have all become much clearer to me, . . I think that I'm more
qualified to make decisfons. T think I'm more qualified to handle
a lot of the . new strategies., Also I'm not afraid to handle them--
that's the big thing--but yet I'm not about to accept everything

. because it's new, ‘

--ITnterview, Fleld Station #2, Spring, 1970
1 have learned new techniques by which to teach. ©Not only social
studies, but just teach period. . . T felt more relaxed in doing
(new things) because somebody else was doing them. Tt has helped
me broaden my teaching.

--Interview, Field Station #2, Spring, 1970

97
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e (Q: The analysis stage gave v the skills and confidenze to be™
i li able to implement and diffuse new curricula in wvour district?)
' Right. . . (Q: Personally, whst have been some of the wmoest
beneficial aspects of your parcicipation in the Preject?) I
i suppose one of the greatest uspects has just ben the working
. ctossdistrict-wise--the opportunity for peoplie in different
? ’ dﬁstricts to get together and share ldeas ancd emperiences. . .
: }g It's been intellectually stimulating.

r
' / --Interview, Tield Staticn #2, Spring, 1970

- /
i /(Q: How do you assess your present ability -i. wmake curriculum
decisions?) Well, I think they're fairly good., I thimk it's

possible to take any new curr-culum and amalw== it, and once you
do that I think you're in a batter position ¢ make a decision. . .
(Q: What can you do now that you couldn't do iefore?) T can )
respond to people that don't agree with me. 7 ;think that probably

- is it. TLecause if you work im our own district them you are

involved in some things that happen there, 1i%ke rationale and

scope and sequence and your views of the learuer. An then you

put vourself in a position where nobody knows what you're talking

about, You get all kinds of new questions. Mezybe that's why my

] first year in the Project was so frustratimy tz me. T couldn't

ses why they didn't understanc! what I was talting about, But then

T had to stand back and take another look and suestion it before

1 decided what I was going to teach,

--Tnterview, ¥ield Station #2, Spring, 1970

i (The Project has inspired me, and it's been interesting, very

¢ interesting. I learned from this new thing, and it has made me
; more aware of what I'm doing, even in the other skills that I

. teach, and (it has made me) examine the strategies in what T do.

(1 ‘ ;~Interview, Tield Station #2, Spring, 1970

A number of tentative conclusions may be dravm from the foregoing data. Tirstl,

»

these respondents were enthusiastic about the Project's benefits to them.]

LWe found similar enthusiasm, although it was less widespread, among a group
of ex-participants who responded to a mailed questionnaire. Tour of our fifteen
respondents took advantage of our invitation to comment on the Project as follows:

(After several criticisms) The above comment is offered in the interest
of improving a project which I. fqund to be the most stimulating experience
of my professional life.

[ Participation in the social studies project must be considered the
outstanding opportunity of my professional career to date.

, I am a different person--a different teacher--because of the field
l : station experience. It has been one of the most rewarding experiences
-~ in my young career.

the influence the project had had on me personally and wmight have on
my district later after 1 returned to implement materials. T feel that

o . the project was very worthwhile in light of what has transpired in wy
[ERJ!: . °  department and the district as a whole. E)Eg

[] While I was an active member of the project I was rather dubious about

oo
[ *4
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Tileg enthusiasm is especially heartening in view of (1) the gemerally high
czlibre of participants, (2) the often negative attitudes which teachers display
traward training programé, and (3) the lack of evidence that.wiwhdrawals from
t™ie wroject were precipitated by feelings that the Project had little value,

“n short, che participants seem to have felt that they gained something of real
velue from the project. Sécond, most respondents linked their roles as

teachers and as curricunlum impleméntors} i.e,, they tended to talk about
curriculum implemeﬁtation not in abstract terma’but rather in termwms of its
fmplications for their own performance as teachefs. This phenomenon was very
awvident during our obsefvatioﬁs of behavior in the field stations, where
teachers continually turned abstract questions toward iésues of practice, It

is d{ﬁficult to‘assess this finding. On the positive side, it suggsests that

t>2 Project avoided the pitfalls of "tpo much theory" and "too little
practicality' which so often afflict teacher training programs. On the mnegative
side, however, it suggesté that the participants may not have intellectually
grasped the intricacies of the implementatién-model and that they cannot clearly
express its elements. TIf so, the teachers will be handicapped in their efforts
to tell others of the characteristics and merits of the process, Even more
serious is the fact that a few respondents had virtually/ndéaing to say about
the Project's merits as a curriculum dissemination devi;e; all the benefits
seemed to center on improvements in classroom tegching techniques. (The
respondents who displayed little conception qf'tﬁe Project's implications for
curriculﬁm ijmplementation tended to be thos§ who participated in the Project
'for‘only a short peried.) Balancing these negative interpretations is the
possibility that our data may have been collected prematurely; Zhe 197ﬁ summer
wgrkShogs, which‘the participgnts were directly involved in designingwand |

operating, may have.fpiced recognition and articulation of the Project's

\
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[ implicatiégs for curriculum-implementation” outside the participants' own
classroomaj\:This spéculation is given some weight by one of the participant's
obéervafionshthat voetting ready to present this workshop this summer, we have
to know what's in (the new curricula) and we have to know how to analyze them
i to present them tq;other teachers," A third conclusion-is. the revelation of
' an unplanned but highly desirable outcome: vsome of the r;spondents noted the
. importance of working with teacﬂé;;mfféﬁf&£f§%seWﬁaékgrOunds in the field
station setting, and implied that this interaction dimension wouid be help ful
in subsequent dissemination efforts.

Our interview schédule inclﬁded a question designed to elicit statements
. ~indicative of participants"ag$itudes toward the implementation wmodel. The
question aaked whetﬁer bargiéipégtélwould "recommend that all persons who
lg {ntend to teach the new materials go through the same stages of analysis, \

development, and piloting that you have?'" Among our fourteen respondents in

{1 ) field stations #1 and #3, four gaﬁe an unqualified ''Yes'; seven gave a qualified
"vYes'; two salid "No', and one didn't answer. Most of the qualifications focused
on the feasibility rather than the desirability of the implementation process;
the teachers were obviously aware of the difficulties of replicating. the
implementation process for everyone, We interpret this data positively:
teachers atcepted the model(but were skeptical that the vresources Aecessary for

its replication would be available--a skepticism heavily reinforced by the

tl actions of legisiators and project administrators at the state and national

[( levels.

) Additional data about participant mastery and acceptance of the implementation
l} process is implicit in some of the activities of Project participants. For

. example, the 1mp1ementatiop handbook, Points of Discovqu,'prepared by field

L; » ~ station #2, places_heavyremphasis upon the questionslanﬁ techniqueslforeshédowed

5] by the éaﬁly efférts of field station #1 and eventually made explicit in the

E—‘ .
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Curriculum Analysis Handbook. A second and very powerful plece of data is

evident in the design of the 1970 summer workshops. These workshops, wh;ch
were largely run by Préject teachers, were far aore sophisticéted than the

conventioﬁél workshop yhich is designed to "acquaint' new teachers with one
or more new curriculaj One of the workshops, for example, specified the

following goals:

»

1. To become familiar with several new social studies programs
recently developed by projects throughout the country

2. To observe and compare three social studies curricula reflecting
three differing rationales--actually being taught

3. To observe new social studies strategies, to teach them, and to
experience them in personal learning situations

&, To clarify possible criteria for selecting social studies for
their own classrooms

The emphasis on rationales, on direct participation, on strategies, and on
sélection criteria is a direct outgrow;h of the implementation project design,
It is difficult, and perhaps even unwise, to 5umﬁarize findings such as
those reported above. Nonetheless: we venture the following conclusidné
about the Project participants' mastery and acceptance of the implemehtation
process, First, most participants dévéloped very positive attitudes toward
the general features of the impleﬁentapion model. They liked it and asserted
that they had benefited_from ic. Seéond, at the same time they displayed a

healthy skepticism about the model as employed in the Project; most of the

ﬂ;’::jiiisjsm rested upon some quite veasonable doubts about the interest or
—z ility of gchobl districts to provide conditions under which the model could

be operated. As a result, participants tended te lock for ways of simplifying
or short-circuiting the model. Third, many project participants (as of spring,
1970) had failed to achieve a conceptual grasp of the details of the implemen-

tatjon process, partiéularly the crucia} analysis phase.
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Assessment

The Implementation Project appears to have been wmore successful in

securing participant acceptance of the implementation process than in securing
participaﬁt\mggggix of the process. Participants' enthusiasm for the mocdel 1i=
highly encouraging; without it mastery of skills would be pointless. We
attribute favorable attitudes toward the model to the following factors: ?ts
intrinsic merits, its appa}ent superiorigyiover other implementation processes
familiar to teachers, the "kicks'" that Pro}ect teachers achieved from
participation in the Project (i.e., the Hawthoéne effect), and, not least, tue
faét that the participants had actually operatedbthe model-and had proved to
their own satisfaction that it worked.- We anticipate that these favorhble-
attitudes will persist among Project alumni, thac they will raise levels of
dissatisfaction with conventional curriculum implementation processes, and
chat_this dissatisfaction will have beneficial consequences long after the
demise of the Project itself.

