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INTRODUCTION

N ' With the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965 by Congress innovation became synonymous with
Title III of that lawi This was the title which was intended
to support creative ideas for improving éducation.
" Quer the past decade a great déal of money has been spent
in the pursuit cf making teaéhing and learning more effective.
That there have been many disappointments and failures cannot,
of course, be denied. On the other hand there have been many
successful programs which, we believe, will have é lasting
effect on education.

This significant study examines a representative sample
of Title III, ESEA projects and gives some idea of what has
happened to them. It isolates some of the factors that con-
tribute to constructive change in our schools.

For more informatioh about this study pléase write or call

. Mrs. Jeanne Widmer at our Boston Regional Office (617-547-7472).

Robert A. Watson, Director
Bureau of Curriculum Services

-

August, 1975
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I. BACKGROUND -~ Rationale for the Study

s
bk S

- .

"Phe purpose of Title III ESEA... ;

...18 to create innovative programs in the elemene
tary and secondary schools...and to make such pro-
- grams an integral part of the school's curriculum.’
~--Dr. Max Bogart, Associate Commissioner «

.«.1s to improve education through innovative tech-
"niques. ' v
. HMr. Robert Watson, Director.

Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction

-..1s to provide a federal incentive to help local
school districts bring about educational change. o

~-Commissioner Gregory Anrig i
P Massachusetts Department of Education

RURKRBERRBUNURERREHBRRRRERRRRB NS

It is nearly ten years since ESEA Title III came into being.
'Seed money,” "money for'innovation,“ "model programs,”" "educa-~
tional centers' --such were the watchwords of this new approach
to educational change in 1965. It was the hope of many tﬁat
this federal money could provide enough incentive and support
for higher quality programs so—that parent school distriects would
eventually absorb them in their regular budgets.

It is nearly five years since the selection and administra -
tion of these projects moved from Washington %o the local'-states.
This shift was intended to improve fhe quality of proposal sub-
mitted, since the United States Office of Education had by 1969,
“found itself more the passive recipient of proposals than the

active stimulant and helper it was originally conceived to be."#

——

* Doris Kearns, "The Growth and Development of ESEA Title
III," Educational Technology, May 1969, p.1lh

1.
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The thinking of Congress was that-the state wvas better abié to
understand the indigenous needsﬁand'ﬁroblems of .local diséricts
than someone from Washington. _Givén this, the state would.be'
in a better position to s%imulate and help local districts ae-
velop programs to answer theée needs. ‘And perhaﬁs,most“imu

portantly the state could proviae innovative programs wifh the

kind of support that would result in legitimate local take.

" over at the 2nd of their federal funding period.

In Massachusetts #lonéfover 30 million'dollérs has heen
spent on almost 250 ESEA Title III projects since 1965. What
has been the effect of state control on the_stimulation and -
the local takeover of innovation? Has the state provided the
kind of active leadership in ESEA Title III that Washington
could not provide? VWhat has been learned in Massachusetts
about‘éhange and_about the ‘problems in actually implementing
neﬁ.and imprbved paractics?”¥

That was the purpose of this study- to 1ook‘at local take-
over and try to understand why one program managed to bé

e mimma - tn % e omim Semawn e e ewed sm So e e e s e

#commissioner Terrel Bell, Office of RBducation, recently
told a group of researchers that ‘just disseminating the
results of educational R&D won't close the gap betwveen
knowledge and practice in the nations schools...If the
results of your efforts are to be fully applied, I think"
we need to understand what the problems are in actually
implementing a.new and improved practice, "Report on
Education Research,” Dec. 4, 19Tk, p.b. '

13
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absorbed into the school system and another»did not. The study

~

looked &t howva&dpted and'mon adoptéd iinovative prégrams differed
in their planning, in their development/organization of activi--
ties and btgfr,Ain their empha;és on evaluation and.digsem;naw
tion. It éxamined the kinds of conmunities that tended ?9
adoft, and hov they differed financially and socioeconomically’
from those that did not. It looked for real differences in the
kinds»ofvsc§69;7system and state support that qéch received»and_
in the stylgg of.ieadership (project director)provided. In
'short9 it idéntitied some-stfategies,:rolea; andfprpéédures*
that lent themselves to the adoption of an'fﬁnovﬁtibn and

soﬁe whicp impede adoptiOn.

Adoption was the fulcrum.-the dependent variable--for.%his'
study. It was a légical choice because in the‘ejeshof‘the.
original legislators, adoption by a local coﬁﬁﬁnity provi@gs
& measure of the;?snccess" of an ESEA Title IIIX project, the
legitimate end product of federal seed monies. Hence, all
proposal criteria and project procedures are set up with this
end in mind.* - o

Hﬁ;ever, 'succeSs in this legislative sense is not to be

equated with real value 1n the educational sphere. LA project

may be mediocre and become adopted‘precisely.becagse'of its

. .
- — et e et o i it o it

#In '‘The Growth and Development of ESEA Title III," Doris
Kearns makes the same-point. "It is in the dialogue betwveen
schools states and OE that the ultimate success of Title III
will be found."

She goes on. “'Success will be found to the extent that
programs initially funded by the OE do demonstrate their
vorth that the district takes over support in their regular
budgete." In Educational Technolqu, May 1969, p.lh.

14 8
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non-threatening quality. Or it'ﬁay shake. the sbhdol.system
to its roots and be dropped abruptly before the first year's

”'runding is even.completedw Real educaﬁlonal value is uncovered

& v LN T

only with highly complex testing of gains in student,and teacher

- g learning.. However,"the bime and money such testing demands is

P L4 :

‘ : beyond the 3cqpe or ei*her ESEA proJects or of this study.

-
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II. ADOPTION -- 1971 and Now

e
H

"Innovation is in the eye of ‘the beholder..."

g - =~ -7 .~Dp.. Alan Weisberg. e hom T
Associate Planner )
Executive Planning Office
Massachusetts Department of Educati

A

, What has been the rate of local project takeover in Massa-
chusetts over the past 10 years? Information on U.S. Office
of Education-funded projects was gathered in 1969-70 by

Carolyn Denham in a Department of Education-sponsored study

entitled, Title III in Massachusetts/An Evaluation® and then
in 1974 by this researcher. Fof purposes of this study, the
projecté were grouped into three stages of adoption repre-
senting a range of adoption/local support from 0% - 100%.
Group I -- Not Adopted -- Ineludes all programs that
had either been entirely discontinued or

were continuing with absolutely no local
cash support. :

-l

*Described as "A Study of Variables Related to Success
Continuation, and Dissemination of Title III Projects,"”
the study focused on superintendents' perceptions of
such things as size of grant, single district vs. regional
projects, method of hearing about the educational
innovations, and continuation of project activities
in their districts.

See Carolyn Denham, "Title III in Massachusetts/An Evalua-
tion," ESEA Title III, Bureau of Curxiculum Services,
- Massachusetts Department of Education, Boston, 1871.




.- Group II -~ . Semi Adopted--Includes programs that were
Lo continuing on a smaller scale with- ‘local’
, funds. (Or at the same rate with supple-
- - - . .mentary assistance from other state, federal,
: or foundauion sources. )

- Group ' III ff Adopted ~=- Includes programs which the local

oS

. ~ school systems were supporting at the same
- o S level or greater than was- initially backed
‘ - by federal unding

The percentage of projects falling into tnese groupings in

1969~70 and again in 197k is shown in Table.l below. ,
TABLE - I

COMPARISON OF ADOPTION RATES FOR. ESEA TITLE III PROJECTS
FUNDED BEFORE 1971 AND. FROM 1971 to 197k

Year of Funding = I-Tot Adopted II-Semi-Adopted  III-Adopted
Before 1971 - 30% 38 32% ]
1971 to 19Tk . 18% . o 26% - 56% e

Comparing the Data

" As Table I shows, in 1971 the overall adoption rate, or
the sum of adogted and semiredopted preje9t3>is impressive at
70%. Yet by 197k this rate had increesed by 20%.* And
strikingly, the number of discontinued projects decreased Lo%
in that same tine period. And the reasons underlying these

cdoption fiéﬁres were the purpose of thls study.

- ~

*To 827%, that is (267 + 56% = 82%)




III. THE PROCEDURE

¥

|

"An ideal innovator must have some quality
analysis...must have an ability to evaluate

what it is s/he. is going to do..+I would call
this a technical ability."

. =-Dr. Ronald Fitzgerald, Director MACE
L—.::.—::_...::.;_. . = X

The éfdd§ Bééan in the summer of 1973 when a review of

the literature and discussions with individuals knowledgeable

about innovation yielded a list of 23 variables which later

made up 29 hypotheses (See Appendix I). The variables were

grouped into six main areas as follows:

VARIABLE AREAS

1.

The Environment--Some Characteristics of the School
and Community:

Socio/economic information--median income, ‘major

" profession; school budget information--amount spent

per student, number of specialists in the system,
professional days.-for personne}), etc.; whether .
district had a Title III project before and if so
whether it was adopted. :

Instéllétion of the Innovation--Origin and Development:
Who began the program, whether or not the diffusion'
leader was involved in the early stages, amount of
district support, whether there was a need for the
program, assessment? -

Trial Period--The Operation of -the Program

Extent to which the program achieved its objectives,
evaluation findings, visibility and tangibility of
program, programmatic design. S

Trial Period--School System Support

Extent of support--financial, moral, time and resources; -

dissemination; involvement of decision makers;
diffusion Qf activities throughout districts.

7.
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‘5.“ Trial Period--State Departmentlof Education.Support
| Nature and kind of support, assistance 1n dlffuslon.
6. Trial Perlod——Leadershlp Style of the PrOJect Dlrector
From inside or outside the district; experlence in
program area, management ability, leadershlp ability,
L “flex1b111ty, etc. '
v .. The dependent variable for the study, the level of
adoptlon, was chosen for two reasons: (1) from a financial
, p01nt of view the 30--60% local support required by state .
regulations could be easlly calculated, ‘and’ (2) ‘local adoptlon

is the main crlterlon used by the 'state and federal educatlon

agencies to judge the success of an ESEA Title III project.

The Sample

The subjects in this study were 12 ESEA Title III inno-~
vative programS'representlng a 31. 5% sample of the.total 38
ESEA T1tle III projects funded in Massachusetts for the three-
:year perlod 1971-74.% This population was chosen because it
was the fmrst group of projects to be selected and funded
' completely ‘by .the ‘Massachusetts Department of Educatlon,
contrary to the prior. funding process. admlnlstered directly from
Washlngton. Hence, the pro:ects represented the state s first
-efforts to influence dlrectly the degree of dlffu81on that
.would take place at the énd’ of three years. In addltlon,
all 38 people weré in their thlrd year of fundlng at the time

"of the study maklng it pOSSlble to determlne the degree of

,  *The 12 pro:ects covered a total of 87 school districts
which make up 22% of all. the d1str1cts 1n Massachusetts.

8.

!
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adoptlon that would take place in 1974-75. (Table 2 shows the
,oomparlson of sample and populatlon.) Chi Square resutts of
no_significance show how closely the sample represents the

. popu;ation."

TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF - STUDY SAMPLE WITH ORIGINAL 38 TITLE III PROJECTS

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted ~ III-Adopted

“opiginal 38 18% 265 7. 56%

Sample 12 . 25% ‘25% o 50%
2 . ' . T

X; = 1.4956 (p» .05)

: }rojeots were grouped into three strata representing
range of adoptlon/local support from 0% - 100%. Preliminary
data were collected on (1) the amount of in-kind and dollar
support each project had rece1ved over the three years from

_ the local district, and- (2) pro:ectlons of local takeover in
1974- 75. Group I--Not adopted included aill programs that had
either been entirely discontinued or were continuing with
absoluteiy’ho local cash support; Group II--Semi-Adopted
encompassed programs that were contlnulng on a smaller scale

,“wlth looal funds (or at the same rate with ' supplementary
a881stanoe “from -other state, federal, or foundatlon sources),
Group III--Adopted 'included programs which the local d1str1cts
‘were supporting at.the same level or greater than Was"initially

backed by federal funding.
9.
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A stratified random selection was then made of the 12
programs to be used in this study. The number of projects was
proportional to the number iﬁ?eachfgéll.ﬁ-k‘ i |

A e AT

:Data~CoIlection'éha Analysid =% PO S

. | Data were.colleqted in variety-of ways.

L ... . Program Interviews: Five individuals connected with
O *"prQJééfhWQre;interviewed-aa_diffugion leader, a project
"¢ . .+ staff mémber, the Superintendent of Schools, a user,
: (a.participating-teacher, admihistrator, parent, or
Lo - student), and the appointed state liaison working
) “ T ._.' ’ ,Wi}:h‘:theprOgram. T L e .

2. Q;estionnaires: Diffusion leaders and superintendents
o .sphopls,completed,a-faét sheet on financial and
— .~ demographic characteristics of their respective pro-
grams or districts; questions on the role of the state
-, wepe completed by the diffusion leaders.:

3. ‘Checklists: Each of the five individuals mentioned in
. ove described the program by selecting from a
1ist of 30 ERIC descriptors. . el

4,  Evaluation Reports: All evaluation reports- connected

with the programs were read and rated by a team of
researchers to guage how well the program achieved
its objectives. T S

5. Proposals and;Continuation Grhnts:”'

The origipal¢pnoposals and continuation grants were
+ ‘pead and analyzed for range and scope of objectives. -

e
I

“ %Later the numbers shifted somewhat because of the
changing commitments of the school districts, -making an
even distribution of 3 in Group I; 3 in Group II; and 6
in Group III. Group III was originally -divided into two
groups--continuation-at the. same level and continuation at
a‘greater level. For purposes ‘of data analysis, the two
were later collapsed. ‘ . . 3




6. Historical Data: MOnthly*program progress. reports o
completed by the diffusion leaders and state reports
completed by the liaison were’ read and analyzed for.
progress and problems. g ) } :

7. Census Tradt Data: Medman “iridoe 5 occupatlons, etc.,
. were -collected on ﬁhe individual communlties. (In the
~ case of cdllabordtives, it wad- ‘colléctéd on the LEA*

the. dlstrlct actlng as condult fbr fundlng).

.,8.¢5Adgptlon Data Sheets. ‘In June, lB?H ,the superlnten-
-dents of schools ‘completed-data sheet oh’ the extent of
flnanclal takeover of the programs for 1974 75.

Instruments ‘were plloted 1n two programs--one s1ngle and
'one multl-dlstrlct--and rev15ed over a three-month perlod.
'Interv1ews were. conducted 1n the. spr;ng of 197k and the re-
malnder of the data was collected and analyzed 1n the summer

and fall.** (See Appendlx III for a chronology of study

'l

; procedures ).

Frequencles wera obtalned for all 1hter¢1ew 1tems. Tests'
of association (Chi Square) ‘and comparisons. between means
(t-tests)-were performed on approprlate data.’AThevContlngency
Coeff1c1ent (C) was used on statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant Chi Square

data to provide a measure of the degree of correlatlon.

R llst of these areas and tne data sources can be found
in Appendlx II. - clee Lt

*#The codlng and analyszs of data was' accompllshed with the
generous and skillful assistance of two -peseéarch assistants
--Ms. Marsha Baron and Ms. Ann Flynn of Boston University
Graduate School of Education. Dr. Bernard Shapiro,
Associate Dean of the School of Education provided
consultative assistance in the analysis of data.

11.




IV. PROFILE OF PROJECTS -

- —aa e e - e ——— - oh e+

"The ideal- educational innovator combines the ability

to develop creative approaches to program situations +7
with the ability t¢ manage -such. -pProgranms erfiqiently ‘
and effectively." ' SR B

-~Dr. Jack Reynolds, Dixector . .
. ESEA Tltle III _ . o

3

An overview of the size,funding sources, and nature of the

12 projects under investigation is included in Teble 3,

TABLE '3

" PROJECT PROFILE

-

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

: e - — — .

Single ‘ 678 - B6T% .. 50%.
Collaborative Co .33% - 33% 50% .
Diffusing* " 0% 33% o 83%
# School Systeéms - e P . .

Involved®*# 1.33 k00 . 0 .30
#School Systems . -

Withdrawn#* N 1.00 - 1,33 . .5

[T )

.

In comparing the profiles of the adopted ‘afid- the non
adopted proJects, it vas found that half (50%) of- the adopted
proJects are collaboratives (involve more than one school
district) vhile only one third (33%) 'of thé mon and: semi adopted

are multi-district. Eighty-three (83%) pércént.of“the'adopted

. oer g -

"ProJect received additional funds 197“—1975 to diffuse to
expand to other districts. - .

.

*#Average number lé

L 22},‘
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projects are involved in what is called 'diffusion.' (That
is, they received funds from the state Title III office in 19?3-
'Th to spread their innovations to other districts.) In con-
trast, none of the non adopted and only 33% of the semi -adopted
were involved in. this diffusion process.a«-

Adopted proJects'tended to be involved with more school
systemeand-have fewer school systems withdraw then  the semi
or non- "adopted- proJects.. And adopted proJects had less project
director and staff turnover than either of the two " other.groups.

Impact on School System

Because of the diversity of the proJects under study,

‘7;there was no. helpful means of categorizing by_subject area.

What proved to be more interesting was &.. classification.of the
extent to which the program innovation attempted to change

the school system/s using Pincus'—codes.* ?Appendim IV contains
'this breakdown as well as & table showing the effect of the
.proJéct innovations on the number of school districts. |

As can be geen by these tables, in the non adopted‘pro-

'Jects attempted changes that were much more adventuréﬁéme than
those proposed by the other "two groups, changing'the'organiza-
tional structure of the schools.' 'Furthermore, these efforts. .
were,concentrated more frequently in & single school system
. as opposed to the multi district efforts of the semi andvadopted

=1 - e
y

. proJect}groups.”“_ : CE L

#This classification wag done by s teanm. of researchers re=
viewing proposal obJectives and, independently coding the
objectives using Pincus' classification scheme. ‘ |

134
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‘ V. PRESENTATION OF DATA
"The purpose of Title III is to help communities at- !
" tempt to have resourcés they™ couldn't-otherwise find... !
"a source of help-if they«wantmto-tryhaome innovation."
¢ . . .=-=Dri Ronald Fitzgerald, Director
v o of: MACE D o e e

Data on the variables involved in the adoption of innova-
tive programs will be presented’ in the:six areas mentioned
earlier. (1)’.The Environment; (2) The Origin and. Developmert
of the Innovation; (3) The;operation of,the Project, (evalua- "
tion; dissemination'; (4) School System Support; (5) State
Department of Education Support; and (6)5Leadersnip;8tyle'
of the Project Director.

Within each of these areas, relevant hypotheaes will be‘
cited and data presented as they support or reJect these., A
full 1ist or the hypotheses can be found 1n Appendix I "and
nunbering in the text will correspond to that list. The next

section, "The Environment", will prov1de a general setting

‘l

for the more specific programmatic variables which follow.'




Part A. The Environment -- Some Characteristics of the Com- )
munity and School System. ' S S .

some implications of Just being a flash-in-the-pan.

'T don't like the worad 'innovation' anymore. It carries_ -
--Dr. Alan Hartman, MACE

e

HYPOTHESIS #1--A high rate of ad0p240n 06 LnnovatLonA -
is not necessarnily tied %o communities/school system
.that are wealthy and for a thhzn JOCLal status.

T 148 an article ot faith in this culture that enlighten-
ment belongs to the wealthy ' “Oh sure," it's so frequently
heard, "they can pick up that Title IIT1 proJect. They ve |

. got-a lot mprewmoney than we have."”. - } . _
And Evereti Rogers in his discussion. of diffﬂsion oT}in;

:novations speake of “wealth and innovativeness goins hand-in-

hand." R ST e '
The ‘social characteristicslof earlier adopters "thus
mark them as better educated, ‘of higher social stetus,
and the like. They. are wealthier, more specialized, -
end have larger size units (than later adopters..®

This hypothesis flies in the face of such beliefs.

Findings | : ' q h

'The town a&nd senool data as'presented in Table 4 A4B .support

this hypothesis. | - . - -

Median income and School Budgets

- First of all the average median income of-the non-adopted
group is not the lowest, as might ‘be expected but prather the

highest of the three groups at $13,927. This is almost $1,000

*Everett Rogers and F.F. Shoemaker, Communication of
Innovations: A Cross Cultural Approach. New' ¥ork Free
Press, 1971, p.186,187.

15.
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TABLE 4A

PROFILE - TVl DATA

I Non -Adopted

II semi-Adopted

,HHH Adopted

average kedian Income = 1970 $13,927 $11,874 $13,035
Communit,
Urban y TYee 333 33% 33%
Rural 0% 0% 17%
Qther 67% 67% 50%
+ Hajor concvwwwns
o Professional 33% 33% 50%
67% 67% 50%

Self-Employeé




higher than the adopted group and $2,000 more than for the semi-
adopted projects. Also,.Grpup II, with the lowest median in-
come, spends the most per*pupil ~- $1,113-~which is about $100
more than the other two groups.

Data do not support the hypotheses in other aspects of
the school budget either. The adopted group school systems
spend the least amount on inser#ice training and are sup-~
Plemented by the lowest percentage of state and federal funds.
They spend virtually the same amounts (28% and 26%) of the
budgets in sending personnel to conventions and no more to
provide schialists (reeding, math, psychologist etc.) to
. serve teache;s and students.

Soecial Status

The data again tend to support the hypothesis. The com-
munities were préced in one of 3 categories. The communities
were classified ;s "urban" if the populatioé'(by 1970 consus)
was over 50,000;"rural" if under 2,500;and the "other" classifica-
tion was used for cppmunities with population of 2500-50,000.

The sociological makeup of the communities in the three grouﬁs
varies only slightly. Thirty three percent (33%) of the projects
in the threé gfoups are from cities. The only other difference
is that 17% of the adopted group is fouhd in rural--communities
which by no means iqcreases its social statusf

Occupations ar; markedly similar with a breakdown of self
employedland profgssionals.i There are 17% more professionals

i

in the adopted group which gives them a slight edge in social

status.




Hypothes4s # 2-- : '

K school sysfem which is seen by {ts members as bedng
open to change and f§lexible in its nole expectations
(Less bureaucratic and nigid) 48 monre apt to adopt
an innovation than one which {8 not seen this way.

Accordingwto‘this hypothesis, an #dopﬁiné:séhéol system
- is one which encouragés:?ersonal and?ﬁr&fegsional~growth:on
the part of its persgnné}-andifﬁfthéfmbre;iwill‘p?;fidéfthg
opportunity via iﬁse;vice daisfetc, yIt avoids either 1o§king
people into roles as in a rigid,buréaucracy (oﬁiy-so-aﬂd-so
can do thaf Job..}") or f;guré%iyely into classrooms ("you
cannot leave until 3:30...").
Fiﬁdiﬁgs

the data support the hypothesis. Informatiowm was gathered

in two ways--questionﬁaires which aré Qummarized in Table by

School Data and interview.

School System Profile Chart

School systems of adopted projects show the greatest
flexibility in their role expectations. They provide the most
inservice days almost three times more than the non adopted's
even though they spend the least aﬁouht on teécher training.
They provide almost 4 times .63 vs. 2.16 as many professional

days per teacher a year. And given the similar constraints

of budget they send no less than 300% more teachers and admin-

istrators to conventions at system expense as do non adopting

districts.

18.
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TABLE 4B

PROFILE -~ SCHOOL DATA

I  Non-adopted

.

II Semi-~aAdoptec III Adopted

+

Professional Days/Teacher . ' +63/1ays o 2.67/days ~  2.16/days
In~Service Nays | _ ) .1 diys/yr - ' 17 days/year 18.67 days/yr
% of Budget for enmpzwuo . C <318 .52% .25%
¢ of pudget for Conventions .26% . «23% - .28%
$ Federal iioney - A 2.18% : "5.04% 2.13%
§ State Money. . - T - 14.00% 45.00% 11.13%
% of Teach. & Adm. Attending Conf. . : , e

- * _.own expense 4.73% 7.00% | © 6.64%
$ of emeWn & Adm. Attending Conf. : L .

.mMm expense 4.00% 7.67% - 11.72%

Cost per mﬂcamuﬂ § ) $ 1,050 51,113 , 5 1,651
# Chilcren per mnvoow . o 480 175 - 636
# Children per Teacher 26 16 17
%# Teacners per Administrators 62 o 21 Y ¥
# Teachers per Specialist _ 6 B " - 7.23
% Studerts per Specialist 126 111 . 121.33
¢ Professional- Days per teacher .63 2.67 2.16
# Inservice Days per ‘teacher  * 7 17 . 18.67
Prior %- HHH wHOumoﬂ . - 33% 67% . 67%
Prior Yitle III wHOUQOﬁ still wxpwﬂpbm 0%

105% 100%




How Open is your System to Change?

The hypothesis is supported by interview data as well.
Everyone was asked, 'How open is your system to chénge?" This
was estimated on a four point sdale--from "not at all" to
"extremely open." Adopted project respondents saw their systems
as the most open at #3--"rather open." One participant went
on to describe this openness:

The superintendent and principals are sincerely open
to change that's good. I'm impressed with the way
they go about change.

In contrast the mean response for non adopted group was
closer to #2--somewhat 0pen,"_..."ir very carefully structured
and a low threat," described one respondent. In fact 80% of
this group rated their systems in the lowest two categories

- of this scale.

HYPOTHESIS # 3-- A schoof system which has already
demonstrated a willingness to adopt innovations 4in
the past is morne apt Zo continue to do 80 than one
which has not.

The assumption underlying this hypothesis is that if a
school system has shown a willingness to change in the past,

it is not only more open to picking up another innovation,

. but it has the built-in mechanisms for doing so.

gindings

Data support the hypothesis. Information was collected
on whether or not the system had a Title III project in the

past and if so, to what extent it presently existed. Table b

Title IIT projects in the past as did non adopted communities.
20.
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shows that twice as many semi and adopting communities had i
|

]

:

|




All of these projects were still in existence in the adopting
communities while in contrast, none were continuing in the

non adopted group.

21.
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Summary and Analysis - The Environment

When asked how open his/her achool system was, a director
of a non-adopted proJect groaned and said. "Oh, it's like

pulling teeth!" Such a statement captures 1ike nothing else

g

can the feeling of trying to carry out e new idea in & basic-

ally closed system.

e

Since innovation cannot operate in a vacuum, it seemed
worthwhile to try and identify the kinds of communitles/school
systems that have encouraged/discouraged ESEA Title III pro=-

Jects.

WEALTH AND STATUS

First of all, wealth and status are not at all prereg-
uisites'. The data show no correlation between median income,
profession)high per pupil expenditure, or lavish school budgets
and adoption. In fact status may have been a handicap as one
supervisor of a non adopted project pointed out:

One of the obstacles the project <
had to face was the conservative )
. attitude on the part of the white-
middle class parents whose pri-
mary concern was getting their
- kids into college. They stressed
the cognitive rather than the
attitudinal changes on the part
of the kids.
&
Another participant ( on adopted) labeled his/her rether af-

fluent community as "sort of conservative in their own way."

22,




Openness to change

ﬁatheg than visible wealt@ or status, there are other
ﬁore elusife fa;tors w@ich péve the way for chénge. Openness
to change, fiexibility in viewiﬁg_roles, a lack of bureaucratic
rigidity; ; ﬁrofessionalism in dealiné with_personnel-éall of
these attitqqes and pract?ces create a.climate f&r the adoption

of an innovation. ©School éistems exhibit these qualities by

not only allowing but encouraging professional growth through

released days, inservice time, sending to conventions and the

like. School members feel the lack of openness and see it,
as one staff member of a discontinued project as: a poor
climate...one the teachers will leave when they have the

chance."

It came thfough in another non adopted project when
one of the biggest obstacles of the program according to the
supervisor was that the partiéipating teachers couldn't get
any released days .for the training. How can ane gé gbout

trying new idegs when there is abosolutely -no time?

Prior Title III Project

Whether or not ﬁaving adopted & Title 111 project in the
past has created this kind of Openness cénnot be -s4td. What oan
be observed is tha? adgpted proJecfé tend to come from com-
ﬁﬁnitiés which have génelthrough the process of absorbing

Title III projects in the past. Non adopted projects come from

-



communities whi¢h‘§ave 9;}Rer never.haqu project or‘have
discontinﬁ;d the ones they did have. Pefhaﬁs a commuﬂity
yhich has, alrepdy g&QQ thxbughﬂ%he'pains ot'pickiﬁg upja new
idea is really more receptive, has what the diffusion Experts
- call, "built-in mechanisms for change."“ Or perhaps as one
superintendent of an adopted project put it; | |
This project was a na£ural outgrowth

of bur previous one...We just found
we needed it (this training)...

’2“.




Part B. Installation of the Innovation--The Origin and Develop=- .
ment

"I wouldn't necessarily define innovation as 'change'
‘only. ‘It is also 'adapmtion '«es.And then sometimes
innovation is resistance to ehange...."~ - :
. ' --Dr. Stephen Kaagan, Executive Planner
Department of Education ’ . e ~

 min

gt ..
3

When ddee & program really etartegﬁi;h:the.idee;>witn'the. o -
proposal, with the money? Doés.it make any difference how it’ .
starts-whether it's_ an imported idea or home grown, whether |
it's initiated by one person off in a corner Or with the support
of multitudes in theAcenter of thingst.zIsvit needed or Just
wanted or neither? Should there be a trial run of the acti-
vities or will starting cold bring the same results?

These are some of the questions that went into making -
this set of variables an important .part of this study. The
origin and development of an innovation--are important areas
of concern for both diffusion experts and funding agencies

alike.* What did the data say about the early stages of in-

novation in Massachusetts?

#Who looks at proposals for certain acceptable indices of
success such as needs assessments, involvement of teachers,
community etec.

25.




Vhoge Brainchild? : : o o

There are six hypotheses dasling with the origin and

development ‘of an innovative idea, three of then relating to

its early ownership. .

Hypothesis # 4: 1§ the idea 60& the pno;ect was genea-
ated fnom within the aschool system, that project 4s moxre
‘apﬁ to be adopted than one which was genenrated from out-
sdide.

This hypothesis moves awvay from the popular notion of

M"outside expertise providing all the impetus for change in

an organization. It is based on the assumption that if an
innovative idea springs from the members of a community, it
is more apt to be suited for that community than if it came

from someone from the outside.

Findings

Date are inconclusive on this hypothesis. Table 5 below

shows that while 100% of the adoptedzprojects said that the

jdes for their innovation came from within the school system,

83.4% of the non-adopted projects/also eminated from uithin
the system} Furthermore, within system motivation occurred
in only 33% of the semi-adopted projects.

TABLE 5 3

ORIGIN OF THL PROJECTS

Project‘Origin I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted "III-Adopted

Within the Community 83.4% 33.3% 100%

Outeide the Community - 0.0% 66.7% 0.0%

No Response 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
37




The two other hypotheses related to early ownership are:

Hypothesis #5--A project which was motivated primarily
bz many people within the school community has a befter
chance 04 being adopted than one which was motivated
mainly by the central administration or a single party.

Hypothesis #6--A project which involved the director in
£ts origin and the devefopment has a better chance of
- being adopted than one which did rat.

It is the assumption of many that the individuals who

=

actually initiate a program can make or break its later suc-

cess. These hypotheses are based on the prémise'that if the

program if seemingly imp;sed from abové‘(ihitiateduby the
central admini;tration.alone) o£ by one pérsoh,ritAwill be
off to a poor.start:. Similgrly, if thé director isn't involved
in the planning staées of the projéct and is later brouéht in

it will prove to be an impediment to the project.

TABLE 6

DEVELOPER OF THE PROJECT ' i

Project Developed I-Non-Adopted II—Sémi-Adopted III—Adobted
By . .- )

Project Director 66.7% 33.3% " . 58.3% -
Supt of Schools/ - ,

Cntl Office 16.7% 16.7% . 16.7%
School Personnel 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -
Parents/Community 0.0% . 0.0% 0.0%
Other 0.0% 33.3% 0.0%
No Response 16.7% - 0.0% 0.0%

Findings

Data do not.éupport either hypothesis. Table 6 shows
that only .f 17--25% of the time was an adopted project

27.
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originated and developed mainly but school personnel-teachers,
administrators, coordinators etc. Most of the non-adopted

and adopted projects were begun either by the project director

~or by the superintendent of schools. Furthermore, a large - o

percentage of the semi-adopted projects were started by someone

]
-

from outside the community.

Director Involvement

3

The data do not show that invelving the director in the
early stages oé fﬁé‘projegt makes a difference in wheﬁhef or
not it's later ;éopted;. in fact, 67% of the non-adopted pro-
Jjects were driéina¥éd ;ndrdejeloped by the proJéct director
while this was‘the case ;n only 58% of the adopted projects.

rThree h&potheses relatq to efforts which may or may nof
be made beforehand to give a p;ogram‘additionai impetus. One
is: .

Hypothesis # 7--A pﬁo]ect does not have tg onriginate from

a need in the community to be adopited.

TABLE T

WAS THERE A NEED IN THE COMMUNITY?