The fact that we were unable to show a comparable level of achievement

in the area of mastering implementation process skills may simply be an

artifact of weaknesses in evaluation design or strategy. We acknowledge this

—

possibility. But at the same time we suspect that the Project fe]]ﬁshort of
it; stated goals in skill training. There are many factors which may account
for this failure. TFirst, the goals-Were probaﬁly unrealistic; given the

tasks to be perforﬁed, snd the difffculties of performing them, the Project
simply dida't have enough resources to assure that each parficipant fully
maétefed the details of the implementation model. Second; the details weré
not sufficiently spelled out at the inception of thé Project; many elements

of the implementation process did not‘become clear until the process was under

way. The tardy developwent of the Handbook reflects this problem, Third,

\
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many of the participants were not particularly motivated to learn the skills

of the implementation process, for they believed that their home districts

u\\had little interest in utilizing such skills, Several of the districts

S o , ; )
viewed the Project teachers as responsible only for diffusing the curricula
N, L . .

used. in the Project; for this task ,the implementation model as a whole was
irrelevant, Somé districts didn't seem to care what their Project teachers

did upon completion of the Project. In short, the motivation level was low

in somélcaseg. {(Not all problemé can be attributed to the sending districf;.

"as we indicated in Chapter III a few of the Project teachers weren't particuiér]y

energetic themselves.)

. : )
The Project itself came to recognize that teachers hadn't fully mastered
‘ - :;'*"“;a—;? > - ' . .
the skills of {the ‘fmplementation process. This recognition was instrumental

X

’ ' RIS/
in the design of 'the 1970 suwmmer workshops, which forced Project teachetrs to

become actively involved in using the implementation model, It was also

involved in the beiéted publication of the Curricuium Analysis Handbook and- -

in Points of Discovery; these documents were designed to heip people use the

admittedly complicated skills of the implementation process. BRecause these
developments occurred late in the Project,,we were unable to assess their

‘ 4
effects upon the participants’' ability to uyilize the implementation model,
. ' \\ N . . " .

105 -



-,

-99._

O . Change in Curriculum Decision—ﬁaking~Structures

[

e . On@ of the hoped—for outcomes of the fﬁplementation Project was
aitération oi preveiling patterns of curriculum decision-making in
perticipatinggschools and districtsz The initial Project proposal painted
Li f"e dismallpicture ofiéxistiné prectiCef-administrator domination, teacher
"\1’% 'g ~isolation, inadequate information gatheriné and informetion processing, and,

° I

S . in general, a very unsophisticated and un-rational mode of operation.

However tHE’pfoposal was very vague whenrit\came to specifying the types of

changes which were to be precipitated by the Project.

-

i o From the few cues presented in the Project proposal and from staff

-

comments, we have inferred that the objective was ‘to induce curriculum

: ¥ ' G, .
decision- -making structurés in which teachers (with administrator participation

. but wi.thout administrator domination) worked togethér (ratPer than autonomously)

using the, implemen*ation strategy exemplified in the Projegt (rather than the
[é © .faniliar makeshift ‘committees which browse ‘through available materials in an
} unsystematic fashion)f ?reSumably such,structures could bd\instituted
{J (;) through direct edministrative action within participating schools‘and

] ' districts, or (b) indirect]y through "promotion” of Prpject-trained personnel

to administlative positions (from which they could then institute the dasired._...
b

S§; changes),_or-(c) both. ‘

f] ’ Performance Duta ' ‘:T"

Qur major indicator of Project effects upon curriculum decision-making
{} structures came ° from interviews with Prqject teachers. We asked them to
(1) describé the pattefns of curriculum'decisxonfmeking used in their schools,
and (2) to indicate whethervthey felt thenpattern had chanéed during the

Projedt. We found - the following:

« 7
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1. Regpondents from the ten secondary schools in field stations #1 and\#3
indicated that four of the schools were moving toward, or already
exemplified, the type of decision-making structure endersed by the Project.
rur example, one respondent commented as follows:

N Prior to my’ partiripation in the Projecty the social studies
department made the decisions; tat those detisions were left
essentially to the individual choices of teachers, 71 think
as a result of my being in the Project there is a greater
awareness of the responsibility the department has to choose
good materials and to give some attention to gkill objectives
that we're concerned with in this project, Now I think we're
in a period of fransition in decision-making in our departmernt.
Whereas before we were reluctant to violate the individual's )
right to do exactly what he pleased’in the classroom, now as
a department we're more concerned with meeting certain stated
departmental objectives, namely inquiry and value analysis.

So some of the decision-making which was purely individual )
prior to my participation in the Project is more collective. -
But still all the decision-making is within ghe department

itself. :

--Interview, Field Station #3, Spring, 1970

In four other schools respondents indicated that curriculum decision-

i
i

making was either highly autocratic or highly idiosyncratiéﬁ Respondents
- from two schools produced answers that were impossible to interpret

(e.g., one teacher who was also a department chaiFman in his school,
\

claimed that he himself "dictated” the cnrriculum‘ however, since he

was from a very small school itiéppeqrs that there was no one to whom

\

he could dictatel)

N
.

Respondents from the six elementary schools in field station #2 indicated

|

that three of thé échools alreadyJexemplified or were moving toward,
the decision making model utilized in the Project. 1In two other schools
decision—making appears to have been entirély in the hands of individual

teachers. Tn the sixth district our respondent reported as follows:
Cenerally what happens 1is/ that they_passed out a bunch of -
textbooks. (Q:° ''They' meaning. . .?) Ok, the curriculum
coordinator passes out textbooks in a certain area. The
teachers look at the ‘textbooks and decide which one they'd

P oo S | 7 ] . ]JJi)
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like. Then they send back word and he takes the majority
opinion, (Q: Has this decision-making process chs jed at
all since you've been in the Project?) We are tryiap to
change it. It's just a matter of getting going. As T said
' _before, it takes a while to get (the curriculum coordinator)
moving. He hes a bad habit of procrastinating. You just
have to kenp gfﬁer him. We thought for sure we'd get quite
a bit accomplished this year, but unfortunately we didn't.
N
\

N,

! © --Interview, Field Station #2, Spring, 1970
In summary, appr&k@mé;él& half of the participating schools, according to
L

our respondents, exﬁiﬁit.some major elements of the surriculum decision-
makiﬂg pattern advocagéd by the Implementation Project. At first glance,
this is dn encouraging finding. However, our data also indicate that most:
of the schools which were moéing toward the desired decision-making model
were favorably disposed towafd such a model Egﬁgig the inception of the
Implementatioﬁ Project. Thus, while the Project undoubtadly facilitated
changes in deciéion structures in some schools, it certainly did not cause
themf We found very little evidence that the Project brought about
strucitural changes in schcols which did not, of their own volition, seek
geh changeg. Since approximately half‘of the participating schools exhibited
few of'none of the desired elements of cur~viculum decision-making structures,
and since¢there is no evidence that the Project was changing the structure
in these'schoois; we cohclude that the Project had a rather low levél of
success in this. area,

Despite the general failure of the Project to effect iumediate changes
in the decision-making structure of the participating schools, there is-reason
to expect that the desired cnanges may yet emerge as a consequence of the
Project. We Hgbé four bits of'evidgnce to supboft this expeétation:
1. Earlier in this chapter we indicated that Project participants were

knowledgeable and enthused about the implementation model. Thus, if

Project alumni are moving -into administrative positiomns, it seems likely

1006
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that they will try to utilize the implementation model. 1In order to
ascerrain whether alumni are moving intc administrative positions, we
contacted the tirenty-four teache%s who had left the Project by fall, 1969,
Fifteen of these teachevs responded to our gquestionnaire, Of these, four
had left Leachiug (two t0o non-teaching jobs, one to motherhood, and one

to graduate study)? and slx reported no increase in their curriculum
decision-making respunsibilities since leaving the Project. Howeve;, five
reported that their responsibilities ‘as curriculum decision—makers.héd
increased. Two of the five had become department chairmen and tkree had
become involved in gistrict curriculum committees. All five felt that

the Prolect had béén at least partially responsible for their role changes.
All five were enthusiastic about the Project.