¢

, I-Non-Adopted EI-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

ProjJect Had Educa-"
tional Value But Met

No Real ‘Need in Community 66.7% ' 6§'7%. 83.3%

Project Arose from | ,

Need in Community 33.3% 33.3% . 16.7%
28, . . S
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Findings

" The data pfeséﬂted in Table 7 support this hypothesis.

- 8ixty-seven percénf (67%) of the semi-adopted and eighty three

percent {83%) of the adoptedipiojects responding said "no real
need existed in their bomhuniﬁiés" bef;ré their programs be-
gan. In fact, only 17% of the adopted gféﬁp"sA1é there was

any need at all for the particular innoyation. Most Ar the
reasons given for the origin of the project centered around its
;ducational advantages--i.e. "it was good for the students,
teachers etc." Generally speaking, the value of the project
vas perceived by only a few--superintendent, cénﬁral office
pergbnnél,vdirectorwp;ojgét director etec.

Were needs assessments done?

A school system can need the training activities of an

_ESEA Title III project and not know it does. Or it can go

through an elaborate process of finding out its needs via
survey-- questionnaires, meetings, etc.--and discover needs
that are so general, so diffusé, 80 ihconclusive, that any
number of programs would suffice.

Both the Washington dfficé of Educatioﬁ and Massachusetts
State Department insist on the value of needs assessment surveys
prior to funding. . Because such procésses'aré so obviously re-
lJated to the needs question,’respondents weré ask;d whether
a needs survey was conducted in ﬁheir comﬁunities during the

planning stages of the project.

29.
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Findings

-

Table 8 shows that whether or not & school system goes
through the process of surveying its needs does not seem %o
be a érificéi factor in the adoption of a project. While
67% of the adopted projects said they had small or large needs
asééésmeﬂts; so did 50% of the discontinuted programs. And
67% of Group II-~-the semi-adopted proJects;-said they didn't

go through this process at all.
T :

TABLE 8

WHAT KIND OF NEEDS ASSESSMENT WAS DONE PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING
' OF THE PROJECT ~

Degree of Assessment I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted IITI-Adopted

33.3% 66.7% 25.0%

None -

Small Needs Assessment 33.3% 33.3% ~h1.7%
Large Assessment ’ 16.7% 0.0% 25.0%
No Response : 16.7% 0.0% 8.3%

A srecond hypothesis having to do with pre-program efforts
is: . _
Hypothesis ¥ 8: A project which began with a pilot effont
beforne fedenatl fuwiding has a betien chance of being
adopted than one which did not.

Some ESEA Title III projects are natural outgrowths of
previous project efforts--new needs are identifigd‘and a new
project created to answer these. Some school systems experi-

ment with an innovative activity and find they would like some

federal funding to try it on a larger scale.

30.
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Some projects haven't been tried at all. They remain as
yet "good ideas” waiting to be tested. And other projects are
expected to "turn around" undesirable attitudes or practices
like racism, rigidity, gtc. in a school system. Whose approach

is most conducive to & project's successful adoption?

Findings

Table 9‘9hows/that data tend to support'tﬁe'hypothesis —-—
i.e. that some pilot activity'is desirable. Twice as many
adopted as non-adopted projects begsan with ;omé prior experi-
mentation with activities. |

The data also show that projects which are expected to
"turn around” some negative trends in the community have the
hardest time surviving.' T"here is & downward slope from the
non-adopted (at 33%) to the adopted projects (8%) regarding
their use of a‘Title III program to change negative trends in

their systens.

TABLE 9

WHY DID THE PROJECT ORIGINATE?-ORIGIN OF ﬁEED

Origin of Need I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted
No Existing Activity 50.0% 66.7% 58.3%
Altering Course of "Neg.
Activity - 33.3% 16.7% 8.3%
. Expanding Existing Pos. _ ‘
Activity 16.7% - 0.0% 33.3%
No Response 0.0% 16.7% 0.0%
31.
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The final hypothesis in this group deals with the amount

of school system support the project received in its planning

stages.
Hypothesis #9--A Achooz system wh&ch paou&ded
Suppor® [ginancial, time and ‘resources, moral)
"20 a project in the beginning &tages as well
as throughout, 4{s more apt Lo adopt a pno;ect
than one which did not. ,
Findings

(Note: The second half of this hypothesio wiil'be‘dealt
with in the sectlon on school system support )

Data tends to support the hypothes1s, at least in the
areas of finamcial and time and ‘resources support. When asked
to rate from 1 - "No support" to 4 --"a great deal," 58% to
67% of the semi and adpoted project respondents aaid~the§’re-
ceived from 3, "a moderate amount", to 4 "a great deal" of
flnan01al support in the planning stages. None of the non-
adopted projects rated thelr financial support at 4, and only
20% said they received moderate amounts (3).. The amount of
'aupport in time anu resources was equally low for the non-adopted
projects and even higher for the other two;" | |

The only main area where the ‘non- adopted projects.oeem to
recelve a heavy bulk of their support was that of moral
support or encouragement. In fact this was the highest of

three groups (100%) checked 3, "a moderate amount', and &,

"a great deal".




Summary and Analysis ~ Installation

3 S

LY

It appears that there are few hard &pd fast rules about
the origin and development stages or an innovative program.
Whether or not the idea for the 1nnovat10n came from inside or
outside the school system does not seem to be important
Whether the plannihg was done primarily by & large group or a
tew Beem tb matter little either. It doesn't seem essential
that the director be one ‘of the principal architects, that a

- survey of school needs be done, or that there he a speciric
need for the"particuiarhbroject in theufiret place.. One super-
"intendent of an adobted project claimed that he dldn't thlnk
his town "ever saw that the Title III project would answer its

needs."

What can be said"’

The data indicate that some aspects of planning are de-
Eirable, however, projects that are expected to change some-
thing markedly negative in a community/school system {1ike
racism,fchanging the power.structure) have more trouble being
adopted than those that,are less threatening. As one staff -
‘member of a non adopted project pointed out :the difficulties
in such a situation:

There were so many subtle things
working against it that were never
anticipated...I don't think...(Com-
munities) enlightened as they are
--were anywhere near ready for a
project like this. There's bduilt
in failure for a project like this
unless done on an extremely minor
basis.
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Piloting program activiﬁiés either formally or informally is
elso desirable. One director in the'adopted group desgribed
the advantages of this kind of actiyity. ;

Our project began really years -

before...It got a good solid

foundation a little at a time...
And lastly, non adopted projects got plenty of’"moral support"
i.e. encourggement,.."We think it was a great idea..."‘bﬁt
little money in tbe.planning stages. And as the data shows
later in the report, fhis trend continued rﬁr the duration

of the project.

Implications

There are some aspects of early planning that this study
didn't deal specifically %ith but which may be important to
consider. For exﬁmple, it may be less essential to look at
the numbers of people who originate a program than to examine
the credibility of the person or persons who did. Ong supér-
intendent of a non a&opted project hinted at this kind of
difficulty in this case, supporting an innovation when the
principal architect was no longer on the scene.

Oh the origin predates me. It was
strictly a project of the superin-
tendent at that time...with perhaps

a fsw other indiyiduals.

In another non adopted proJect; the early planning involved




appropriate numbe?s‘o; individuéls'but they r;éllx‘didn't re- .
preseﬁt the scpool‘syspem and cbmmunit&. According to this
-superiﬁtendent, "the project was Jué% avant garde enough that
it attracte@ a sglftselecfed‘group of parents and teachers who
were unusua}," A dﬁr;n£6¥ of an”a&optedxprojegt with an admit-
ted bias-tﬁwards in system'hiring; undeflined the importance

of credibility in leadership in ﬁis/hér instance.

It's much more important to have

‘a person the teachers trusted than
to hire an unknown person regardless
of his qualifications to carry -out

a proj)ect the administration had
concocted. .

There are adopted projects which began in the mind of a
'dynamic superintepqent,and.there are those'thch&are
“grass réotsi;" and came from the {"people’ so fo~speak. It is
prosaﬁly more important that‘a‘éontroverd&hl project win wide

sﬁpport (do a needs gsseésment, involve larger numbers of

'peoplé etc.) than a less threatening oné. A supervisor of a
contentious project,(non adopted) stressed how_ important it
would have been for h}s/her project to have solicited a wider

base of sﬁpport. .- . . .

Ir I had it to do over again, I'd
.recommend a different model in the
first year~-one that would be decided
by - a significant number of teachers
and administrators in the system. I
would have involved more of the of-
fic¢ial people...and gotten more
formal school system involvement. )
The project had fantastic involve- -
ment of the community.
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.And finally, winning key support might be obtaining school
committee endorsement and & needs survey might be dn assess-
ment of the political dynamic of a community as this super-

- visor pointed out.

I7. I had it to do over again, I.
would make early contact with
the. school committee... I would-
analyze the political forces

in the community for sure...

and implement some strategies

to forestall pending crises.
(Non Adopted Project)




Part C. TRIAL PERIOD--The Operation of the Project

"Oh Gosh, I run a three ring circusim
Title III Project Director

An innovative program may be maﬁy’things“tofmény people

but if it doesn't do what it sets out to dé,‘it can hardly

be Judged as successfﬁlly aéhievipg‘its originally funded
objectives. This section-;The Qpefatiéﬁ ofithe Project-
refers to the day-in and day-out;organizatién of progranm
sactivities by which goais‘are either met-o} not. For purposes
of this study it includes aspects such as how ﬁell objec~
tives are met, how explicable and clear the objlectives are to
others, and how frequently they are ;hanged, how easily others
can see what the project is trying to do and how much the
project relies on functions like evaluation to move toward its

goals. TFive hypothesis relate to this phase.

How well has the project met its objectives?

Hypothesis *#10-A project which has by most evaluation

standands (on site evaluation reports, internal pro-

fect evaluations) achieved its objectives Ls monre

apt to be adopted than one which did noZ.

Three data sources were used to see how well each project
met its objectives-two interview questions and an analysis

of the internal and external pronject evaluation reports.

Findings

Data strongly supports this hypothesis. All 60 respon-
dents were asked to estimate on a five-point scale--from 1l-

"not at all" to 5- "extremely well"--the extent to
37.
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TABLE 10

DID YOUR PROJECT MEET ITS OBJECTIVES?

|
|
’ Degree Met ‘I-Non-Adopted IISépi—A@optédb III*AdBpted

1-No:t At All - 6.7% . 6.7%= 0.0%
) ’ 2-To a Limited Extent 13.3% © - 0.0% - 0.0%
3-Not Too Well 20.0% ©20.0% - 3.3%
L-Rather Well ' “ho0.0% - o 66.7% .. . Lo.0%

5-Extremely Well ’ 20.0% 6.7% 56.7%

2 . - .
x8 ."'1505 (Pc-( .05)

which project objectives were met. Accofding to Table 10 adopted

projécts met their objectives to a much éreater extent than
either semi or non-adopted projects. Chi Square tests show
there is a relationship between the eiteht to which objectives
are met and the three categories of grouping ff1on-adopted;
gemi, and adopted.

Table 11, which dichotomizes the data of”Table 10, fur;her
elaborates that adopted projééts vere pefceived to achieve their
objectives to a greater degree ﬁhan eithethon¥adopted and
semi-adopted projects; hO% of»nonéadopfed prbject'ﬁembers rated
thé attainment of their projects' objectives in the 1-3 range,
while only 3.3% of the respondents of ddbp%éd projects chose
this range. Conversely, 66% of'fhe reSpoﬁdénts of”ndn-adopted
projects whose the ‘4-5 range, while 96.7% of‘éﬁe respondents

from éhé adopted projects chose this Trange.
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TABLE II (Revised Table on Objectives)

DID YOUR PROJECT MEET ITS OBJECTIVES?

Degree Met I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

-1

1to 3 bolog C26.7% T 3.3
Lo 3 60,08 RN ARt .

oo,

Does'the Evaluation Data Show Cﬁange?--Respondents‘Viev

Lo . et

Respondents were asked to discuss to what extent. the-
5‘internal and external evaluations demonstrated the changes they

anticipated?*

Responseg were .coded in three categories--(l) Results less

thsn_anticipated,:(2)-Results the same as anticipated, and

(3) Results greater than anticipated.

Findings

Twice as many respondents from stpted proJects as from
non- adopted prolects said the evalustion data showed changes
,greater than' they hsd”snticipsted." On' the other hand twice
as many non-sdopted proJect respondents ssid evsluation data
showed chsnges as "less thsn anticipsted. —-Cstegory 1. ”one- .
third of the non- -adopted group weren't fsmiliar with the evslus—

tion data st all.

#The internal project evaluation refers to that assessment
which the project carries out either with a staff member or
with an outside consultant. The external process evalua-
tion refers to an annual on-site evaluation organized and
conducted under the auspices of the ESEA Title III office.
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Does The Evaluation Data Show Changes?-A Look at The Data

Reports on internal and external on-site evaluations were
read, analyzed, and ratéd by & team of research assistants to
answer the question: "How  close did the project come in at-

‘taining its goals?" On a scale of 1l--Not at all to 4~-excel-
lently, the mean scores are as follows:
TABLE 12

HOW CLOSE DID THE PROJECT COME IN ATTAINING ITS GOALS

GROUPS MEAN SCORES
I ... 2.16
II e a0 2053

IIT e os 3.60

1-Not at all, 2-Fair, 3-Good, 4-~-Excellent

Findings

-

Data found in Table 12 above again support the hypothesis.
The adopted projeéts were seen as achieving their goals ac-
cording to the evaluation reports on a level between "éood"
and "excellent." The non-adopted were rated as closer to
"fair."

Where Does Evaluation Fit In?

Hypothesis *11--A project which nefies on evatuation to

assist with its progress is more apl to be adopted than

one which does not.

While the previous hypothesis dealt with the actual evalua-:
tion data, this looks at the willingness of a project staff
to depend on evaluation as a tool for its progress. In other
words, those projectswhich see the money they must spend for

40,
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evaluation (néte: é% af the bﬁdgets‘are put aside for evalua-

tion) as a state policy helpful incentive are more apt to X
succeed than those which see it only as'a buregucratig“require-
ment. Réspondeﬂts were asked to astéess in two separate places.

how helpful they found evaluation to be in the progress of their.

project. - _ ) , ' 7 . -

- - TABLE 13

HOW IMPORTANT WAS THE EVALUATION TO THE PROGRESS OF YOUR PROJECT?

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

Opposition . 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
No Importance 45,.5% 10.0% 0.0%
Some Importance 18.2% 30.0% 57.1%
Quite a Bit of Impor-

tance _ 9.1% Lo.0% 23.8%
0f Great Importance 27.3% 20.0% 19.0%

X5 = 15.5 (pg-05)

»

Findings

Data significantly support the hypothesis.As segn:in Iable 13
above, everyone but the participants were asked to state how -
important they found evaluation to be to the prbgress of their
project on a b poinf scale; While non-adopted projects found

it to be of "some importance"”, the semi and adopted
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projects found its importance to be closer to "quite a bit".
Nearly half of the non-adopted projects found evaluation to be
of "no importance at all." Chi Square tests reveal a statistical
significance at the .05 level and a correlation of ;75.

- Information from two other quesfions suppo:ts this data
as well. ProJec£ directo;s and state Supervisors weré_asked
to again estimate on a four point scale how "helpful" they
found a number of processes to be, aﬁong then ingluding ﬁhe
required 5% of their budgets for evaluation, the on-site evalua-
tions sponsored by the state and the project’'s internsl evalua-
tion. “

Internal Evaluation Most ﬁélpful

By and large the internal evaluation was found to be the
most helpful by the adopted projects. Seventy five (75%) of
the group said their internal evaluations were "rather" or
4"extreme1y helpful," as compared to only 33% of the non-adoéted
projects who found this to be the case. Reactions were gen-
erally positive about the 5% requirements of the state to sup-
port such internal project evaluations.

On Site Evaluations Helpful

Adopted projects were only somewhat more positive about
the statle-sponsored on-site evaluations than were the non-adopted;

33% said they found the two on-site evaluations they went

through to be "extremely helpful”, whereas none of the non-adopt-
ed projects found this to be the case. In fact, 17% of the
non-sdopted projects found the on-site evaluations to be of no

help at all.

42,
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The three remaining hypothesis have to do with some pos-
sible reasons why a project might have difficulty meeting its
objectives.

Changing~Objectives

Hypothesis #12--That a project which has adhered nela-

tively closelfy to its oniginal objectives 44 more apt -

to be adopted than one which has frequently changed

(shifted) goals, sometimes 4in major ways.