Administrators--usually princiéals-—in the Project schools were asked Lo
respoquto the question "After the Project is over, what do you see as the

rolg/of the Project teacher in your :hool?" Although only one of our
3 ey

- I
twenty-two respondents cited concrete role changes that were planned,

nearly all respondents said that they visualized their ex-Project teachkors
as resource personnel for other faculty, prospective leadérs for inservice
training, and leaders ip curriculum development effofts. A foilow-up étndy
after the conclusion of the P;oject would ascertain the extent fo which

such hopes maEEEiglize. However, it 1is encouraging'to note that adminis-

T
—

A,,¢Eraf6?§ at least acknowledge the view that Project teachers should not

revert té conventional classroom teacher roles.

Project teachers.were also asked to predict their roles upon termination
of tﬁe Project., Three-fourths of our reSpdndents indicated that they hopéa
and/or expected to influence other teachers. Some of these teachers said

their influerice would be limited to continued diffusion of the new curricula

"utilized in the Project; others said they wanted to assume roles involving

10«
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the continuing revision and development of curricula. Although the
teachers were as vague as their administrators about future ctoles, the
fact that both administrators and teachers sought expanded decision-
maéing roles for Project alumni suggests that such roles will be devised.
At the very least then, the Project raised expectations; once raised,
such zxpectations are difficult to disregard.

4., Nearly three dozen advanced graduate students at Washington liniversity
became intimately acquainted with the Tmplementation Project. Most of
these students are destined for leadership reles in the educational
enterprise. Wnile we have no data cn their opinions of the Project, we
think 1t likely tgat many of them will utilize some elements of the
implementation model in thair future careers.

In summary, we think it likely that some Project alumni will sooner or later

move into leadership roles from which they can utilize the implementation

medel.

Assessment

The Implementation Project has thus far shown itself more effective as a
training device than as a vehicle for inducing change in the decision-making
structures of schools. Four closely related factors account for the Project's
overall failure to induce immediate structural change. First, the Project was
a political weakling.vis—ﬁ—vis participating schools; the Project had few of
the power resources which are usually necessary in efforts to cause change in
exiséing structures. The Project was in many respects a service agency, highly
dependent upon the good wiil of the participating districts. The only potential
power of the Project lay in its ability to exemplify an attractive and effective
pattera of curriculum decision—ﬁakihg. But this potential power was nevér
realized because of a second. factor: .the Project's general failure to involve

school administrators. This non-involvement meant that administrators (a) were

10s
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unaware of the decision-making structure advocated by the Project, or

(b) perceived the Project as a threat to their own power or to esgtablished
decision-making structures. Our interviews with administrators in Project»y
schools incline us toward altermative (a); when we asked administrators to
identify their own pe;ceptions of Project goals, wvirtually no ome indicated
that the Project was interested in changing decision-making structures.

Thus the Project not only failed to ircorporate the resources needed for
change; it also failed to convince a major referenpe group that change wa:
sought. Third, other goals took precedence: Project survival, dissemination
of materials, training of teachers., Fourth, most of the central staff menlrers,
and virtually all of tﬁe field station perscnnel, simply weren't acquainted
with the problems and strategies of securing organizational change, Project
personnel tended to be sgpecialists in curriculum and instruction rather than
specialists in organizational development; budget reductions wade it impossible
to employ specialists of -both types. Given all these defects, the Project
could havdly be expected to induce major change in school curriculum decision-

making structures.




'g ;

Pt e
| AP A

-105-

}ntroduction of New Social Studies Curricula

The initiai Project design specified that in the fourth stage of the
implementation précess (diffusion phase) new social studies curricula would
be introduced in the classrooms of the radial school teachers who participated
in the field stations. Diffusion of this scope will hereafter be considered
as "Level I" diffuéion. As we indicated in Chapter 1V, the Projcct was not
content with Level I diffusion alone. The Project also took upon itselif the
task of diffusing the new curricula fo non-Project teachers in the Project
schools., "level 11" diffusion refers to Proje;t curticula utilized by non-
Project teachers in the school buildings which also housed Project teachers.
Suppose, for example, that two of the five sosial studies teachers from Junior
High School X participated in a field station. Level I diffusion then refers
to the new curricula/used by the two Project teachers in their own classrooms;
Level 11 diffusion refetrs to the use of new curricula by any other teachers in
+he building. Level 171 diffusion refers to th2 use of Project curricula in
school buildings which (a) are in a Project district, but (b) have no Project
geachers. In the hypothetical district cited above, for example, the intro-

duction of Project curricula in Junior Higlh. School Y would represerntk T.evel 17T

diffusion.

Performance Data

Level I diffusion was 100% successful, That is, all field station teachers

who were in a field station during the scheduled diffusion phase did utilize new

social studies curricula in their classrooms. In some céses,,particular]y in

field station #2, diffusion to the radial schools occurred ahead of schedule
because the pilot and diffusion phases were consolidated. Our data indicate
‘that during 1969-70 the 9 teachers in field station #1 were teaching Project

curricula in 25 classrooms;'the 11 teachers in field station #2 were teaching

.~
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Project curricula in 13 classrooms; and the 10 teachers in field station #3
were teaching Project curricula in 21 classrooms., (The lower rate in field
station #2 is consequence of the fact that this was an elementary field
station, where the teachers typically meet only one class; teachers in field
stations #1 =zad #3 meet 2-3 classes daily.) Assuming 30 students per class,
we conclude that during 1969-70 neégly 1800 students were being 2xposed to
new social studies curricula taughf by field station members,

The evaluation staff was unable to measure the intensity or the effectiveness
of Level 1 diffusion in the radial schools. However, we do know that the
intensity of utilization varied from teacher to teacher, due to differences in
availability of materials, differences in interest in Project materiais, and
aifferences in curricular flexibility permitted within various classrooms,

In every case at least one major curricular unit was used by each teacher; in
most cases several units were utilized. The effectiveness of utilization must
have varied widely, due to differences in teacher competence, differences in
participation in the analysis, development, and pilot phases, and differences
in student capabilities. However, because the Project failed to develop
evaluat.ion instruments, we cannot report systematically about the distribution
or s+»lr of differences in effecfiveness.

In order to discover the extent of dissemination at Levels IT and TIf, a
survey was taken in April and May 1970 of curriculum materials used during
1969-70 and of those planned for use in 1970-71 by the teachers in all schools

~in parcicipating districts (e#cept in field station #4 and in the City of

St. Louls). The survey included principals, department heads/land/or teachers
in each school, .Diffusidﬁ wasg Judged to have occurred when#é;r a teacher used
at least one unit of the new curriculum materials utilized by field station
personnel, Data for 1970-71 are based on projections. The data is uqdoubtedly

conservative, for we have assumed that new teachers (i.e., those to be employed

ERIC - o 1id
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for 1970-71) would be non-users even though, in many cases, they were veplacing
users, To facilitate comparisons, diffusinn index was calculated for each
school for each year; the index reveals the propsrtioan of teachers in é given
building (at the apﬁropriate grade level) who are using the materials; here

too our data errs on the conservative 5ide, for many of the people considered

as potential users of the new curricula were teaching courses (e.g., Psychology)
for which the Project offered little help. Data ou T.evel 1T diffusion is
presented in Tabies 8, 9, and 10. Level 111 data, which is nvailable only for
field stations #1 and #2, is shown in Tables 11 and 12. (Utilization of the
tables to compare field station performance is unwarranted, for the Tables ignore
éﬁch factors as the duration of the field station and the size of the participating
schools--both of which are important determinants of diffusion rates.)

Table 8. LEVEL IT DIFFUSION: FIELD STATION #1 (Secondary)a

1969-70 ] 1970-71°
. ) Potent&al Actuaé b Potentéal Actuaé L
District School Users Users D.T. Users Users D.T.
Lind 1s 29 18 .62 27 20 T4
Hazel s 26 6 .23 23 14 .61
Luth - HS 8 2 .25 7 2 .29
park Cent 13 1 .17 10 ' 6 .60
Park North 15 . 7 A7 9 7 .78
Cham s s 2 .50 5 0 .00
Rit HS 27 8 430 27 1 41
Rit RJHS . 8 4 .50 8 5 .62
Rit __ HJHS lx 16 1 .06 16 1 .06
Totals 146 49 - .32 132 66 .50

31 evel IT diffusion refers to the use of Project curricula in school
buildings which house present and former field station members (May 1¢70).
D.I.: Diffusion Index is the ratio of actual users to potential users.

gData for 1970-71 are based on predictions made late in the spring, 1970.
A potential user or an actual user is any social studies teacher in the
building, at an appropriate grade level.

2o 1d«
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Table 9. LEVEL II DIFFUSION: FIELD STATION #2 (Elementary)?

. . . 1969-70 - 197¢-71%
Potential Actual Potential Actual
District School Users vsersd  p,1.P Usersé Users D.I._b
Brent Fraz 6 6 1.00 6 6 1.00‘
Kin Dun | 5 2 .40 5 1 .20
Kirk Houg 8 5 .62 . 8 8 3 1.00
Kirk Robin 8 4 .50 8 6 .75
Lad Reed 6 2 .33 6 6 1.00
Lad Spoe 13 4 .31 12 13 1,00
Rock West 12 3 .25 12 6 .50
Rock Woer ‘ 12 4 .33 12 6 .50
U Cixt Sixth 12 5 42 12 3 .25
U Cit Flyn 9 3 ‘f .33 9 2 .22
U Cit Pers 7 2 .29 7 2 :29
Totals 98 40 .41 98 59 .60

Ilevel 11 diffusion refers to the use of Project curricula in school
buildings which house present and former field station members (May 1970).
°p.1.: Diffusion Index is the ratio of actual users to potential users
Cpata for 1970-71 are based on predictions made late in the spring, 1970

A potential user or an actual user is any social studies teachax In the
building, at an approprilate grade level.
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: Table 10. LEVEL 11 DIFFUSION: ' FIELD STATION #3 (Secondafy')a
- 1969-70 1970-71%
E Pctentéal Actua& b Potentéal Actual b
- District School Users Users D.T. Users Users D.1.
Webs | Hs 16 6 .37 13 9 .69
Afft HS 10 9 .90 7 6 Ry
Hanc HS 6 2 .33 7 4 .57
MRH 1S 9 6 .67 9 7 .78
up HS 4 3 .75 2 2 1.00
Totals 45 26 .59 38 28 L4

3y ovel IT diffusion refers to the use of Project curricula in school

buildings which house present §nd former field station members (May 1970).
'D.I.: Diffusion Index is the ratio of actual users to potential users ’
Cpata for 1970-71 are based on predictions made late in the spring, 1970
dA potential user or an actual user is any social studies teacher in the

‘building, at an appropriate grade level.

Table 11, LEVEL III DIFFUSION: FIELD STATION #1 (Secondary)?
- . 1969-70 1970-71F T
Potential Actual Potential Actual
, District _ School Users Users D.1.° Users Users® D-I;E
i Hazel , JHS 6 é .50 6 3 .50
; Park West 11 2 .22 11 1 .09
Park SJHH 11 6 .55 9 5 .56
} Park CJHS 10 3 .30 10 4// .40
Park. WJHS 3 1 .33 3 v .33
Totals 41 15 .37 39 /,1"4 .36
/

31evel 111 diffusion refers to the use of Project

‘curricula in schéflz

buildings which do not house Project teachers, but are in the same

°b

district as buildings which -do include field station teachers.
D.I.:

c - pDiffusion Index is the ratio of actual users to potential users.
Data for 1970-71 are based on predictions made late in the spring, 1970.
A potential user or an.actual user is any social studies teacher in the
building, at/gn appropriate grade level,

|
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Table 12. LEVEL III DIFFUSION: FIELD STATION #2 (Elewentary)?

1965-70 1970-71%,
Potential Actual Potential Actual
District School Users Ugers D.I.b " Users Users D.I,b
Brent Mark 6 4 .67 6 4 :67
; Brent McG 6 4 .67. 6 4 .67
; _ Kin Kin 6 0 .00 6 0 .00
% Kirk DP 7 1 .14 7 2 .29
é Kirk Keys 10 1 /.10 10 5 .50
? Rirk Clen 10 6/ .60 10 6 .60
Kirk 6sage 6 1 .17 6 1 .17
Kkirk Pit 7 g .58 7 7 1,00
Kirk Rose 10 3 .30 10 10 1.00
Kirk Till 11 8 .73 11 8 .73
Kirk Turner. 6 1 .17 6 1 .17
Kirk West 8 ) .25 8 3 .37
Ladue Cent. . 6 0 .00 6 6 1.00
Ladue Con 9 2 . .22 9 9  1.00
\ Ladue Diel 7 0 .00 7 7 1,00
Ladue Grand 3 o .00 3 3 1.00
Ladue Hill 5 2 .40 5 5 //1.po
Ladue . 01d < 6 0 .00 6 b 1.00
- e :
T.adue Price 4 1 .25 4 4 1.Q0
. - \

Ladue  Wright | ~ 9 0 00 | s 9 1.00
: s &y
Rock Ball of 0 00 9 0 .00
rRock  Towl 5 0 .00 .5 o .00
Rocl Ch;sti 3 0 ,.00 3 0 .00

: 5
* Rock Ellis 11 0 .00 11 A L0 .00

i BTN
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Table 12, (Cont inued)

196%-70 1970-71¢

. , Potential Actuel “T Potential Actual
District Schooi' Usersd Users D.l.b Users Users 'P.].E
.Rock . Eur . | | 9 1 11 .9 : 1 11
Rock Gggg | s 2 . 6 2 .33
Rock Péng } 5 o .~ .00 5 1 .20
Rock  " Vand 5 o 0 .00 5 ‘ 0 .00
U Cigy Black | . 6 2 .33 6 0 .00
U City éobée. 6 0 - .00 _ 6 5 .83
u'c ity DoH F 0 .00 3 2 .29
U City = ‘Green -4 1 .25 4 3 .75
Uqﬁy . J-P. -1l ; R .g' 11 0 .00
Cify = MK s 20 | s 2 .40
U City- Haw | .7 ot i 7 3 43
Uity . U-E b 4 0 ,00 4 2 50
Totals 245 49 .20 245 121 .49

- Apevel III diffusion refers to the use of Project curricula in school
“~buildings which do not house Project teachers, but .are in the same
district-as buildings which do include field station_ teachers.
D.I.: Diffusion Index is the ratio of actual users to potential users.
CSpata for 1970-71 are based on predictions made late in the spring, 1970,
A potehtisl user or an actual user is any social studies teacher in the
* .building, at an appropriate grade level, '

: Perusual of Ehgse tables reveals a number of highly gratifying Project

outcomes, The first arid most obvious outcome is that the materials which

were utilized in the field stations were also used in large numbers of
)24

classrhoms both in and out of the Project*téacher schools, (We did not collect

.

or report data on use of Project materaisl outside the Tre¢ject districts of

each field station, although'we know that such utilization did occur.) In

Al
P
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1969-70, for exaﬁple, ther> were only 32 teachers participating in field
stations #1, #2 and #3 (se< page 24, yet 179 teachers were using Frojéct
materials. In 1970-71 the projected number of users jump; to 327. Thus
the Project's efforts to diffuse materials beyond the field station teachers
(see Chaptzir IV) obviously succeeded,

A second findirg bears upon the Eersistence of ~isseminated materials.
Gf the 66 schools reported, only 7 reflectéd lower utilization of new materials
in 1370-71 than in 1969-70. We regard this as a very important finding; it

suggests that the new curricula are being installed rather than merely being

tried out. Since a major objective underlying the Project's rationale was

to assure installation rather than whimsical utilization of the new curricula,
{

:?ﬁeﬁyersistence we observed is highl§ encouraging.