The assumption underlying this hypothesis is that while
some adjustment of objectives is inevitable and probably neces-
cary for every project, constant change reflects a confusion

and instability that stands in the way of growth. Three ques-

tions provided data for looking at this hypothesis,

Findings

Data supports the hypothesiswto significant éxtent. Project
directors, staff, and state supervisors were asked "Has the pro-
Ject changed over the years and if so, why? Responses to the
first were coded in three categories--(1) Cgaﬁgeéhwhich sub-
stanfially altered the original objectives, (2) Chanées which
involved expansion to other schools or systems, and (3) Changes
which involved developing more/different strategies for carrying
out‘the original objectives. Chi Square %ests reveal sign-
ificance at the .05 level with a correlation of .61.

The non-adopted projects changed the basic thrust of their
~original objectives 4 times more than they merely "developed

different strategieé" to achieve their' goals. The majority of

adopted projects (67%) changed only to "develop more strategies
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_to make the projeect more effective. This happened 6 times
more freguently with the adopted projects than for the non-
adopted group.

What Changed Last?

A similar question asked in a different context in the
_ interview yielded similar results.--"What changed as a result
or your last hard look at the proJect’“ 100% of those who re-
sponded in the non-adopted group said that the changes were in
the "direction of the project".i.e. altering the original obJec-
tives. In most of the responses in the semi and adopted groups
fell in the area of changing activities or prngdures" i.e.

"Jeveloping strategies.”

TABLE 14

WHY DID THE PROJECT CHANGE?

I-Non-Adopted TII-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

To Correct a Negative

Factor 72.0% 50.0% 25.0%
To Reinforce a Positive «
- Factor 14.0% 25.0% 4h.0%
To Respond to Indepen-

dent Factors 1L4.0% -~ 25.0% 31.0%

2
Xy = 9:487 (p¢-0%)
Why Change?

T#ble 14 shows the responses to the question: Why did
the project changet'" Beven (T)of 10times (70%) the non-adopted

projects changed in response to some negative reations or asses-

sments in their operation eg. (poor evaluation, unfavorable
by,
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reactions of school system, participants or the like), In con-
trast only 25% of the adopted projé&ts changed. Changing to
"reinforce positive factors" was done about three times more
frequently by adopted than by non-adopted projects.

Visibility end Tangibility

The last two hypotheses have to do with the visibility and
tangibility of a projecta—how easily its activities can be seen

and understood.

Visibility
Hypothesis #13--A project wher‘athviiLeA result mainly
An some visible or observable change in the participants
48 mone apt to be adopted than one whose activities centexn
on more subtle (mare intemnal, attitudinatl).changes.

"An observable cﬁange is one which can be seen by others--
i.e. a new gkill being acquired, traininé for a behavior that
can be seen (developing a cur;iculun, video tape film, etc.).

A less visible change is usually internal, attitudinal only--
i.e. feeling better, more positive, more opeﬁ, etc. which the
participants can express but for which!ﬁhe new behavior ex-
hibited is more subtle and subjective.

Information was obtained by an analysis of responses to
the question: "What were the greatest changes that came about

as a result of this project?” Answers were coded into three

areas: (1) Project brought.about participant changes mainly

in scquiring skills, (2) Project broughtabout participant changes -

mainly in attitude, and (3) Project brought about equal changes

in skill acquisition and attitude.
45,
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TABLE 15
WHAT WERE THE GREATEST CHANGES THAT CAME FROM YOUR PROJECT?

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi~Adopted III-Adopted

Changes Stress Acquiring ‘
. Skills Mainly 26.7% . . 20.0% 23.3%

Changes Stress Attitude , -
Changes Mainly 66.7% | 46.7% - 36.7%

Changes Stress Equal Amounts Tt
of Skill and Attitude 6.7% .. 13.3% 40.0%

Findings |

Data presented in Table lShtend to support the hypothesis.
Nearly 70% of the non-adopted projects dealtfprimaiiiy with less
visible, attitudinal changes as comparéd,‘iﬁ the adopted group,
with about half this number. Forty perceﬁt-(uo%) of the adopted
projects focused on changing both skiils and atfifﬁdés—La
combination of visible and less visible reshlté, thle only

6.7% of the non-adopted group focusec.cn this combination.

1

Tangibility

-

Hypothesis #14--A project which is fairby easy
To explain land is fainly well undersiood) 44 monre
. apt %0 be adopted than one which 4s noZ.

For this hyﬁothesis two sources of data'were used--~

interview questiops?and a checklist giveﬁ to all respondents

of 3U EKIC descriptions covering nearly every facet of a

project. T k | ) . e
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hypothesis. Project director, staffkand state supervisor
responses to the questlon. "How dlfflcult do you generally find
it to explaln ob3ect1ves to people such as the follow1ng?" in-
d;cated that non~adopted pro;ects‘hadbmore rrouplerexplqlnlng
their objec;iree to nearly every grouo. The most difficu;t
groups for the nonfadopted projepts were: sohoolicommirtee
peopie, the state, and botﬁ‘rartioipants and»non—participafing
individuals. ‘The date'show that hore than fwiee as many
adopted projects as non-adopted projects found ir prefty easy
to very easy to explain their objectives to school committee

people.

Partlclpants

findings N L o
Data presented in.Table 16 onlfitedd to support the

Agaln, twice as many adopted as non-adopted projects
found it either pretty easy or very easy to explain their
objectives to participants (teachers or students, or admin-
instators involved in the program) and nearly five times as
many adopted projects as non-adopted found it easier to explain
the objectives to non-participating individuals (which can
include anyone--any professional in the school community).
Surprisingly, the non-adopted group found it easier in this
ciestion to explain their project to central administration

' 1

individuals.
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How easy is it to undgrstand the project?

’Eygryohe cénneéted with thé project filled out a‘chgck-
list-which included 30 descripfive items (like the'categoéyv
headings found in ERIC) to check the differing perceptlons of
the pr03ect § purposes. The question was: "How well do the .
following 1tems descrlbe the prOJect you deal w1th?" -and
'1nd1v1duals could check from l—-“Not at all" to u-—“Extremely
well" or "Don't know" leferences of three points wWere
'totalled and an average of these large . dlscrepencles taken

for each group.

Findings

Mean discrepencies were nearly two times higher’for non
and semi-adopted projects as for the adopted, although in one -
non-adopted project there was almost perfect agreernent of

' perception in all individuals involved (po disagreements).
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Summary and Analysis‘- the Opgrgtion of the Project

Reflecting on what had gone wrong in his/her discon-
tinued project, one director commented:

If T had it to do over again, I
would double the time line...
take two years. I would spend
at least 6 months in low level

~ planning including making early
contact with school boards, com-
munity leaders, and developing
a rapport with the total school
staff of the system.

~And another director of a semi adopted project pointed out
the difficulty s/he and the staff had in allocating their
time effectively:

We tend to take on too much. As a

result of that we get overcommitted

to workshops and doing things for

people. We get kind of strung out

and aren't as effective as we might
. be.

How one goes about choosing and organizing the multitude
of activities and people who becone involved in a project is
undoubtedly a key factor in its success. From this section--
“The Operation of the Project,” it is clear thet some organiz-

tional features lend themselves more to adoption than others.

Meeting Objectives

First of all, programs that actually meet the pre-
determined obJecfiVesLtend to be adopted more often than those
that do not. Programs that are teete;ing on the brink of ex-
tinction "We never knew if we were going to survive from one
week to the next,”" or programs that inspire no confidence in

erecution like the following described do not succeed.
' 50.
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A lot.of students didan't think the
program was good...It got to be kind
of a joke...most of the kids thought
we were deserters to go off to some
other school...although they didn't
hold grudges...

(Participant, Non Adopted)

FEvaluation

Secondly, adopted projects tend to rely more on the
process af evaluﬁtion, bofh internal and state-spongored on
site evaiuations, £han do non adopted. One evaluation pro-
cedure in an adopted project was called..." persuésive..showing
Wstudents_gains..."‘;ln another instance the supervisor thought
that the "on-site team reinférced the program's effectiveness
and importance.” Contrasted with a non adopted director's
observation: |

Our evaluation was complex, cumber=:-

some and expensive for what we got

out of it. Furthermore, the evaluator
refused to interpret the data in terms
of our objective. We had to do that..
That's his style...all he was doing

was collecting data for decision makers..

Changing Objectives

Thirdly, adopted projects tend to change theif overall
objectives much less frequently than do non-adopted projects.
They might change a strategy or ‘an approach or drop an activity
for example, but the”frequent shifting of progranm emphagis
that exists in discontinued projects does not occur. According

to one superintendent, this shifting, "oereated a major obsgtacle

51.

62




because "teachers never were really sure what was expected of
them .another superintendent had a hard time describing his
Title IIT effort because "as originally drafted, it was so
different from what developed{“ Of course, the programs in
this group fbund nore resistancé to their efforts th@n the
others tof‘a variety of reasons freqqgntlyvbeyopq their control.

One.example of this that should be noted is that in every

_single commﬁnitf having a non adopted project, there was a

chanée‘of superintendency during the life of that progran.

Visibility

Fourthly, the changes that adopted projects effect tend
t5> be more observable or visible thén were those of the non
adopted projects. Descriptions are more specific--"teachers
become involved in the learning process...gelécting materials,
methods, evaluation..."a K-12 éurriculum package...'", in-
dividualized instruction"-and deal more with £kills as well
as attitudes in the adoptéd‘projects. In the semi and non
adopted pragrams, changes are hazier--"the purpose of the |
project was to aid the teachers in any way they could...d
(participant); "improve communication and sharing between
teachers and administrators," and "greater awareness of (some-

thing) abound." Non adopted projects concentrate more on

change of attitudes than skill training alone or both.
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Tengibility _

Finallyw adopted projects cend to be easler to expla1n to
ochers, and to be understood as well. It might be because they
change the1r objectlves less frequentlv or because they are more
speciflc in their goals. -It mlght be because they actually

.

achleved their objectives to a greater extent in the first place.
It mlght even be that the groups in the school and communlty
were not receptlve to hearlng about the part1cular innovation.
“on adopted project respondents had more difflculty than any of
th.e groups explaining their objectives to school committee
people , -participants and non participants alike. One part-
jcipant in a discontinued project outlines his/her  confusion
with the progran.

I felt confused at first as to 'its’

(project's) goals and aims. I

wasn't well prepared as to what : .

T was setting out to do. I thought

I should participate not be-~:

cause I had any desire...but le=

cause I was in educsation....
Perhaps too the difficulty lay with some of the other variables

dealt with in this study...school system or state support, or

the leadership style of the director...uhich follow.
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Part D: Trial Period -- School System Support

U"You really have to have the faculty...wanting it |
and the principals ‘seeing it-as a high priority
item...You have to have some guarantee of some
minimal level of funding.:.Our project was always
outside--an extra that would survive as long as
it didn't cost anything.:.." . ,
Project Director (Non-Adopted)

There's no question that effective program deVe;opmént is
key to a successful innovative project. But it cannot stand
alone--just as the project cannot survive an isolated existence
in a school system. Real support--active and tangible--from
cchool officials and personnel alike, it is assumed by this
variable, is vital to the life blood of any project.
Three hypotheses are related to this aspect of innovation
adoption--the first related to the tangibility discussed last
in the previous section and the other two concerning the kind
of commitment a system makes to a new program--how much it
bends to absorb the innovation. .
Hypothesis ¥15--A projeet which involves the
school system administratons as well as teachers
in its effonts (dissemination) s0 that they are
strongly identified with the Titfe 111 effonts,
is mone apt to be adopted than one which remains
mone isolated. ,
i
It was noted in the last section that non-adopted projects i
had particular difficulty explaining their projects to school ‘
committee people as well as participating and non-participating
teachers. The reasons for this are not very clear. It could be
the intransigence of the school community; or a confusion in the

S5h.
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project. itself, or both. It could‘be?that the -project staff

did not begln early enough to 1nyolve school personnel either

formally" through dlssemlnatlon of 1ts act1v1t1es or- informally

through personal COntact--whlch is the premlse of the hypothesis.

‘findings

Date presented in Table 17 support this hypothe81s. To

the question, How 1mportant was dlssemlnatlon to the progress

of the ]pro;]ect?‘l more than twice as many respondents of

adopted (74. 2%) as of non-adopted projects (33 4%) sald that

it was from "qulte a bit" to of "great" 1mportance.

A t-test

comparing the means of these two-groups revealed statistical

significance at the .05 level.

TABLE 17

HOW IMPORTANT WAS DISSEMINATION TO THE PROGRESS OF YOUR PROJECT?

I-Non-Adopted ' II-Semi-Adopted: III-Adopted

Opposition ' L . 8.3%

No Importance’ 8.3%
Some Importance §0.0%
Quite a Bit of Importance 16.7%
Great Importance . =-16.7%

0.0%
10.0% -

30.0%
30.0%

30.0%

0.0%
" 4,3%
21.7%
47.0%
26.1%

How Much Contact?

What was the .nature of the contact between the: project .

staff .and the schgol system? - Directors and superintendents

were asked to comment on the nature and frequency of their

contact. It was striking that while non-adopted projects seem
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to contact the superintendent formally, half (50%) of the non-
adopted project respondents said that there was absolutely
"no informal contact" with the superintendent of schools. This
would include things like casual visits or telephone calls,
rather than memos or formal meetings. Only 8% of the adopted
projects (or 1/6) said that there was no informal contact be-
tween them and the superintendents. Contact did range from
twice a year to weekly for the adopted projects and was by and
large both less frequent and less varied for the ﬁon-adopted
vproject respondents. |

The trend towards lack of contact extends to the other
administrators in the system as well. Twice as mahy non-adopted
(66.7%) as adopted projects had no formal contacf with other
key administrators in the system. Furthermore 33.3% of the
non;adopted respondents had no informal contact either. 1In
contrast, all (100%) of the adopted projects saw key adminis-

trators at least monthly or weekly.

How open with problems?

- Another way of involving individuals in a‘pfogram is to
share difficulties with them. Both superintendents and project
directors were asked to comment on how open they were about
project problems with the superintendent and other adminis-

trators in the system.
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" TABLE 18

| U .
| HOW OPEN ARE YOU ABOUT PROJECT PROBLEMS WITH THE SUPERINTENDENT
| AND OTHER ADMINISTRATORS‘IN THE SYSTEM?

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted .
Negative Reactions to System. 50.0% ©16.7% 0.0%
No Major Problems . 33.3% .33.3% 51.7%
Neutral Reactions . 16.7% 16.7% 16.7%
Positive Reaction 0.0% 16.7% .33.3% .
Xio Response , " 0.0% 16.7% ' 8.3%

As Table 18 shows, half (50%) of the non-adopted proﬁect
respondents had a negative reaction about thé school systéﬁ's |
receptivity to hearing about problems connected with the project,
whereas none of the adépted projects thdught'tﬁis would be the
case. The majority of adopted projects either felt there were
no major problems ar were neutral about their relationship with
the school system. "I'm sure I could talk to themyif»l had thél
need," was a common response. One third (33%) were strongly
positive about the receptivity of the school system to hearing

about problems. None of the non-adopted projects felt this way.

Administrative. support

Adopted projects found considerably more support from
central administrators ithan did non-adopted. As seen in
Table Nineteen (18), when asked to comment on how important
central administrators were to the "progress of their project,"”
almost all adopted project respondents (95.6%) said they were

from "quite a bit" to of "great importance'--a figure almost
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2/3 higher than the non-adopted projects.

W,

TABLE 19

~

HOW IMPORTANT ‘'WERE CENTRAL ADMINISTRATORS AND THE SCHOOL COMMITTEE
' PEOPLE TO THE PROGRESS OF YOUR PROJECT

-

I-Non-Adopted| II-Semi-Adopted} ITI-Adopted

Cntl School |Cntl  School {Cnmtl School
Admin. Comm.* }Admin. Comm. Admin. Comm.

Opposition 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0%  0.0% | 0.0% 0.0%
No Importance 16.7% 33.3% ;18.2% 9,1% ] 0.0% 0.0%
Some Importance 25.0% 33.3% 9.1% 27.3% ' 4.3% 16.7%
Quite a Bit of o ; ,

Importance " 16,7% 16.7% (17.3% 36.4% 30.4% 20.8%

‘Great Importance; ' '41.7% 16.7% |[45.5% 27.3% 65.2% 62.5%

X5 = 15.5 (pg.05)

School Committee Suppﬂpt

Again, nearly twice as many adopted projects (63 3%) as
non-adopted (33.4%) found the school committee to be of
"quite a bit" to "éreat" importance in meeting their objectives.

- Table 19 shows that the average response for the'non-adopted
recpondents was closer to 2--'some" on a four point scale, whereas
the adopted projects found the school committee support between
3 and 4--"quite a bit" and '"great." Chi Square tests reveal a
statistical significance at the .05 level.

Admittedly, it is difficult to treat the hypotheses in thié-

section with separateness since they are so related to the

previous one.




Hypothesis #16--A school system which provides

support (f4inancial, time and resources, and

moral) throughout the operation of the project .

48 more apt to adopl Lhan one which does not.

Hypothesdis #17--A project whose actibitieé“by

Year 3 are alnready partly "rautine" in the -

dchool system, has a betien chance of beding

adopted than one whose activities are seen .

aA‘gqngentiat.f.p%aipheaal.,,exthg,., :
It was demonstrated earlier that adopted;projects rqceiyed more
financial support from the ééﬁbqi”systemg in the planning
stages than did non-adopted. Hypothesis #16 holds that if this
kind of suppoff isn't cdontinued thréuéhbut the qpéf;tional
period as well; the project standshlittle chance of—being
adopted. The process of gaining financial Support--béing'
worked into the school budget--as well as accruing an increased
time and resource commitment from school pefsohnel, as the
project grows, is precisely what is required if a project is

to become "routine" in a school system. Hence, the tWo hy-

potheses will be treated together.

.Findings 7 7 )
Data significaﬁtly éuppqrt:these hypotheses. Table 20
presents the averages‘bf dollar input into the 12 projects’

over the thrée-yéan pébiod. I L S ¢

T
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FINANCIAL PICTURE OF ESEA TITLB III I‘RO\JECTS
: - USED IN SAMPLE (1971-74)

rae
U .

I-Non-Adopted | II-Semi-Ado>pted’| - III-Adopted

Yr1Y¥r 2 Y 3 Yr 1 Yr2 ¥r3 J¥r1l¥r2¥r3.

Av.% Fod Honey/Total . |71.5% 54.7% 29.0%] 81.5% 68.0% 49.6% | 83.0% 55.6% 34.5%
Av.% Local HMoney/Total | 0.0% -0.0% 0.0%] 4.3% 22.8% 37.13 | 3.6% 10.5% 14.3% .
Av.% Loc In-Kind/Total | 5.3% 12.5% 0.0%] 9.8% 5.0% 10.8%]13.9% 34.5% 50.7%.
Av.% Other Money/Total 123.2% 32.5% 71.0%| 4.2% 4.2% -2.3% | 0.0% % 2% 0 -

X% = 7.8 (pg.05)
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It is striking that the non-adopted:projects received
absolutely no local eash over this time} Their main source of
funds besides the federal came_from,what,is called "other"--either
other federal or state moniee—iﬁ the“systemg‘fouhdation funds,
and the iike--basieallyAseft moﬁeﬁ'whieh ié less stable than
local funds.. ‘ .

While the bulk of non-federal (Title III)'support for the
seml—adopted pro:ects did come from local cash 1nputs, the total
1n—k1nd*and cash eontrlbutlons over the three years is about a

ird greater for the adopted projects. By Year III for example, ‘
the combined percentage of local cash and 1n-k1nd support for the
semi-adopted projects is 47.8% and for the adopted project it is
65%~-a 35% increase. And finally, the local to federal ratio for
adopted projects--Year 1, 17/83%; Year 2, 4u4/56%; and Year 3,
65/35% (rounded figures)-is very close to the guidelines for de-
creasing ESEA Title III support.* Chi Square tests on the data

reveal significance at the .05 level.

4
}

How has your system been supportive?

The above data is supported by that from interviews as well.
Everyone was asked: "How has your school system been supportive
of the project?" and "How could it have been more supportive?"
While there was agreement on one aspect of support--all

respondents felt that the system had "encouraged participation

*The guidelines specify 30% local takeover in Year 2 and

72 61.
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in the project" in various ways, therevﬁas wide disagreamént
in‘anothep; "Direct.and. indirect funding (cash and in-kind)
were listed by gdoptgg‘projects~aé the fifst'and second most
supporfive effofts. The second most'frqugntly mentioned

kind of support from semi—adopted project resﬁohdents was
"accommodations in the system--i.e. allowing workshops, giving
inservice credit, devoting inservice days to pfoject éctivities,

etc."#®

Open to ideas?

Non-adopted projects listed neither of the above as
their second most common means of support. Theirs was rather
that the system had indirectly supported the project efforts
by "being open to ideas...by being receptive to the director
as a person etc."--in other words by being ammenable to the
innovation.

The cluster of responses to the question: "How might the
school system have been more supportive?” indicates that
adopted projects were by and large more satisfied than the
other two groups. None indicated that the system could have
changed——impiying that it probably did--and nearly 30% said

that the system could "not have been more supportive." Both

#Note: Accomodating to the project is to be differentiated
from actually changing some structure of the
school system to incorporate the project activities,
the latter being by far the greater commitment.
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the seml and the non—adopted progects 1nd1cated that they could
have used more support in a wider variety of areas--by more ‘
direct’ fundlng, by the school system bending a llttle more to
2avcommodate pro:ect act1v1t1es, by. dmrectly suppcrtxng partici-~

'pax;on-an the prpject, etc.

P

63.
T




Summary and Analysis...School - School System Support

In discussing the kinds of support his school system had
provided the project, one superintendent said.

- Well, schedules have been adjusted,
youngsters have been allowed to - .=
leave classes they were never al-

lowed to leave before.  We sheortened
the day.to accommodate the project
gctivities...and freed teachers up. N
We talked it up...and of course, we

peid for the curriculum development... =
summer workshops...

If ony comment could summafize the kind of sﬁpport the data
shows Adopted proJects getting from their local school systems,
it would be the above. Changing schedules...traditions in—
deed, readjusting'requirements for teachers and students,
verbal support and encouragement, and, of coﬁrse, money.
‘Cohtrast this with a non—adopted project.
There's no honest commitment and
concern by decision makers (cental
administration). They found the
program acceptable as long as it
didn't cost them money. They have
a superficial participation dbut not
a real gut level involvement...more
of a kind of disinterested and
- reluctant approval...an act of
. ommission rather than commission.
--Project Director
It is not that a school systems dramatically rejected the
innovative programs. More frequently, some didn't get that
involved. They might have providod moral supoort #ﬁen called
for, even approval and hopes that many would participated

"pecause it was a good idea,”" but real gut level involvement...

money? That was a different story.

6”.
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kow much does the system bend?

School systems didn't bend much fo¥ thé non adopted
projects. These programs dldn t get much money-—if any--and
the school commlttees were not very gupportive or helpful to -
their progress. Non adopted progect staffs had a generally
more negatlve féeling about their school systems. They didn't
feel they could be as open with them,<or they would be as
receptiVe. “Are you kiddxng?".one,QLrector said about open- 1
ness. ‘They woﬁldn't want to héar abquf thaﬁ." 1
. Adbpted projects, in general, seemed to conform more
' closely with the state guideling”s_ for :anreaséd iocal support~-
100% federal support the first year, but only 70% and 40% in
years two and three as the local systems grgdually absorbed
the costs. Their school systems seemed t;'beAmuch more sup-
portive, tliey seemgd to bend, to accommodate, indeed to change
for'the projects. Andwthaf in general is the difference.
Why, one asks, iﬁ this true? Was the non adopted project
so bad, so dlsorganlzed, s0 111.equ1pped to communicate its
ideas constructlvely, so "elite" in its goals and unresponsive -
to system needs that it was dropped? Was the school system
admxnxstrator so terrible, so closed and 1ndeed backward, that
“she/hé wouldn't recognize a‘good.prOJect if it hit her/him
in the face? ) B
" ije know that non adopted projects had trouble with dis-
gemination. They neither used it to the%r best Advantage nor

were they often fortunate enough to avoid "bad préss.“
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Ve know that directors of the non adopted projects did not
maintain the kind of informal contact with central administrators
as did the adopted. we know that they dxdn t push as much with
School Committees. They rode on spft money and. didn t or
couldn't get the comm;tment that 1s necessary.,

We also know that in all of the non adOpted progects, the‘
superxntendents changed in the years ofEOPergtion. We know
that the new superintendents weren't as iaentified or committed
to the Title III projects...We know that ihueoﬁe ways, the
projects seemed more threatening, more shatﬁeriﬁg to the
system's values. N

The reasons? No one can say for sure. The only thing
that is certain is that without school system'support, a project

cannot survive...for long.
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Part E:

With the transfer of th§ control over ESEA,Tifle‘III from
the federal to the state levelé in 1969 came soﬁe adﬁinis-
trative monies to carry out this neﬁffuncfion.fuéym¥§7i'tﬁe
‘Massachusetts state staff numbered nipe-~aAdirectop? f;vé full
and two part time field workers, and a disgemination specialist.
A state management study resulted in a systemafic approach
to selecting and administering projects from the state Title

III office and an Advisory Council was formed to assist in

Trial Period -- State Support’

"How much difference did the presence of a

Title IIT supervisor make? Well, I hall
the feeling of security that someone was

_ interested in the program on ‘the state *:*

‘level, someone in a position of authority
to whom I could go for alvice or action
should the need arise, I would say his/

. ot

her presence was a protection of my - *°
project in its earliest stages."
‘ ---Title III Director

" .

the implementation.




In 1971 each state staff member assumed responsibility
for monitoring about 6 of the 38 newly funded projects.

Regular visits from the state supervisor and project director
progress reports, annual on site'evalﬁatiohs,* and review of
continuation grants*#® were some of the processes institutéd

to both help the projects carry out fheir'objectivesvand keep "’
the state informed of their progress. -

The hope was that regular céhtéet byvsomeone on the state
level who built up an interest and understanding of the project
would not only obviate some of the usual bureaﬁcrafic
obstacles but help it achieve its objecti#es. More importantly,
perhaps, the hope was that a systematic monitoring process
would assist the project in its ultimate objective--adoption
by the local school district.

To what extent did this happen? One overall hypothesis

was tested in this area of state support.

#In an on-site evaluation, a team of five experts--state
staff, Title III Advisory Council members and outside
gspecialists in the project area visited the project for two
days to assess its progress. Findings and recommendations
were incorporated in a report. The projects under question
went through two such on-site evaluations.

**Findings and recommendations were incorporated in what
was called a "continuation grant"--a kind of renewal
proposal written at the end of each year of operation
for the following year's funds which included evaluations
of previous year's progress and revised objectives
for the upcoming year. These were reviewed rather
carefully by the state staff.
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TABLE 21

moz MUCH DIFFERENCE DID THE PRESENCE OF A SUPERVISOR MAKE TO THE PROGRESS OF YOUR PROJECT?

- o v -7 ) H»zo:r>aovdma, II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

.

Supervisor Got in m&mwﬁm<
Negative Influence ‘
Supervisor Had Little Contact With
the. Project :

Supervisor Only Influenced Expenditure of Money

9mma.zoH:mpcmuomo:mdomdeOd wowwowmm

" Slipervisor Helped Push the Project to
Evaluate Itself | :

Supervisor Provided an Outside Perspective-
Supported: the Idea of the Project

Supervisor Played-a Linking Role with Other
Towns -and Communities

Supervisor mmwwma Clarify Project Goals and Objct:
Made Sound Suggestions About Personnel

Supervisor Supported the Project Director .
During Difficulties

Supervisor Pushed the School System for Support

33.3%

22.2%

0.0%

11.1%

33.3%

0.0%

22.2%

22.2%

11.1%

33.3%
0.0%
uy . 4%
22.2%
508
11.1%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%
Hm.qm
61.1%
11.1%
By, 4%
5.6%
27.8%

22.2%
5.6%
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Hypothesis *18--A project whose staff and
supenintendent penrceive the nefationshdip
with the state Title 111 office of the
Deparntment of Educdation as posifive ox
neutral has a betten chance of being adopted
than one who sees it in a negative way-.
Findings
Data are mixed on this hypothesis--neither strongly
supporting nor strongly rejecting it. It dbes demonstrate
that the state Title III staff had widely varying reiationships
with the projects ranging from very positive to quite negative
and that these were sometimes .but not always reiA%ed t6 its
adoption.

Six questions provide some data for this hypothesis.

How Much Difference Did Supervisor Make?

Responses to this question only indirectly support the
hypothesis. All except participants and state staff were
asked to comment on how much difference they thought "the
Title III supervisor made in the progress of theiﬁ%project." As

' |
Table 21 shows, 33% of the non and semi-adopted gréup re-
- spondents said that the supervisor "negatively inflhenced" the
operation of their project. In contrast, none of the adopted
group felt this way. The negative influence was described by
one project director as follows:
"I would like to feel that I could bring up
questions to the supervisor without creating
more work and red tape...The supervisor shculd
not be one who would continuously look for
things to criticize."

And a superintendent outlined how he saw the supervisor ad-

versely affected the project.
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fSupervisor_talked.aelot and didn't- listen

very well.  S/he Wwas really trying to create

his/her groyect and not to support what was

there.S/he injected much too much of h--(self)

in the proyect.

S/he used to get people furlous at meetlngs.

We all tried to make sure s/he didn't get

into really critical meetings. People tried ] -
to avoid him/her. - : : :

But equally frequently mentioned by the non-adopted re-
spondents was a positive factor--that the supervisor provided
an "outside perspective (33%)", a function mentioned by the

adupted projects as well. Yet, besides this, the adopted and

semi-adopted projects did not see the supervisor role much be-

yond that of bureaucratic fac111tator.v

Sixty-one percent (61%) of the adopted and 4“% of the semi-
adopted projects saw the supervisor's main 1nfluence dolng
exactlyuthls in expediting the state bureaucracy. As described
by a project dlrector, such a role would be that
the superv1sor didn't assist d1rectly w1th the |
1mplementatlon of project activities...but gave -
much help with proposals, reports, on-site.
visits, and bureaucratic requirements.

Another said, simply: "He/she ran interference at the state

department."

Relationship. Between Project Director and Supervisor

Data in this area support‘the hypotheeis to a minimal
extent. Project directors and superv;sors were asked two
multiple choice questlons spec1f1cally about thelr 1nteractlon,
covering a range of descriptions from the negative to the more

complex and positive. 1In the first, each had to select phrases

A
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which summarized "the nature of the project director's requests
to the supervisor for help" ranging from simple bureaucratic
proeedures like money requests end proposal help to more‘complex
problems with personnel, school system, or general oroject
difficulties. | .

The second question requested "two descrlpthhS" which
"summarized the nature of- the relationship between the pro:ect
director and the supervisor." Some of the list was as f0110ws

categorized and summarized here for convenience:

Negative Neutpral--Positive
Supervisor got in way of Supervisor a help cutting through
the progress of the bureaucracy, with proposal re-
project. quirements, with money, etc.

Supervisor helpful as a demonstra-
tion of state support.

Supervisor helpful as a sounding
board for problems.

SuperVisor helpful as a mediator
with staff or system personnel
problems.

Supervisor an excellent resource
for project activities.

Supervisor very involved--gave
workshops etc.

‘SuQePV1SOP helpful as an evaluator

--got feedback project staff
couldn't get.

What was Listed?

Support for the hypothesis lay in the fact that 33% of the
non-adopted and 17% of the semi-adopted respondents said that
their supervisor "got in the way" of their progress. Otherwise

72,
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all three groups indicated a range of requests and relationships
that seem to point to no clear pattern. Semi and adopted pro-
jects seem to make sllghtly more 81mp1e bureaucratlc requests--
money, (four of six times) help W1th proposals etc.—-than did
non-adopted. Yet all three groups found the superv1sor helpful
as a "demonstration of state support" as well as .one who could

be a sounding board and give feedback on pro;ect'problems.

What was Not Listed? S ’ B
Some areas were'either not mentioned at all or sélected
minimally enough to be striking. Only semi and adopted projects
found the supervisor "helpful as a mediator with system or staff
,probl?msg_or as a "resource on project activities." And the
Sﬁporéiso?;providod:siightly more information abcut evaluators/
evaluation procesé for .the adopted projects than for the two
other groﬁps.

None of the pnoﬁeot directors found the supervisor helpful
in the area of dissemination and only the non-adopted projects

gaid that the éﬁpervisor was involved in giving workshops.

How Difficult to.Explain.Objectives to the State?

~Data from this question~do not support the hypothesis.
Everyone except the part1c1pants was asked "how difficult it
-was generally to explaln the objectlves of the pro;ect to a
series of 1nd1v1duals and groups, including the ESEA Title III
office." (The office was interpreted to mean anyone or a

number of individuals. related to the state Title III staff.)
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Results show that of the three groups studied, the semi-adopted
group indicated they had the most difficulty. A majority (55%)
said they found it from "somewhat" to "extremely difficult”

- to explain their objectives. While the adopted group found it
easiest--88% saying it was from "pretty easy" to ‘very easy"--

the non-adopted group found it relatively easy, too (70%).

How -Helpful Were Swme State Proceaaea?'V.'

Data is mixed in this area as well. Rrojecthdirectors and
supervisors were asked to estimate oh a four-point scale &
tfroh 1 -- "Not at all" to 4 -- "Extremely helpful”) how helpful

'-they found a series of state and fedepally instituted mohitoring
ﬁgocesses such as director and supef;isor feports, supervisor
visits, negotiating continuation grants, on-site evaluations
and the like.