Ay

A third finding, illﬁstrated in Table 13, is-that the rate of increase

in utifization of new curricuia is higher in Project schools than in non-Prgject
schools, Evidently there is a "preoximity factor" ét work; the buildings which
have most contact with the Préject (i.é:, those buildings which house Project
teachers) disseminate materials more rapidly than other buildings. There is
nothing remarkablie about this finding; ip simply indicates that extranecus
factors begin to affect adop;ion rates as one moves further away from the locus

of implementation activities. ]

A fourth finding is that there are striking differences in disséminatiqn
patterns in differe#t‘districts. In some districts virtually all schools
showe§ sharp increases.in both Level Two and Level Three dissemination, Other
distri;ré sbowed virtually r» increase between 1965-70, and 1970-71. Still
othef’districts were decentralized; in these cases come schools increased thgir
utilization of Project materials betwr=an 1969-70 and 1970-71 while other :chools

ia the same districts decreased their utilizatjon., These inter-district differences

i
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Table 13. Regression of 1970-71 piffusfon Index Scores on 1969-70
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in dissemination patterns are Ffully consistent with other data ecollected within
the Project--data which indicated that some districts were much more eager to
capitalize upon the benefits offered by the Project than other districts, which
seeﬁed to be participating in a somewhat disinterested manner. In different

terms, factovs inherent in the districts had an important effect upon Level Two

and Level Three dissemination; the Implementation Project simply hadn't enough

potency to overcome these inter-district differences,

Assessment

The forégcing findings are extremely gro' - “ying. They show that the
Implementation Project did succeed in introducing pqwbsocial studies curvicula
not only in the classrooms of field station teachers but also in the classrooms
of non—Prpject teachers both inside and outside the par “cipants' own.school
buildings, The diffusion which we measured occufred in a falrly short period
of time, particularly in view of :tue fuct that the early monghs in each field

station were not oriented to diffusion. Although we have no firm data on the

/

point, our reading of the literature on diffusion rates strongly sugpests that
the rate of diffusion fostered by the Implementation Project was much higher

than normal rates, even thoush diffusion was not the sole objective of the

‘Project, or even its most important objective. Tu fact, we suspect that the

diffusion rate was too high, i.e., that too many of the adopters utilized the
the materials without sufficie it prior analvsis or trainin,;--a phenomenon the

Project was explicit.y irrended to avoid,

[
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: : Chapter V1

SUMMARY AND CORCLUSIONS

According to the Project propesal, the "Implementation Project may

l provi“e other metropolitan areas with a model for curriculum revision, both

Vs
i

in social studies and in other fields." 1In this chapter we briefly surmarize

I . the findings presented in the preceding chapters, and consider the significance
!v of the Implementation Project as a model for futuve curriculum implemenvation
: efforts.

; ‘ Summary of Fiudings

{ The Social Studies Implementation Project was devised as a response to
two sets of problems .Jhich “hreatened to inhibit effective utilization of the
new social studies curricula which were being developed around the country
during the mid;1960's. One set of problems dealt with the curriculum projects
P themselves, e.g., their failuvre to provide plans for disseminating the new

i materials, their piecemeal nature, and their failure to provide clear data on

objectives or eifectiveness. A second set of problems focused in the recept.iu

A
2

" systems of prospective adopters (schools and teachers) at the local level;

typica?ly these potential adopters hadn't the expertise,'the~time, or the

————

decision-making structures which would assure that'the new curricula were

lv rationally implemercced.

To solve . these problems the Implementation Project proposed to establish
i in metv.pelitan St. Louls four inter-district '"field stations.'” TFach field
station was to includs two teachers from each of fi''e to sevian area school
systems, plus a coordinstor (cyp celly univicsity-Lased) who was to work with,
and to train, the field station mewbers in the techniques of curriculu
twplemen® 1tio:. Those technique were to be applied through a four phase

process: (1) analysis of uew cuirricula, 72) development or s aptation of one
i
)

)

\‘ ) -
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or two curricula, (3) pilot (tria!) of tha new curriculum in one of the field
station schools (the pilot school), and (4) gi§f3§ig§ of the new curriculum to
the cther schools parcicipating in the Field sration. The four-phase cyvcle was
to be ccwmpleted over a threze year period for any specified grade jevel. The
Project's designers anticipaged that by the end of the Project a limited number
of new social studies curricula would have been disseminated into aresx schools,
and that project alumni would have been trained t» assume important decision-
making roles irom which they could direct subseguent implementation of the new
curricula.

In order to facilitate cvaluation of the Implementation Project, three
distirat sets of objectives weré identified. The first sst of objectives
focused upon the establishment of the field stations themselves. We inguired
into the Project's success in securing five gets of‘inputs essential to the
field stationé. They were (1) institutional membership by metropolitan school
districts, (2) individual membershin 2y teachers from the participating schools,
(3) central staff, (4) materials and services, and (5) financial support., The
second set of objectives focused upon the field stations' efforts to execute the
four-phase implementation process: analysis, development, pilot, and diffusion.
The third set of objectives concerned Project outcomesg--tcachers who hud mastered
and accepted the implementation model, alterations in axisting decision-making
structures which wou]d‘facilitate continued sysvematic implementation of the nnu
social studies curricula. and actuz! utilization of mew curricula in area schools,

Our findings are summarized belowr:

A.  Establishment of the Field Stations

i. Institutions! members -- As initially plaaunc |, four iield siat Lous woere
created. Mewbership within each field starion usually was i “in the range
sought (five to sevun schools). lost member schools remaind ] in the Project

i

throuphout rhe per? studicd, Jemboerchin was open to »~11. Coaoprvanhie
¥ ! 7 ! ! !
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Tt

clustering was achieved. District wealth wns vot a fzctor vhich liunired

2. individual aembers -- The Project fell scuevhat shovt ol lie no27 o

obtaining long-term participation by peirs of teachevs Trom eaci: pasticipat

schoo!. Among 3ixty-five teachers who participated, only tuenty-th-ee remaine:

IS

with a field sration for its duration. Twenty =ix pavticinated in tae w20
for one yen - or less. 1alf of the participating districts were aome’imes or
always represcnted l.y only one teachev. Effective lirison —rivh school

Jministrative persoanel was not developed until the Project was well-estal.? ished.

within *hose limitations, the majovity of individual membevrs n the Vvoject

appeared t- ba compatent and cowmitted to the Projcct's rpals ~nd procedures,
1, tCeontral staff -- A Coordinator for each field station was emwploved,

However the Project Director's position and external evaluation positions were
vacant during the first i,alf-year of the Project., The internal evaluation
position was never filled. The roles of centrzl staflf mewbers were initially

uncleav; clarification developed as the Project progressed. The field atation

N,

cocrdinator 18 a significant new role in education.

N

4. Materials, services, and facilities -- Curriculum material-= weve readiiy
;vailable. Continuing problems were encountered in the production -/ instruc-
tional materials; duplication facilities were inadequate to meet the Project's
demands for instructional materials. Consultapt services were utilized sparinpiy.
Adequate facilities were available through the participatinn.sch001s, CETET
and Washington University. |

5. Financial support -- Buveaucratic red tape, externally-imposed budpel

reductiong, gud uncertainties about cortinued Project funding had pervas ve and

unsettling effects throughour the Project.

i

4N
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B. Conduct of the Implementatioa Process

1. 4Analysis phase--Al} field statiors performed the anglysis piase. 1In

this phzse the Participants attempted to answer the questinns "what is worthwhile
in the avea of ,ocial studies instruction?' and "what are the intenticns 4f

on each station

s

each of several new curricula?” To answar the {irs: quest
sought to discover or to devise a "rationale” for social stulieg curricnlom;

in. two of the four stations the rationales remained implicit unv %l late in the
Project, while a thirg station'adopteé:ah existing rationale fourd in one of

the new curriculum Projects, ~~d a fourth station developed its own =ationale
within the scheduled analysis . .z. Hence the rationales played a less\central
vole in the analysis phase than the Project design recommended. Using their
ratiorales (such as they weve), each field station analyzed sever-] rew curricula,
in order that one or more of them could be selected for development, piloting,

and dissemination. This curriculum analysis process was supposed toc bhe conducted

‘th the help of a Curri-ulum Analysis Handbook which set for'h the <rucial

questions to be addressed to any curriculun .owever, since the EEEQEESK did
not appear until after completion of the scheduled acalys  pha e, f.eld station
members had to proceed with rough outllnes, or ro devrise their owin questions.,
As a consequencé of tﬁis and othev proble;s, the scheduled sequence of curriculum
selection decisions feil further and further behind. Despite thrse deviations
from the initi:/: design of the analysis phase, we found that fiald statlon
members attached great value to this prasz, and that they did in fact carry ~ut
‘ts elements, albeit legs systematicullyrthan originally intended.