° Data tend to support the hypothesis* in the frilowing:

--on site evaluations...(M=3; rather helpful)

~--internal project evaluation requlrements..,(M-
rather helpful)

--Supervisor reports...(M=2.5: between somewhat and
rather helpful)

Data tend not to support ‘the hypothesis in the‘following:

-~project dlrector monthly reports (non-adopted group
found them most helpful...(M=2.5: between somewhat
_ and rather helpful) -

--negotlatlng,contlnuatlon grants (adopted group
rated highest... M=2.9: rather helpful) and semi-
adopted group lowest...(M=2.1: somewhat helpful)

" *Where adopted progects found it most helpful and non-adopted's
the least.
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--Supervisor visits...surprisingly, both adopted and
non-adopted found them rather helpful and the
semi~adopted found them least productive.

- What Could Be Done Differently? .

e

: Data from these’sources tend to support Hypothes:s 18.
Both project director ‘and supervisdr were asked: "If you

were assigned the same project- (supervisor) égain, what would

you do differently? . How could s/he be more helpful to the

success of the progect?“
| TABLE 22

IF YoU WERE ASSIGNED THE SAME PROJECT/SUPERVISOR AGAIN, HOW WOULD
YOU .USE HIM/HER DIFFERENTLY?  (WHAT WOULD YOU DO DIFPERENTLY?)

I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

Get a Different'Superv1sor ) 16.7% 16.7% 0.0%

Change Personal Style of Superv  33.3% = 16.7% 0.0%
Use Superv More Effectively 33.3% 50.0% . 41.7%
Do Nothing Different . 16.7% 0.0% 58.3%
No Response 0.0% 16.7% - 0.0%

¥

Table 22 shows that 50% of the non-adopted project re- .
spondents (both dlrector and superv1sor) either wanted a
completely dlfferent superv1sor/pr03ect or were dlssatlsfied
with the supervisor's.personal style of relating to the broject.
"We needed a different supervisor...one with a more realistic
approach,” one non-adopted pro;ect dlrector said. "§/he
caused us great problems.“ Another director said: "The
nature of most of our pro;ect problems’was not in his/her

area of skili.or,iﬁtefest. We would like to mﬁtuaily agree
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with the state office on who the supervisor would be." There was
supervisor dissatisfaction as well. One expressed it this way:
The director didn't know what it. meant tS be
a Title III project...rules and regulations...
declining monies etc. I would make them more
accountable at every turn...
Not one of the adopted project group wanted any of these
changes. In'fact, the majority (58%) said they'd change nothing.
Said one director: ' "Qur supervisor was the best possible one...

provided me freedom to explore ideas and encourage me to try

out those ideas.'"
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Summary and Analysis -- State Support

It appears that there is some cqrrelgtion between the de-
gree of satisfaction a project diregtotian# supe?visor feel with
their relationship, and the extent to wﬁich‘the project is adopt-
ed. Staff in the adopted group felt from mildly‘to greatly satis-
fied with the role their séafe liaisoh ‘played in their projects.
“The'supervisor was highly supportive to our director during a
very difficult first two years," one staff member described.

In contrast, non and semi adopted projects were less pleased,
some indicating that their supervisor actually "got in the way"..

by getting people upset..." "pushing in directions the project
staff didn't want," and trying to make the project his/her own.

Yet ébme non adopted project respondents found the super-
visor immensely helpful. "S/he (the supervisor) lived the suc-
cess and failures of the project right along with the staff,"
said one project director of this group. Some in this group
found such state prpcessé; helpful as the project director
monthly progress reports, supervisor visits, and negotiating
continuation grants. And they found the supervisor helpful
vwith school system difficulties.

If anything, the semi adopted group were least satisfied
with the relafionship with the state. They saw the most dif-
ficulty explaining their objectives to the Title III office.

They found the state visits least helpful. They tended to see

the Title III office and staff most frequently as "the necessary
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bureaucrats"..."to get the proposal funded but otherwise as a
royal nuisance." As one supervisor saia of a project director
in this group; "If (director) wants mbney s/he calls me; If
(director's) having trouble with his/her staff, s/he doesn't."

In fact,‘ali of the project respondénis félt the super-
visor expedited bureaucratic fﬁnctions-—proposals, money,
on site procedures etc. In addifion, ;il‘found the supervisor
important as & demonstration of state suppo;t‘ And all found
the supervisor played an important role in listening to problems
of the project director and staff and giving feedback.

None of the respondents fpit the state supervisor played
any role with dissemination practices. Few saw active super-
visor participation (1ike a staff member) in giving project
workshops etc. And few 1ooked to the supervisor as a resource
for programmatic decisions.

Why?

It would seem that there are‘many reasons f§; a very mixed
reaction to the state role in an innovative proJect. First of
all, the very naﬁure of the moniforing functioﬁ of the ESEA
Title III staff #nd office--overseeing expenditure of funds
and the attainment of objectives--is bound to evbke some resent-
ment on the part of project directors and schéol systems alike.

One supervisor described the

89
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contentious nature of such a reiaﬁionship:_of enforcing regula-~
tions against someonel!s will:

There wvas a clash between the project

director ind the project supervisor.

I don't' know what happened. His/her

‘feeling was that the supervisor didn't

understand the project and was unreal- -

istic in making suggestions--exemplified

in the horror show in vriting the con-

tinuation grant for the first time.

S/he didn‘t feel this was necessary--even

though this was g directive from Washing-

ton...whenever I challenged him/her or

made a suggestion, it was bad. .,
In fact, given human nature, it would seem strenge if there
veren't some of his feeling whenever a director and supervisor
first begin working together. The major difference betveen
the adopted projects and the other two groups is that this in-
itial resentment was somehow ironed out.

Passive Role _

There might be other reasons for e widely varying reaction
to the part the state played in the innovative projects. It
eeems‘that_positive or negativewwe good portion of the role an
ESEAVTitle III supervisor played was passive~-listening,: facil-
itating, expediting--rather than acti#e»¢1eading, conducting,
pointing to new ways. One reason might be because there was
little time to do otherwise, given the bureaucratic requirements
of each job. State and federal governments impose structures
and procedures and then providé staff to he;p individuals carry
them out. The more complex the requirements, the more help is

needed. The fewer or simpler the steps? Well, then) perhaps
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the project better Planned, or better directed

there might be some time for imagination and creativity.
What Was Possible?
It would seem that besides time and resources, however g major

determinant of a supervisor relationship with & .project would

be in the eyes of the beholders- .vvhat all‘pérties saw as possible
-~-rather than any real limits on the part of the job description.
When asked if a project director frequently called on him/her

if a difficult problem arose, one supervisor éaid: “Wo whv?..

Well because I was irrelvant...He would tell me about it but he

wouldn't call on me.?”

Yet, despite these drawbacks, some pProject director and

supervisor relationships seemed to allow for more active part-

icipation. One director summarized such a relationship:

My supervisor pushed me to be tougher,
more decisive, a firmer leader, a better
pPlanner. S/he pressed the administra-~
tion of my school system for greater
product knowledge about program and

for financial support. S/he made sound
suggestions about personnel, both
evaluators, and teachers, and admini-
stration. Without my supervisor, I
believe I would have resigned at the

end of year one.
It is entirely possible that the demands nlaced on g
supervisor (and project director) of a non and semi adopted
project are simply greater than those experienced in an adopted

innovation. ™The school system could have been more supportive,

4 Or simply bet-

ter received.
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Above all, in two groups of projects--the non and semi-
adopted~the innovation project could have been incorporated
more fully by the school systems. And it is natural to blame
someone~-the state,...anyone--if this doesn't Qappen. But -
probably not very realistic since the state does not seen to
be such a key variable either to this study or to & director
who put it in the following way

Tt would be unrealistic and unfair

in my mind to expect the supervisor

to be the element for providing

success or failure. The supervisor

can be a good ready resource and help-
fulj; and could be an interested objec—
tive observer who could give some
valuable feedback to the project staff.’
Project director (ion Adopted)




Part F: Trial Period -- Leadership Style of the Project Director

"An ideal innovator is someone who would
never let h--self be called that."
Comnissioner Gregory Anrig
- . Massachusetts Department
of Education =

~-

The‘well known Ford Foundation study of innovation in the

‘o

sixties found to no one's surprise that the ability of the |
project dlrector was "the" major variable in the ab111ty of an
innovative program to succeed. Numerous funding agencies have
diccovered in thrn that if they know,in’advance that the future
rroject director is capable, they will fund a project no matter
how poorly it is written. ~And-50% of the decision-makers inter-
viewed within the Massachusetts Department of Education in this
study identified the leadership of an innovation as the "key
that can lock or unlock" the doors to its success.

Hence, the question of leadership style as an influence
on the adoption/non-adoption of an innovation clearly appeared

to be an important area for investigation in this study.

. Narrowing the area down, hdwever, was a more difficult task.

The eight hypotheses in this category fall into basically

three areas: (1) Background - those dealing with the training
and experience a director brings to a position the day s/he
begins, {2) Professional Skills - those dealing with abilities
which can be developed on-the-job and (3) Personal - personality
charactefistics and/or attitudes which influence everything--

skills, interactions, experiences--which can be altered much

less easily than anything else.
Q 93
' ERIC 82.




Area 1 - Background . 7

Hypothesis #19--1§ the director has woxrked 4in
the community at Least prior to the develop-
ment of the innovation, the projeect has a
better chance of being adopted than if 8/he
48 completely ungamifiar with the community.
This runs counter t6 thé idea that -innovators usually
come from outsidé'thq;gghool‘éyétem és-opposed to béing bred

i .
from within. 7 LT e : N

© - ' 7ABLE 23

HOW MUCH EXPERIENCE HAS THE fROJECT?DIRECTOR HAD IN THE COMMUNITY/
SCHOOL SYSTEM AND IN THE SUBJECT AREA OF THE PROJECT?

.I-Non-Adopted , II-Semi-Adopted |  III-Adopted

Community or |[Subject Area] Comty or | Subj Area Comty or | Subj.
School ‘System | ' of Project | Schl Sys | of Project | Schl Sys | Area

None . 33.0% . 67.0% 67.0% 33.0% 83.0% [17.0%

Some '67.0% ' ’ 33.0% - 33.0% - 67.0% '17.0% | 83.0%
Findings
Data do not support the hypothesis. Table 23 shows that )

while almost all (83.4%) of the adopted project directors had
been working in .the community/school system prior to the be-
ginning of the project, so had 67% of the non-adopted directors.
And the trend runs contrary for the semi-adopted directors.
lowever, it ahould;be noted that because the'data shows that
the majority of the adopted project directors had worked in

the system prior to being -involved in the innovation, it cannot

be ‘'said that such experience is not importantl
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Subject Area skills

 Hypothesis #20--1§ the directlor has the

_expentise in the subject area of the project,
that project has a better chance 04 beding

' adopted than one which the dinector has to

‘othens forn this expertise.

neky on

This hypothesis is based on the idea that. there is a dif-
ference between a director who h/self has some experience and
training in what the program is attempting to do (e.g. social
studies skills, behavioral objectives, individualized instruc-
tion early childhood education), and one who must call on staff
or consultants exclusively to éarry out the training activities.

Findings /

Déta tend to support the hypothesis. Table 23 shows that
all but one (83.3%) of the adopted project directors had
had some experience and training in the project area before
_becoﬁing director. This percentage is almost three (3) times

as great as the percentage of non-adopted directors who had

had similar experience.
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Area 2 - Professional Skills--0On The Job

Three hypotheses are in this area. The first is:

Hypothesis #21--1§ a dinecton {s skilled in
management (cfear about goakls, Long range
pLanning, able to make decisions), the project
i8 more apt to be adopted than if the directoxr
Lacks these shills.

Findings

Data does not support the hypothesis. What it does show
is many of the directors, especially the pon-adopted, seem to
ha'e possessed these skills. -

TABLE 24

ASIDE FROM PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE, WHAT PERSONAL TRAITS
DO YOU THINK THE SCHOOL SYSTEM WAS LOOKING FOR IN
HIRING THE PROJECT DIRECTOR?

I-Hon-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-fdopted

Expericnce: Overall Intelligence,

Knowiedge 53.3% 46.74% 46.7%
Influential: Facilitator, Per-

suasive, Community Knowledge 33.3% 46.7% 4G6.7%
E.zathotic: Congenial, Warm, Gets .

KTong with Variety of People 26.7% 53.3% 36.7%
Acticn/Goal Oriented: Hard

ilorking 33.3% 20.0% 33.3%
Leadership: Conceptual Ability,

DeTegating Responsibility , 53.3% 46.7% 40.0%
Decision Making: Good Judgement 13.3% 0.0% 10.0%
Intearity: Trustworthiness, 6.7% 0.0% 6.7%

Honesty, Character

cont'd
85.




TABLE 24 - Continued

I-Non-Adopted  I1-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

. Flexibility: Resiliency, Reacts
Well to Eressure, Creatjve,

) Pationt 26.7% 13.3% 16.7%
Managament/Administration:
“Organizing 46.7% 60.0% 53.3%
No Response 13.3% 33.3% : -, 26.7%

Director's abilities

A number of questions uncovered information related to

this hypothesis. Responses to a series of questions about

. personal traits are collapsed in Table 24. "What personal
traits was the school system 1ooking for in hiring the pro-
ject director?", "How does the project thrust reflect these
qualities?" and "What would be the areas that would suffer
the most if the project director were to suddenly leave?"
An ability to manage, administer etc. was listed most
frequently by the semi and the adopted projects. However,
it is listed second for the non-adopted as well.

Project director strengths

All but participants were asked to arrange in order of
preference a series of descriptions--administration, teaching,
evaluation, research, and persuasion--according to "what they
saw as the strengths of the project director,' and then ac-

cording to "what they should be". Each group listed

86.
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"administration/leadership" first in both instances.

Leadership style and management

Finally, everyone was asked to discuss the leadership

. style of.the project director. Responses’ preserited in Table 25

indicated that all directors, particulafly the non-adbpted
group, Wwere seen as having strong management. skills. A t-test
on the difference between the two means revealed a significance

at the .01l level.

87.
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" DESCRIBE THE LEADERSHIP STYLE OF YOUR PROJECT UHWMOHOW

TABLE 25
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Good Salesman? -

The other hypothesis falling into this category of
-cn-the-job skills is thé_folldwing:
Hypothesis #22--14 a project dinector 48 veny
persuasive [ingluential, a good salesman

§on the project),-the project is morne apt
" %o be adopted than 4i{ he/she is noZt.

Findings .

The data do not support the hypothesis. All three groups
of directors were seen as possessing the quality of being
persuésivé}or influential. VOne of the adopted directors put
it thié way: "Yes, we've dealt with the pragmatic world out
there...we've paid proper heed to the superintendent of schools'
and school committee's perceptions of reality."

Tables 24 and 25 show that the semi and adopted directors
were seen to have this persuasive quality but only somewhat--
more -frequently than the noh-adépted-directors; ‘When asked to
arraﬁge project director strengths in priority order, all

groups of respondents put "persuasion" second only to

"administration/leadership.” (See table 26)




TABLE 26

THE FOUR MOST FREQUENTLY CHECKED ITEMS FOR LEADERSHIP
STYLE OF THE PROJECT DIRECTOR.IN.ORDER-OF PREFERENCE

R

LA 8 "

) ' III-Adopted

I-Non-Adopted ‘fiQSemi-Adoptéd>

Management Skills Non-Directive Supportiv;

Leadership Skills Démbcrétic i ' ’vHaﬁageﬁentwékills

Non-Directi;e ﬂ;cisive'A ' Coﬁmittéd ’

Democratic - fiexible T tied”{?lexibie‘ ) ‘ g
. Leadership Skills - |

The last hypothesis has to do more with the extent to
which a director attempts to supplement his/her professional
growth.

Hypothesis ¥#23-~14 a director is actively Linmvolved

Ain a number of professdonal organizations, that

profect 48 more apt to be adopted than L§ he/she
is8 not.

Findings ” o - .

Data presented in Table 27 on the project directors -
support the hypothesis. Two thirds of the directors of adopted
projects (67%) were actively involved in more than three
organizations. Only one third (33%) of the other two groups

were this actively involved.

1¢2
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. TABLE .27 o
PROJECT DIRECTOR INVOLVEMENT IN. PROFESSIONAL-ORGANIZATIONS

' I-Nori-Adopted IT-Semi-Adopted ~III-Adopted
- Few (1-3) 67.0% 67.0% 33.0%
Many (3 or more) 33.0% C 0 33.0% : 67.0%
} 103
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Area 3 - Personal Characteristics--Personality...Attitudes

Four hypotheses are in this area of personality charac-

teristics and attitudes. The first deals with how much

freedom a director feels s/he has in carrying out the activities

of the project. - T T P . | -

Autonomy - How indepéndenf is the Director?
Hypothesdis #24--14 a dinecton 6ee£4 a sense
oﬁ autonomy and independence in carnying out
the activities of the project, the project
hes a betten chance of beding adopied tian if .
4/he does not.