2. Development phase -- A1l field stations carried out development activis g,
'n this phase participants trained themrelves, cr rere trained by others, fn ..
of the teach!hg strategies requ.red by the new curricula which had bee= selected

for development, 1n ad4ition materials were revised or creared s as to make

them applicable to the clasgrooms of participatring schools, Ja several cases
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{fa: more development wori was undertaken than could reasonably e comnlerer!

quhip the scheduled development period (summers): as a result development

activities fell behind schedule and other scheduled aztiviries hed o be

slighted., Among ti:e neglected activities was one--the desijn of eveluation

- techniques zo assess the effectiveness of the nev currizula--which had Heen

deemed crucial in thc original project design. Despite these problems however,

the Project eventually produced large quaﬁticies of eurriculum materials which
. P

were suitable for direct utilization in classrooums,

3, Pilot phase--All field stations engaged in pilot activities, i.e.,
actual trial of the developed materials in a classroom setting. TIn one of the
field stations the pilot was corducted as originally planned -in the classvoous
of one of the schools participating in the fi:ld sration, under the observation
of other members of the field station. Howeve:i, in the other field =ratious
piloting occurred in gseveral of the psrricipating schools, often in conjunction
with the development phase. 1a two of the field statiomns, 1; fact , the
development and yilot pii.ses were consolidated, thus shorts in3 the rotal
implementstion cycle from chree years to two. Two features initially assigned
to the pilot phase were largel; ignored: evaluation of the effectiveness of
materials, and systematic critiquing éf teaching amo mbers ot the field
stations, Nonetheless, it appears that the pillot activities did contribute to
affective utilization of the new curricula.

4, Diffusion phase--The diffr'=ion phagce of the Implementution Project
initially was characterized by a cousiderable amount of goal confusi wm. As
initially conceived, the goal of the diffusion phase ~ppears to have heen
limited to th - diffusion of the nevr curvicula utilized wiiniv the Praject to
rhe c¢laicrooms of vhe fieid station teachers. TIn addftion, vhe ioitial plan
appears to have assuwed that Project teachers woirld, after :h. ~o-cclusion -~

the Proleczt, functicn as cur:levluws change azents in their owm schools, using
Rl AP At & ; ' §
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the implementation process in which they had been trained. However, for a
variety of reasons the Project attempted to foster th: diffusion of the rew
curricula used in the Project Devcnd the classrooms of the Project teachers,
ard it attempted to utilize Project teachers as change agents prior tc¢ the
conclusion «f the Froject. Thus, tiie Project went beyond its initia. goals
in the diffusion phase, This phase also was characterized by some highly
effective activities which had not been initially envisioned: opergtion of
summer training vrograms for non-Project teachers, production and publication
of materials designed to help others utilize rhe implementation process, and
assistance to participating schools which were atte—pting .. spresd the use
of Project curvicula.
C. Outcones

1. Participants' mastery and acceptance of the implementation process --
Ylost participants expressed a high degree of enthusinsm for the implementation
process utilized in the Project. They felt that it was a good way to achieve
sysvematic implementation of new social studies curricula., At the same time
the participants expressed cc) siderable skepticism that the i-plementation
model was entirely feasibln: some of the skepticism focused on the ability of
participants to carry out rhe model, but most skepticism centered on the
willingness of school districts to provide the necessary administrative and
financial s oport for operation of the implementation process within conventional
school gettirgs. )
We fouud it impossible to secure any valid measures of participant mastery

of thc skills required by 'he implementation mode¢l, Tw. lmportant sets of skills

definitely ors not acquivec: techalgues {or evaluating the offecriveness of
new curcicula, nd techniques o ohsevving , agnalyziog, ano critiqui.g teacher
re~formance whijiie usiag _he new curriecula. Parcicipants probabl-r cannot develop
tipht rationales for ¢ oricalun fmplementation in thelr districts: however, most
;
~ A
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[pm———

| SE—



-121-

baicwany

project teachers are probably capable of carrying out the cur “iculum analvsis

f« m‘..."wi

process, especially now that the tandbook is available. terraialy all teachiers
are now familier with a number of new curricula which previavely were unknown
ro them. Participants heve exnericnced the process of developing and adant ing
i curriculum mz2terials in a muci more systematic fashion than usual. A hingh
. proportinn of the tcachers--at least three-fonrths »/ them--have hac crperience
ir. working with their peers to (a) disseminate the new curricula used in the
é. Project, or (b) utilize all or several phases of the implementation wodel, or
(c) both,
: 2. Changes in curriculum decision-waking structures -- Near the end of the
project, approximat -1y half of the participating schools exemplified scveral
features of the type cf curri-ulum decision - making structure advocated by :he
! Project. Ilowever, it appears that the Project's influence was to facilitare
the sorts of changes that parzicipating schools alrrady desired: the Project
J does not appear to have had tt- Dower resources necessary to compel pavficipating
districts to adopt the preferred decision-making structure in the cbsence of
interest on the part of the districts.

! It is really too early to measurc the Project's effects upon decision-making

stﬁuctures. We collected several bits of evidence that indicated that Project

‘ ) alumni are likely to have significant fwmpact upon decision-making structures in

the future. This predicticn is based on the facts that %roject personnel often
T

? l- were seclected forutheir potential leadership ability, that Project, personnel

were enthused about the implaomentation model, snd that movement by some Project

L f i

i alumni into leadership positions is already evident, As the skills of Project

alumni are reccgnized, and as they wove into more {nfluencial roles, they are

byt

N

likel i _ilize the know-how and the strategiles that ther acquired jun ¢

RIF

- Project.
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3. ©Dissemination of new social studies curricula -- The Project achieved

its initial goal of curriculum dissemination: ajl field stztion teachers wno
were in & field station during the scheduled diffusion phase did utilize new
N ,

~

social stucdles curvicula in their classrooms. In manv cases this diffusion

b

occurred zhead of schedule. Moreo?er, the Project went far béyond its initia
~nal by disseminating materials into ﬁ;ny non-Project classrooms hoth in and
cut of Proicct schools. Our data indicate chat at least 179 teachers wvere
v~ing Project materials during 1969-70, and nearly twice that number are
scheduled to use Project materials during 1970-71. Moreo&ér, the materials

apparently ace being installed, rather than merely tried out. tiowever. firm

data on the long term persistence of [roject curricula must await another study.

Problems a..i Recommendations

ALthough the Tmplementation Project is rated an cverall cuccess, Lo did

N

encounter a number of problems. Subsequent versions of the Project could
minimize or eliminate these problems by modifying the Project design or by
altering procedures. Heve we briefly review some of the more serious problems

which were evident during the St. Louls expevience, and suggest some possible

avenues for ameliorating the problems.

d

1. Interdistrict differences s

\
The-initial Project design made only one concession to interdistrict

differences: 1es§”ﬁéa1thy districts were to be paid a higher proportion of the
costs of released time for teacheré than the wealthy districts were to be paid.

llowever, as the Project proceeded 1t quic:ly became apparent “hat several other

interdistrict differences were of consequence. School district size, for

example, set lamediate limits upon rhe implement.ation process. The smallest

‘wchools could not mansge ro send two teachers o A field statiou, for often

cucl schools do not have t o teachers ar any glven grode level. llence, thesc

. -;1}5 !