The assumptions underlying this hypothesis are that if

a director feels encumbered by too many decision makers
(i.e. administrators) in the school system and/or too many
bureaucratic obstacles (rules, procedures, etc.), s/he is
less able to carry out the project activities successfully
than if the project were somewhat independent in the system
hierarchy.

Findings ’

Data do not support the hypothesis. For one thing, Table -

4--Town and School System Data shows that the number of teachers
per administrator is lowééi in the semi-adopted group--evidence
of greater bureaucracy. Interpreted another way, the semi-
adopted group is 300% more bureaucratic than the non-adopted
and nearly 400% more than the adopted.

On the other hand, projéct directors were asked to list

how many individuals they had to consult before making a

decision about a project activity. Responses indicated little

ERIC 93. - 194




trend except that one third (33%) of the adopted projects said
that they n=zed consult "no one". None of the other projects
could say this. One such director of an adopted project put
it this way:

Most things are left to my judgement

about what to do or teach. I have great

freedom. I never abuse it. My super-

intendent told me way back: ‘'When you

make a major error, I'll have you come

to me.' .

Openness to Evaluation...flexibility

Another hypothesis relating to attitude is how 6pen the
director is to scrutiny, evaluation...how willing s/he is to
change? Does s/he ever identify so strongly with the project
that any criticism of it is an sttack upon him/her self?

Or can the director step bask and lsok afresh at project progress?
‘ Hypothesdis #25--14 a dinector Lis open to

evaluation and f§Lexible, the project {8 monre
apt to be adopted than 4§ the dinector is not.

Findings

Data partly support the hypothesis. On the question of
flexibility or resiliency, adopted project directors snowed a
significantly greater iﬁdication of possessing this quality.
Table 25 shows that three times‘as many adopted as non-adopted
respondents said that the‘director demonstrated flexibility,
wnich proved to be among thé‘top four qualities listed by both
the semi and the adopted projects. A t-test on the differences

between two means showed a statistical significance at the

.01 level.




Openness to Staff Suggestion

Staff and project directors were asked, "Do you feel com=-
fortable in giving suggestions/advice to the project director?
Do you encourage suggestions from the staff?" Table 28 shows .
that only in the adopted projects dovthe staff members view the .

directors as being completely open to suggestxons. ‘ \

TABLE 28

DO YOU FEEL COMFORTABLE GIVING SUGGESTIONS/ADVICE
TO THE PROJECT DIRECTOR '

Staff View I-Non-Adopted II Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

In Some Areas 33% , 67% 33.3% )

Actively Solicits Some 67% 33% ) 17.0%

Complete Openness o 0% , 0% 50.0% ;
TABLE 28

DCES THE STAFF FEEL COMFORTABLE GIVING SUGGESTIONS/ADVICE TO YOU

Project Director's View I-Non-Adopted II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

Some ) : 0% 33% . 17%
Actively 33% 0% 50%
Openness . , - 67% - 67% - 33%

Table 29 shows that directors in the non and semi adopted pro-
jects definitely viewed themselves as being more open than
their staffs viewed them to be. In contrast, adopted directors

were less liberal in viewing their openness than were their

staffs. 106
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Openness to Evaluation®

As seen earlier, adopted projects show a more positive
attitude towérd evaluation as a tool for progress than do the
non-adopted. In particular, Table‘30vshows that the difectors
of the adopted projects saw both the on s;te evaluatlon and the
project's .own 1nterval evaluatlon at least 50% more importantly
than did the non-adopted dlrectors. Evaluatlon was to the non-
adopted directors generally only "rather helpful"—-2 on a four
point scale--and to the adopted evaluation averaged 3~~"rather
helpful."”

. TABLE 30 -
HOW HELPFUL DID YOU FIND EACH OF THE FOLLOWING:

I-Non-Adopted ' II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

Evaluation by Proj.

Evaluator - : 2.33% 3.0 © 3.83
On-Site Evaluator . . )
Visits "1.66 D 2.33 2.83
. 41=Not at All Helpful

2=Somewhat Helpful
3=Rather Helpful
4zExtremely Helpful

*Rogers identified thls as a- key variable to the success of
an innovator. - ’
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Empathy/Support

The third hypothesis in this group relates to the director's

ability to be supportive of others, to p@t'self in the position

vf the other person and imagine that pefsén's‘feelings.

Hypothesis #26--14 a director is empathetic
and supportive, the project’ has a betiten
chance of being adopted than 4if he/she 4is not.

Findings ' '

Data sgpports,the hypothesis. Looking back to Table 25,
one can see that the personal quality of '"empathy" was cited
most frequently for semi and adopted dirgctors. Also in
Table 25 ("What is the leadership style of the project direc-
tor?") 60% of the adopted directors were seen as belng
"supportlve" to a great extent as ~opposed to 20% of the non-
adopted directors. A t-test on the means of these two groups

revealed a statistical significance at the .01l level.

Discuss Difficul;ies with Staff

Data from this source supports the hypothesis to some
extent. Project directors and staff members were asked how
frequently the project director sat down with staff members
to discuss work or difficulties associated witbh work. Responses
show that semi and adopted project directors show this kind of
cupport more frequently than do non-adopted directors. For
example, only the non-adopted project respondents said the
director never sat down with staff (33%). In contrast 83% of

the semi and adopted projects said they sat down fairly often

(1/month) to very frequently (1/week).
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Leadership Skills

The last hypothesis in this section deals specifically
with the director's leaders*ip style--in his ability to move
- people, delegate responsibility. . ,
Hypothesis #29--1§ a directon 4is able to fead
effectively (able to delegate responsibility,

coordinate roles ete.), the project 4is8 mone
apt to be adopted than i 8/he 48 noi.

Findings |

Data do not support the hypothesis. Both the non-adopted
and adopted directors were'seen to have this quality. In fact
the non~§dopted respondents mentioned it most frequently of
the three groups when discussing the personal traits the
director brought to the job, like the following description:
"His/her main style is one of coordinating the efforts of those
who héve various roles."

And directors in the adopted projects had their own share
of difficﬁlties assuming the leadership role of delegating

responsibility. As one supervisor said of a director in this

group:

(Director)...didn't want to have any staff
initially and it took a year before s/he

felt confident delegating some responsibility
to others. S/he had to oversee everything...

Directive vs. Non-directive

However, the gata show a slight difference between the
adopted and the non-adopted projects in how that leadership’is
carried out. Directors of non-adopted projects are seen some-

waat as more democratic and non-directive than are the directors

of the adopted. Table 26 shows that these traits are
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mentioned most frequently by this group.

TABLE 31

HOW WELL DOES THE PROJECT DIRECTOR DEFINE YOUR KRESPONSIBILITIES?
HOW WELL DO YOU DEFINE THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF YOUR STAFF? *

"I-Non-Adopted - II-Semi-Adopted III-Adopted

Not At All 11%. 0% T 31%

Somewhat . 33% T uug 0%
Fairly Well | h4g :33% - 37%
Extremely Well 0% 22% 31%

2
Xg = 12.6(p €.05)

Defining Staff Responsibilities

Adopted directors dre significantly more directive defining
responsibilities to their staffs than are the other two groups
as can be seen in Table 31. Responses to the question showed
that almost 70% of the adopted group felt responsibilities
were defined "fairly" to "extremely well"--alﬁdstqzs% higher
than the non-adopted group. A chi square test reveals a

statistical significance at the .05 level.

How Explicit?

When project directors were asked, "“How explicitly do you
define the're5pdnsibilities of yourvstaff,";the responses

again indicate less directiveness by non-adopted directors.

None of the non-adopted directors chose to define responsi-

bilities without doing it mutually with the staff member.
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Two thirds (67%) let the staff member work out his/her~6wn role.

.In contrast fromVSO - 67% of the semi and adop'ted directors o

took it upon theméeiGes‘td clarify the role‘Eithefslooéely or
strlctly. ThlS dldn t always work out for the best however.. .
One staff member (adopted) outlined it thls way

At first (director) was uncomfortable
being an- administrator...s/he -made some
decisions on’ (his/her) own and didn't
clearly. explaln why...Many of the ‘
decisions are made by (director) in-
stead of with the staff.

When Can a Staff Member Represent the Director?

Does the director attend every ;mportant meeting er -
function or does s/he feel cemfortable‘delegating‘some,of this
responsibility to a staff member? Each was asked this questien.

Results indicate thatbstaff members in;adogted‘brojects
represent their directors somewhet more frequently at serioue”or
troublesome meetings;-fiscal brobiems, meetings with suﬁerin-
tendents, school commit;ees; anfagonisfic parent groups etc.--
than do non-adopted project s&aff.: "When would jour difeetor

not ask you to represent him/her at a meeting?" "I can't’

think of any instdnce," was the response (adopted)

111
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Summary and Analysis - Leadership Style

Trying to pin down : the leadership style of the dgirector
of an innovation is like tfyiné to count the points on a snow-
flake. They're tﬁere and‘yef‘they're-noﬁ there. Each point or
flake is distinctmand‘yét each so easily blends in with the
others, and in so‘doiﬁg; chénges the overall design. But even
taough it's the mo;f élusiye qspé@t of‘this study, looking at
leadership styles‘is, ih sdmg fespects, one of:the most fas-
¢inating aspects not oﬁly of thig; but of anyqstudQ of a

human enterprise.

What seems key? - Skill in prBject concern

The data show that each of the following vafiables‘geem
to have some relationship to the adoption of an ipnd&ation.
First of all, it seems important that a~d§re¢t§r be‘skilled
in the area of the project, as opposed go éimply'overséeing }
others who will carry out the.t;aining. .Perhaps it is because
such experience and training gives thé diréctor some credibility
in the eyes of the participants, staff, and admihistration...“
"she knows what she's talking about,..pointQOf-view." Perhaps
only such familiarity with the subject mattér of the project
can provide the director with the kind of vision necessary
+o move the innovation forward in the best possible manner.
One staff member who did most of the training for the
project described how it held her director back not to have

her skills: 112
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Because she/he didn't feel competent
in my specialty, she/he didn't .make
judgment, decisions, proscriptions
about what I was to do. She/he did
consider her/himself competent in .
administratlon... ‘

Or in the worst of all possible worlds, a directOr may lack
experience and training and ‘may 1n ignorance not only hire
others ‘with similar deficiencies but insist on doing the

training as well. The result might be as this particzpant

saw it:

They (project director and staff)
didn't achieve their objectives:

too well because they weren't too
aware/clear of their own objectives. -
In other words, I don't think they
were oriented properly...

- In-order to train somebody, you
yourself have to be trained first in-
the particular area in which you're
giving the training. I think that's
obV1ous. v e . L

Membership in outside organizations

Similarly, directors of adopted projects.are more actively
1nvolved in outside professional organizations. Everett
Rogers feels this keeps the innovators "in touch" with
change, with new ideas, with simply other'ways of dOing
things. It would seem 1mpossible to maintain a vitality and
cxcitement without any contact Wlth tlie outside world.
Furthermore, professional organizations besides giving in-
dividuals an opportunity to grow, can provide incentives or
rewards for efforts which the school system may not as yet

have recognized.‘ . 113
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Flexibility,igpenness toqEvaluation

Other variables’ which are identified with -adoption are
flexibility“and an Openness to outside eValuation. Rogers
feels that innovators should know the etfectiveness of
evaluation as a tool for looking at progress.& Equally as
important is the idea that the dxrector ‘not - be so identified
with a program that she/he cannot let &thers stand back and
take a very critical look. So closely is' this tied to ”
flexibility--changing with changing needs eéither from self
or others--that the two seemsinextricahly*joined.

Directors of adopted.projectsfare more positive about
all kinds of eyaluationbion site, internal, staff. Adopted
projects have more pOSitive evaluations. uThere may be some
connection. But whether in valuing it, they used it to their
advantage or they Just valued it because it was tv their

.

advantage...cannot be said for sure.
Empathy

Equally important for directors of adopted projects is -
. the quality of empathy--the ability to put oneself in another

L] sup_

person's position--being "conSiderate on all leVels,
portive, sympathetic to the needs of- others. '
It is empathy which enables a leader of innovation to
understand how hard change is for. people and the importance |
of not pushing. "She/he gives -people the confidence that...
they can dc it.”, said one supervisor of a- director (adopted)

It is empathy that helps someone resclve conflicts and stress—-
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"even at the highest administrative levels." And it is
empathy which motivates directors to sit with staffs to dis-
cuss their difficulties.""Shé/heiknowsrhdw to use us well,
She/he's iust‘very sensitiVe and éwere‘with people," a staff

member said gratefully.

Directive vs. non directive

Although the data do not show thetfadopted directors
possess more leadersh;p skills than non adopted directors,
they do uncorer‘some differences in the way thisfleadership,
i.e. delegation of’respensibility, is carried out. Adopted
directors seem slightly more directive than do non and semi
adopted. They tend to specify more what theynenpect from
their staffs and they sit deﬁn more often to discnse diffi-
calties with them. The difference between this epproach and
that of the non adopted directers is that the adopted listen
to staff input but then tend to make the deciéions more on

their own rather than looking for a consensus as did the

directors of the other two groups. One staff member described

it this way:

our (director)...consults with the
staff in advance and listens to
what we have to say...(but) she/he
ultinately takes the responsibility
for the direction and leadershxp of
the project.

contrasted with the non adopted style--seen by one director
as a "100% team effort. All members of any enterprise for

which I'm responsible have anvequal opportunity to affect and

direct the outcome of the enterprise."” And another semi-
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adopted dirécﬁor outlineé his concenguéLappfoach:
5 I take input fiomfe§;;yoﬁé} 'ivbe-‘
lieve there's no best way of doing
anything. All suggestions are
brought out and discussed and-a
joint decision is made as to the
best solution. . :
Non and semi-adopted directors were @gscribed more frequently
as democratic and non directive théﬂ.tﬁe ;dop;ed group.is

There were limits to either style, however. -Someﬁimes
the non adopted directors were described as "laissez‘fAire",
or "non aggressive...just a nice guy," "non confrontational ,"
or simply as someone who "listens to too many people.” The
non directiveness may have been less deliberately assumed
than a style which emerged from an inability to "take hold of
the situation" or face controversy.

On the other side, the adopted directors were sometimes
described as "unable to delegate;" "wanting to do everything
themselves," and "making decisions without consultation with
the staff."--not at all favorable by any means. \

- since both approaches reflect a difficulty in giving
effective direction, all that can be said is that maybe it is
better to err on the siée of directiveness or decisiveness
than the opposite. Whoéﬁerfsaid Ehatrleaderé.had to be ever
"sweetness éﬁdJIiéht?" Perhapé<tﬁe foilowing director's re-

flections are closer to the mark than one would at first think:

If I had it to do over again, I'd be
a little more of a-hastard as a pro-
ject director. I've taken the long
.term mission approach~-tried not to im-
pose my own views on the staff but let
them work it out their own way...but..,
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What seems not to be key...to adoption, that is.

Some variables emerged as important to most project

directors but didn't seem negessarilf’tiéd to adbption.

Experience in the community

One of these is that the director have some experience
in the community/sqhobl>sy$tém_prior to being director. One
zdopted director thought it was very important:
‘I think the fact that they (teachers
and administrators) knew me and knew
I had taught a number of years, they
were willing to give it a chance be-
cause they trusted me.
It's much more important to have a
person the teachers trusted than to
hire an unknown person regardless of
his quallflcatlons to carry out a :
~ project the administration had concocted.'
And almbst all of the directors in this group did have some
experience in the community before assuming the Title III
position. Hence, this kind of experience does seem important.
But two thirds (2/3) of the non'adopted directors had
this background too and the semi adopted directors didn't
follow this pattern. Therefore, while’ propably contrlbutlng
somethlng of value to the project, it cannot be said that

hav1ng experlence in the community leads to adoptlon.

4

Autcncmy

The same thing can be said about this variabie. Most of
the projects seemed to be autonomous. In other words, they
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operated rather independently of the school system. - As one
adopted director said:

For'most day to day dec;s;ons I don' t
have to consult with anyone...sometimes -
we have to check in with the superinten-
dent because -she/he's an important per-
son and advisor aa well as a political
force

4 L. t. coad ;1

_But this 1ndependence didn't alWays work ‘to “the project's

advantage. A d;rector of a dxscontxnued projedt expla;ned

why:

«

’ our project operated with a great deal
v of autonomy--not by design though...
' * the new superintendent didn't exhibit
any interest at all...