-
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dis tricts lest whatever benefits that may have come.from pairings of field
station personnel, DMoreover, representatives from small districts had vastly

different problems in the diffusion phase than did vepresentatives from

large districts. 1In the case of-1arger'districts, the Project was simply tooc

small todmake much of a difference. 1In the huge St. Louis School District,

for example, diffusion was. virtually hopeless. Administrator attitudes toward

the PrOJect and toward socia1 studies ‘curricialum reform greatly affected the

-
-

Project. These attitudes shaped the calibre of the teachers who were selected

to participate in the Project and it affected the 1eve1 of administrative

support or non-support which was essential to dissemination of the new curriculum

materials. Community attitudes affected the willingness of local schools to
engage in curriculum revision, particu1ar1y when sensitive issues were involved.

The characteristics of local school decision-making structures also appeared to

affect the Project; the Project's ability to have an impact on a school diffeved
. . I\
according to whether the existing structure was highly centralized or highly

decentralized.
Future projects can compensate for such differences in a number_of ways. . ;

For example, representation to field-stations might be based on district size;

very large districts could probably support their ovn field stations. Variations-

- Differences in-district attitudes and structures can be rreated as a vaciable to Y

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:

in* administrator attitudes could be controlled by a more careful and thorough ‘\

effort to inv01 re administrators, to train them, and to keep them fully informed\\

be considered by project participants as they train themselves to operate the i

implementation process.f That is, field station teachers-need to learn the slkills

- of diagnosing organizational structures, and they need to become aware of a

- 4

ariety of diffusion strategies.

-
&
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2. Teacher éifferences -

Teacher differences, like school district differences, were underestimated

in the Project -design, The implementation ﬁrocess was repeatedly'distorted oxr

. A /
thwarted by differences in teacher knowledge about their subject-matter,

differences in teacher commitment to the Project, differences in ability to
) . . . )

function'inva group setting, and differences in the»organiz;tional constraints
under which they operated in tﬁéir home sghools. o o ‘ _\\\,
in fufure projects, field station coordinators are going to ﬁave to be more
skilled at;idgpﬁifyiﬁg_ﬁq;bidiffﬁré?§?§?Vand ;bey-are going_to have :o be a$1e~i
to individualize the raté and ﬁtyle at which individual teachers prgzbed thfough

z
the implementation process.. This, in turn, .is going to require heavier

investments in the salaries of field station coordinators, for they are poing
to have to-have the time to work individually not only with members betheir
field statfons. but also with the adminis;raéors in each distric; or school
which barticipates in the field station, : <

3. Adminisfra?ive 1iaisoﬁ ' ) -

.

The-Impiehenfaﬁion Projiect was repeatedly confounded by lack of support on

the part of administrators-in-local schools, This problepg became especialiy

. ‘serious during the diffusion phase of the implementation process. The problem

was not altopether the fault of the administrators in the schools., During the
first half of éhe Title 111.ﬁundingjperiod,.the Project staff simply failed to

‘make adequate contact with administrators, to win them over to the ratiomale

e

and the objectives 6f.the Project, to show them\what ktnd 6f support was’ needed,
" and t; involve them ‘in project activities,. The;Prqjeét failed to do this partiy
bacauﬁé'it'wgs short~handed at the central §taff 1eyé1, partly beéausé it;neve?
;décided.just who was’ to be'responsible‘fof administrator liaiéon; and pértly

because Prbjecﬁ pafticipants failedvﬁo'appreciate, until top late,nthe cruciality

[4d ',_‘.' .-
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of the administrator in securing change. In additjon to these Ffailuves, the
Project was jnherently threateninsg to many administrators, for they had little

xnowledge of 1it, it offered possib@lities for disturbing community relations,

qnd-in'eome cases it seemed to challenge the viability or the adequacy of

Frmimen . {

existing admlnistrative procedures and positions.
T Subsequent versions of the implementation prOJect should nreatlv amplify

their efforts to secure and retain administrator support, not only at the level

of central admiuistration but also at the level of the building principal and
department or grade level chairmen. Such support is going to require a great

deal of time investment on the pacrt of both ppéjectwtéébhersjhnd project staff

P
Fromenmed

3

Spacial meetings for administrators must be planned, and regular coumunication .

J oy

chaennels must be established. o ’ X /

4, Goal ambiguity ' : ) //
’ /

[e—1

The goa1s of the iwplementation project were not fully clear to all

[—p—

participants or reference groups Some viewed the project as a curriculum

development effort. Others viewed it &s a chance to learn how to use one or

two new curricula, Others viewed it as an opportunity to learn the-skills of

‘W curriculum implementaticn. Each view 1enL a different pexspective to, the

Iy — e e T T /

.Project and each was consequential in terms of what participants or sponsors

PR
oot

thought importent. Theseidifferences, in turn, intyuded upon the‘fiéld station

process, and led to-endiess discussions and innumerable misunderstandings as to

P aaasmamme
b iad

what was Iimportant and what was not.

Our own understanding of the Project 1s that it 1is primafily a devide.for

= TTR—
FHRS

teaching teachers the skills and insights necessary to prepare them to agsume

positions of leadership, in the introduction of new curricula in schools. The

Project was. not intended to.become only a curriculum materials development

_project; though ‘it géﬁeﬁimgg_resembled one. Nor was it intended merely as a

device for teachers or schools to gain access to a particular new curriculum

Q . ' Lo
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,

in‘wbich(they were interested; surely theqe are less costly ways to secure
accéés to a known and desired curriculum. 'We think it important that
participants, clients, and funding agencies have a clear and consistent idea
of what a Préject-ofﬂthis sort is intended to do and what it is not intended
to do; " |
5. Role strain

Field station personnel, including coordinators and master teaéhers, were
simultaneously inventing aﬁd executing roles for which there were virtually
no precedents in education, let alone precedents in their éwn expefiénces.
Undér these qircumstances, anxiety is high. However the anxiety and strain
were Heightened even furthep becguse of the inter-org@®nizational chgracter of
the Project; participants were responsible not oaly to the Project and to each
other, but also to a wide array of "‘back Aome” reference groups. TFor example,
the matter of released time was a source of gfeat difficulty for some c¢f the
par;icipants: their school colleagues sometimes thought that Project
participants had ﬁ pretéy easy time of thingé,iteaching only 2-3 classes a day
and often out of the bullding; such peféeptioL were-embarrassing, aggravating,

. and extremely difficultb to correct, Within ti iield stations there were also
great strains, p#rticularly around the task ¢ critiquing each other's~;eaching—-
a tasﬁ,which was eventuaily abandoned

Role strain can be an excéeﬁingly effective and productive phenomenon, and
| .
it often &as in the %noject. However, it can also be disfunctional, aud some-~
times it was.- To prevent or winimize disfunctional manifestations of role
strain, it is impdftant that ééch field station contain»individuals——preferably

the coordinators--who are skilled in the observation and analysis.of group

,ﬁrocedures and communications, and who can help individuals cope with particular

" role problems which they are-ercountering.

N . .,
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6. 1Inadequate conceptual tools ' g

As we indicated in Chapter IV, the Projecr was repeafe&]y frustratred hvy
the unavailability of the tools which were needed to do the 1oh often the

tools had to be created, or the job had to be modified or 1pnored Tor

example, the Curriculum An lysis Handbook wasn't avai]ab]n until after the.

analysis phase-was completed. Techniques for the analysis of lessons and for

the management of critique sessions weren't available, and hence this part of -

the ,mplementation model was compromised. Techniques for curriculum eva]uhtion
( .

wevre nof available' hence this part of the process was also sacrificed.

Some of these techn1ca] deficiencies were remedied dur:ng the Project.

Handbook now exists, and it should help future projects of this sort. The

Points of‘Discovery book will, until it is outdated, provide an overview of
the many national curriculum projects, and it will provide insights into the
teaching strategies which must bte learned if some of the new curricula are to’
be imolemcnted. Other aveas, particularly curriculum evaluation and lesson
critiquing, are still in é primitive state.

7. Administrative complexity

There were enormous administrative rmplexities built into the-Implementation
:Project. The Project‘operéted as‘sn_”interorganization” made up of pieces of
'enisting organizations; such creations haue inherent problems of coordination
and'infiuence.',ﬁoreoVer the interorganization was a new one, thereby creating
the probiems which usually afflict situétions where personalities‘and problems
are ungnown hut critical.‘ The newness problem kept recurring, due to turnover
in the field stations and in.the central staff. .Another administrative problem
stemmed from the funding patternycwhich was_ erratlc,\untimely, and undependable.

Together,'such problems produced a situation which was/apfly described as an

Vadministrative nightmare” one of the Project Directors. Mosr of the

- P D ] ’ B .
problems are unavoidable coéSequences of the Project structure and process.
: . ’ ' 3 e . .
- .
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ilowever, the problams are now predictable, and administrators of future f;ojects
of this type at least wi1ll have the benefit of knowing what faces them.

Another administrative problem stemmed from the multitude of skills expected

of the cocrdinators, There were to be curriculum experts, group leaders,

evaluators, supervisors, politicians, and human relations experts. Few

iqﬂivid&als possess such a broad range of skills; certainly none of the Project

1 \ -
i

péersonnel ‘were competent in all areas. Thus future p-ojects probably should he

|
p‘

repared to central staff specialists who can be called upon by coordinators
i R T ) o

as .needed. ’ \
' \,
\ ! \

S. Defects in the design of the implémentation Pprocess \

\ -

Three major~-but not fatal--defects in fhe design of the iﬁplementation
pgoéess became evident during the 1ift of the Prcject. The first and most .
serioué of these stemmed from the assumption that all fhe members of.a field ~
station had to devise\a single rationale,hselect a curricuium consistent with

@
that rationale, develop and try out that cur-iculum, and then diffuse it to

the radial schools. This assumption is consistent with the view that the
Project was a device to train teachers how to use the implementation process.

However, it is Incompatihle with the assumption that the curriculum implemen-

tation process must, at all stages, take into account the characteristics

wkich are unique to different schools and communities. Each field station was

S

cqmposed of_teaﬁhers representing wide]y divergent schools and comumunities,

’

vet all theAteachefs in each field station were expected to adopt the same
rationale, to w;fk with thé sameicurriéula, to teéch tﬂe same 1e§sons, and to
apply ti.e same criteria'of decision-making. The dilemma was nevér fqlly
appréciared or resélved during the Project. However, it appears?to us.that
some participants operated primarily with the First assumption,rénd thereby

created difficulties for themselves duriﬁé the diffusion phase. Others opted

for the second assumption, thereby complicating_théir liveé'during the sanalysis,

deveimeent,‘and pilot.phuses.' .
. . . -
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The snimplest way to eliminate this dilemma would be to Timit field atarionn
to single districts. liowever, this would be possible only in lasse districts,

and it still leaves a good deal of school and community heterogencity within A

field station. A less simple but more effective solution would he to have each

' member of a field station develop his owmn rationale (perhaps in conjunction

t . .

with a committee of other tcachers in his home schocl), conduct his own pilot

. , ) ) ,
and development phases, and devise his own evaluation strategy. 3uch individual-

ization withiﬁ the field station would require increased staff cesources, and

perhaps smaller field stations, but it would also lead to preater effectiveness.
A second‘design defect -was' the failure to rer~gnize that teéchefs wi}hogt

childrenwére'like fish out of water, Teachers simply don't function very wall

withou;'children. ig is the cﬁildren who provide the ultimate reality-test.

A logi~ally superb lesson or curriculum which doesn't come across to the

children ig, in the eyes of the teachér, seriously flawed. On the other hand,

a new strategy o topic which excites and intevests the children is, almost

by definition, good. Such behaviors were repeatadly evident in our observations

O

ERIC -
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in the field stations. Regardless of wﬁét was done in the analysis and dewvelop-
ment phases, teachers were net willing to really accept a new curriculum until
it haé been tried out and until the children's reéponses were known. It was
this need to ha?e first-hand evidencevwhich had ﬁucﬂ to do with the introduction
of classroom settings into the summer developmeﬁt‘s%ssions, and with the
acceleration of the pilot phase in theifiela gfations, Future implementation
projects skould probably abandon the idéa that the analysis and developmenf

phases can be conducted in isolation from the classroom setting. Thus, it wmay

be desirable to actually see demonstration lessons using new curricula, rather

than relying solély on inspection of new materials, Similarly, it is probably

wise_:o'coqsolidé;e'the development -and pilot»phases. We believe that :sueh-

adaptation ‘would strengtheh the ‘implementation process.’ a
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" A third design defect lay in the assumption that a.single group of teachers
in a field station could eonduct the implementation process four three or even
four grade levels, The assumptioﬁ was flawed in two 'ways. First, it required
too much of a giveh individual. For example, by the third yéar, members of one
field station were developing a curriculum at one grade level, piloting a,

curriculum at another grade level, and diffusing a curriculum at gtill another

grade level. Each task is difficult; collectively they are impossible. A

setogd problem is that many teachers have speczial talents or interests which
suit them for“one grade level but not the next, Yet the logic of the initial
design reqﬁired each field station teacher to teach_at three gra&e levels.
These two-difficulties pl#yed avmajof part, we think, in thé high rate of
furnover among project personnel and in the falling—behindyachedule that
flawed the deVelopment and pilot phases. One remedy would be to reconstitute
field stations at each grade level, even though this would require reéeating
the analysis phase for each grade 1eVe1; An alterhate solution would be to
étart a new grade level each two or three'years, instead of annually. Still
another alternative would bes to constitp:e a field station from severalvgrade

levels--perhaps from a single district. <ﬁ;ﬁbers wodld-ieafn the analysis

process together, and develop a common rationale; theresfter they would proceed

separately at each grade level,

What Next? ‘ | : o
Our task has been‘diagnosis, QQE\EFOg"OBiS‘ Nonéﬁheléss, it seemsg
appropriate to reflect briefly upon the long term impac: of tbé Implementétion
?réject. |
In our view, the Pfoject was a SucceésfulAfigld tri§l df a new type of

structure (the field .station) and a new type of act}y{ﬁy (the implementation

-

process). Tﬁe,Project‘waSMSuccessful as a field trial because it (a) confirmed
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that the fleld station structure and the implementation process, which
previously existed only as ideas. can be put into practice and-can achieve
outcomes which roughly conform to those which were anticipated' (®) suggested
clarifications and modifications of parts of the initial design ‘for the field

’ staé@ons and the implementation process; anc (c) added to the store of idean
and techniques which are needed to expedite future efforts of a related. nature.

/// The appropriate thing to do at the conclusion of a fileld trial is to f

“dismantle the apparabus, revise the design in light of the’ knowledge gleaneh

I

s

from the trial and in light of any new social conditions which may have i
|

emerged and then establish a new trial or even a demonstration. It 1is not

appropriate to make the continuation of a field trial a criterion for Judging

the success of the fileld trial. Despite the inappropriateness, we fear th&t
thia criterion may ba applied to the Implementation Project.1 In part thia o
will happen because of the natural reluctance of participants to sce their\
hard-won creation vanish. It will also happen because Title III legislation '
(under which the Project was partially funded) assumes that continuation is |

indicative of Success. Finally, it will happen because the Project, from 1its

inception, has been miscast as a demonstration rather than a field trial; 1t

seems logical that demonstrations should be continued or copied. However, as

most participants seemed to recognize, the field station structure and imple-
N . o - : e
mentation project were not sufficiently developed to warrant demonstration.

Visitors would have imposed'an unmanageable burden upon the Project, and funds
for continuation beyond the federal funding period simply were not available.

In short, the Project should never have been construed as a demonstration, and -
. \

it rarely functioned &s ovne.

1At one point the evaluation staff itself accepted continuation ac a
legitimate criterion of success; later we rejected this 1dea.

P
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‘wili doubtlessly seek ways to sustain the Project in some modified form. In

., the Project will persist in scme form because itfsucceedéd in training'a large -

. a2.

i . o

Having said all this, we predict that the Project will be continued id
some fashion. Many of the individuals who participated in the‘Projéct found

it personally and professionally gratifying and produotive- thése individuals

v

addition, the initial’ problems to which the Project was addressed sti11 persist.
. /

An implementation project, or somqthing 1ike it, is still nqeded, not only in
. v - ) R /0 .

the social sciences, but also in other curriéula;areas. 'yinally,”we think that

number of capable individuals to function as curriculum implementorq° over the

N

years these people are likely to move into positions of leadership from which .
r

they can épply\the things that_they learned in tha}Implementation Projeét.
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