Some- school systems ‘were Just as happy not to see the project
as‘ part ef their ope:atmon. Hence, autonamy does not appear

i

to bé-related to adoption. ‘.i

Pefsuasion

Accordxng’to this study, all of the directors were
highly persuasive. They possessed th;s skill second only to

their management abilities. And accord;ng to most respondents,

. all difectbrs.?should"-have {ais a* ility-~to sell the project,

to influence otpers_of,its value.

Yep it was sﬁown earlier that dissemination was a
problem for'the non adopted projects. How can a director be
persuaeive and yet have trouble with disseminatioh? Bad ‘luck,
bad pubiieity, bad start up, disinterest, .lack of interest,
weak project? One thing can be said. The problems with dis-
gsemination did not lie with the directors' lack of persuasive
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Management ana Leadership
Finally, it can also be said that anQ'prOblems a project
may have had in being picked up did not fall at the feet of
faulty management ability'bf the directdt.‘uAll diiectors
were seen as having real ability in this‘areg‘ And all direc-
tors saw the necessity of having this of prime importancé.
Sometimes they had to learn it as this director describes:
The project needed a good manager |
.. s+SOmeone with good leadership/
management skills. It's taken me
two years to learn this. 1It's
been a training period for me.
So if they didn't come to the job with the skills, they Kknew
they had to learn them the hard way. n
1f anything the non adopted directors came to the job
with the most experience in administration and were seen as
having these qualities the strongest of the three groups.
Perhaps they were seen only as administrators? Perhaps be-
cause they frequently lacked training and experience in the
subject area of the broject, their management ability didn't
carry them far enough. Perhaps it was the combination of
their democratic-veering-on-laissez-faire style with this
maniagement ability that confused the issue., Perhaps it was i
their basic lack of interest in more formal evaluation. It

might well have been all of these.

108.
\(o 119




yI. OVERALL SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS--What have we learned about
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- Innovation in Massachusetts? .

"If the results. .of...(bur) efforts are to'be
fully applled, I think we need to under-
stand what the problems are “in“actually
implementing a new and improved practlce "

.. .7 ==Commissioner Terrel Bell,"-

- P Office of Education,

I ! November, 1974, “¢

PR .

o

»

. " . Sle .
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Over tﬁent& million dollars...nearly‘2§9_projects...in«
novations...and what have we learned:ahont‘innovation in the
state? What can’ we say...now...in 1875 aboutfgetting an in-

novatlon started, on its feet, ~and adopted by 1ts local communi-

= T

ty? What follows is a summary of.the. findings and also .some

suggested strategles for local dlstrlcts and state personnel

concerned w1th change.

e "
Y

oo SUMMARY
The study- found that the varlables most strongly related

to the adoption of 1nnovatlons clustered in three main: areas.

1. - SYSTEMATIC PLANNING IMPLBMENTATION AND BVALUATION OF -
OBJECTIVBS Do e ‘ .
Accordlng to all evaluatlon reports and to the oplnlons

‘\l_;«,;

of. partlclpants and administrators allke, adopted programs
--met the1r ob]ectlves to a s1gn1f1caqtly greater extent

~--were more carefullj planned and had pome pllot ‘exper-
iences; .

--had directors with more expertise in the program”areas
of the project;

--had objectives which were more realistic/achievable,
more comPatlble, more tanglble (easy to understand and
to explain) and more visible (effecting observable
changes in the participants).
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As a result, participants felt more satisfaction from
their participation in the adopted programs than did those in
the non-adopted programs. ‘Furthermore, nonparticipants and
administrators alike could-see and understand more clearly the

achievements in the adopted programs.

Changeability - Adopted programs stayed with their objectives.
Syétematic planning and implementation were also

demonstrated in the variable of changeability. Adoﬁted programs

‘needed to change their objectives Iess'frequently in order to

operate successfully than did the non-adopted programs. And
while the latter group found they were frequently shifting
entire directions sometimes because of negative feedback from
school and community, the program changes in the adopted group
were frequently made to expand an activity because it was so
positively received. (For example, working with an additional
school or ‘more teachers etc.) In fact, by the third year of
operation, most of the adopted programs had expanded to a far
greater number of schools and districts than had the non-
adopted prograﬁs.

Evaluation - Adopted programs nelied moare on evaluation.

An important part-of this systematic planning and imple-
mentation process was the use of periodic evaluation to measure
progress. Adopted: programs relied significantly more on
systematic evaluation to achieve their objectives-—bbth the
sponsored annual on-site visits and internal project evaluators--

than did the non-adopted programs. Staffs and project directors

alike were more positive in their endorsement of evaluation
‘110. 121




ers of the adopted programs‘were found to be somewhat -more -open
to suggestion/evaluation and significantly”ﬁore fleéxible than

were non-adopted directors.

-
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as a useful tool in their programs' opervations. In: fact, lead- 1
j

1

1

1

l
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2. NETWORK BUILDING——EARLY AND WIDESPREAD DISSEMINATION
AND INVOLVEMENT ‘

o The second main area of f1nd1ngs is that of systematic ;
dlssemlnatlon and 1nvolvement of dec1slon makers and opinion . i
leaders. This began in the ear11est plannlng stages and -
contlnued throughout the program s operatlon.

Adopted programs 1in thls study were found to-émploy many
" of the usual means of dissemination to the people iﬁ'tﬁeir
districts—-articles, newsletters, reports.‘ But what separated
tﬁeir approach from that of the nop-adopted proﬁects=was the
frequent and early use of person—to—person contacts. Project
directors and- staffs. had far more 1nforma1 conitact with:.dis-
trict decision makers,than'dld‘thOSe of non-adopted programs

from the early stages on. They tended to make ‘more personal

presentations to scheol. committees and supportive and mon~
'supportlve school- groups allke. R R Dl

In the adopted programs, oppOS1t1on was diluted through
involvement. In the non- adopted it was frequently polarized

<hrough avoidance.. Hence, there was a s1gn1flcant difference

between -adopted and non-adopted programs in the~part“thms

" total dissemination effort played in mov1ng “them towards

" t .

thelr objectives. . 1‘)2
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Self-Renewal - Adopted programs won district support early.

The purpose of dissemination is to win sugport in order
that tﬁe'program will eventually become part of fhe district
routine. The study found that efforts towards institutiona~
lization or routinization of the adopted innovafithVbegan as
early as the planning stages. They obtained more financial,
as well as time and resource support from the séhoolpdistrict
even prior to Title III. funding than did the non-adopted pro-
grams . ‘Furfhermorg, maintaining and increasing this support

trroughout the operation of the program was true to a statis-

7tica11y significant extent for the adopted programs.

Related to this finding was another variable--that pro-

ject directors of adopted programs were significantly more

empathetic than those of non-adopted. Rogers (1971) points out

how this quality is important if a' leader is to work effec-
tively with clients. It is probably true that fhe ability to
understand difficulties which come with change was a quality‘
which helped directors of adopted projects in their contacts

with administrators.

3. DIAGNOSTIC INVENTORY--NEED VS. SUPPORT

The third maih area of variable findihgé;falls into the
general category of the diagnostic inventényWhich;isﬂbart'ofz
the early planniné of an innovation. 1In ESEA‘Tit1e$III¥funded
programs, this early diagnosis takes the form of a needs |
assessment survey in that barticular distfict.

This study found, however, that ver& few of theéédopfed

programs actually began from a felt need in the school'systeﬁ.
112.
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Furthermore, there was no correlation between doing a needs
assessment at the beginning stages and later adoptlon of a
program. Most of the innovative programs 1nclud1ng the non-
adopted were seen to come into belng because ‘a few individuals
thought the 1dea had merit. '_ “ _

In truth, the study contradlcted some commonly-held
beliefs about the‘orlgln stages of 1nnovatlonsﬂ Findings showed
that‘early'project director involvement was het related to
later adoption. Nor was theAihvolvement of lerge groups of
school individuals. ‘bata did:hot shew it a key factor that the
superintendent be the initiotor nor‘that the initiator be
either from within the school system or come from outside.
Furthermore, neither the soc1o-econom£c makeup of the communlty
(high median income, profe881onallsm) nor a high per pupll
expenditure were related to later adopthn.

Innovative Climate - Wealth of the schoof district was not
a gacton.

‘The data indicated some interesting generalizations about
the types of communltles where 1nnovat10ns are accepted. Contrary
to p0pular oplnlon, adopting school dlstrlcts were not wealthier

than non-adopting districts. However, they tended to be more

open and flexible in their attitudes towards their personnel.

£lmost all of the adepting districts had adopted‘an ESEA

Title III program prior to the current pfograd‘and none of the
non-adopting systems had. It showed that, more important than
the role of the initiator (diffusion leader, superintendent,

etc.) was the credibility the individualﬁpdSSeésed in the school
113. |
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district. Data showed that early support is more important
than early need for a program. And, perhaps most importantly,
the compatibility of the innovation itself with the values of
the school system affected (i.e. how radical the proposed
change) was importaht not only in the begihning but in all
phases of the program's develoﬁmeht.A Radical innovations were
eimply not adopted.

Two other areas of findings did not relate directly to
adoption but are included for interest--the leadership style
of ‘the project director and the role of the state.

A. Leadership Style of the Project Director* - Mone fLexible,
mone empathefic, but Zess democratsc.

The typical director of the adopted and semi-adopted

projects was slightly younger (average age 38 years) than that

of the non-adopted (average age 42), was less frequently a
male, had more experience in the subject area of the project,
and had a little more formal education (Master's degree plus)
than the directors of the non-adopted projects. Directoré of
adopted projects were seen by suberintendents, state and pro-
ject staff members, and participants as being more flexible,
more empathetic, and slightly more open to criticism than the
non-adopted directors. However, they tended to be less demo-
cratic--defining gesponsibilities of staff and participants
more clearly, more apt to make decisions alone--and have

slightly more difficulty delegating responsibility.

*See Appendix V for profile.
114.
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There were some surprises. ' While all directors were seen

as having stro;é management skills- (ability to organize, plan, ..

etec.), it was ‘the non-adopted directors who ‘had the most.

Furthermore, the same Qas true of persuasiﬁé abilities. All
e directors were rated in their selling ability next onlﬁ to
their management skills, but,non-adoptéd‘directors came out
highest in this, too. They might have had>more trouble with
dissemination, but this wasiobviously nbt related td their

persuasive abilities.

V. The Role of the State - Adopted phojects 5ound Lt helpful.

Por three years, six ESEA Title III state superv;sors and
a dlrector visited projects, ‘conducted on-s:te evaluatlons,
reviewed proposals, wrote and read reports and‘negotlated
budgéts with the 38 projects throughout the state. What was the
“fesult?‘ _ |

Adopted staff members felt that state involvement was
helpful, accérding to the study. They appreclated such state
procedures as dlsper81on of funds, pr0posa1 and contlnuatlon
grant preparation and on-site evaluations. Some directors
found the state supervisors particularly valuable in 1lstening
and reacting to project problems. “Diféctors fouﬂd the role of

the supervisors helpful as an indication of state support which

gave credibility to their project within their school systems.
Besides the monitoring functions, additional state-mandated
policies assisted the projects in adoption. Local projects

| were required to designate five percent of their budget for
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evaluation and dissemination, for example. Local projects also
had to obtain 30 and 60 percent of their budget from their
school systemsin year two and three respectively.

However, the study did not find»a statistically significant
relationship between state support and those areas of program
development which have emerged here as key to adoption--dis-
semination, evaluation, winning support and becoming routine in
the‘school system. In other words, in the majority of instances,
the help of the supervisors was important but not in the ébove

greasS.

' IMPLICATIONS AND STRATEGIES

what strategies have we learned from this study? What
are the implicafions for future funding of innovations in this
or any state?

IMPLICATION I:

That innovationsd can no Longen Languish as separate
entities in any one stage of devefopmeni. but must be systema-
tically planned §on adopiion grom the stant. |Each of these
should be begun at the outset and continued throughout the
duration of the program.)

A. Network Building

- Identify early process administrators and community

leaders critical to the innovation; establish early person
to person contact; explain objectives of program. (Con-
tacts may be rio more than just‘keeping the person in-
formed, etc.) Invite to participate.

B. Dissemination to key administrators, school committee

people, community leaders, participants, non-participants.
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Employ all means--newsletter, pamphlet, radio, word
of mouth, newspaper, formal and informal presentations,
visits, calls, etc. |

C. Procure needed support from administrators and school

committee. Increase institutionalization.

Obtain finanéial support; commitments of time and
fesources, from school personnel; changes in scheduling;
released time for teachers or other users; commitments
of administrators to allow for program activities; in-
service credit; certificates; visits from decision-makers;

encouragement of participation (at meetings, etc.)

IMPLICATION II:

That greater expeatise 4n program development, dissemina-
tion, and evaluation L& necesdsary for an innovation to sunvive

today. School sysiems are unwilling to tolerate Loosely
conceived and executed change efforts.

Come Strategies

A. Early in the planning formulate programn objectives

that are realistic, visible, tangible and compatible with
school system values. ”

Clarify numbers of participants; set up a realistic
time line for achieving objectives, reasonable activitieé
that can be carried out given the time, facilities and
resources available; balance skill training with attitude
change; develop objectives that are reasonabiy simple and
easy to understand; ite in with system values and

priorities wherever possible; construct realistic budget.
117.
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B. Identify staff with expertise to carry out objectives.

Obtain project director with expertise in area of
program (may be from,ihside or outside the system, shoulad
haQe intepgst in eQalqatidq, idenfify sfaff with N
sﬁpportive skillé); ﬁtilizé qiétriqupgréonnel wherever

possible.

C. Bstablisb plan of eva;uatioﬁ;‘
Identify/obtain évalﬁatér fd; infernai—evaluation of
program (someone informed but not éefsonaily invested in
the progfam); identify goals of evé;ﬁation éesign; confer
with staff, state, system>dééiéi6n ﬁakéﬁ%, opinion leaders,
participants for input into this;’eStablish’time line
for feedback; balance quanfitativg énquﬁalitative
evéluation; establish stéte évaiuaﬁions time.line and

work into feedback schedule.

D. Pilot/experiment with activitiés.

Try out-activities on a small scale with built-in
evaluation; alter objectives on the baéis of feedback be-
fore trying on a full operational basis (this may be done

more than once.)

IMPLICATION III:

That some procedures such as needs assessmenis, monitoring
functions, ete. should be re-examined fon thein neal contribu-
tion to the adoption of federally gunded and non-federally
§unded programs. Could other processes be employed mone
productively by state and Local personnel 4in the ondigin
phases of an innovation?

118.
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Strategies

A. Assess  the school.district climate for change.

g How,open_has;itvbeen)to change-inzthe past (did it
have a preVious Title III project{ for examnle?)‘ how
much it encourages teachers and other school personnel to
try new things, attend conventions, conferences, visit
other classrooms, etc., fleXibility in bureaucratic

value structure.

B. Weigh the credibility of the”initiatcrs’within the

school‘district.

S S ; “
How well received are they; do they function as "elites"

or one end of a polarity;‘can they bring people together
in a spirit of harmony;.are they flexible and cﬁen to

new ideas; how much expertisevdo‘they have in the area of
innovation. . - | . " . .

+ C, Ascertain support for innovation within the school

community.

Willingness to participate (on part of teachers,
principals, etc.); interest and involvement of adminis-
trators, school committee people; identifyvforges*against

planned change and weigh_their influence in the’comnunity;
willingness of the school system to support innovation
with time anq money, etc.; political"Climate;‘economic

values.
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IMPLICATION IV:

That thene are differences between fedenal/state gunded
innovations and othea planned change €ffonts which don't rely
on outside funding, (shortern stari-up time, Limited openration
period, automatic cutofd 0 gunds) which require somewhat
different strategies. _

: s
£

A. That the strategies already suggested need to be care-
fully worked out before actual funding ifkédoption is

to take place.

B. . That state/federal funds can be used as an incentive
to riskier change efforts than a school district would

be willing to undertake with its own funds.

IMPLICATION V: : e

That the State Educational Agency could play -a much greaien
nole in bringing about change throughout the state if il chose
to plan and promote change systematically. ' Given the tenuous
nature of fedenal gunding, and the yeard 0§ experience with
temporany programs, At might be timetg to begin such egfonits
in areas whene they have not already begun.

Some Strategies

A. Establish program goalg;-stéte pfidfities for innovation.
Ranging from the more radical to the less: look for

goals that are(realistiq, tangible, visible, and dompatible.

B. Assess the climate for change in school districts.
Look for degree of openness and professionalism; how
encouraging of innovations, history of change, commitment/

continuation of innovations in the past.

C. Assist school districts with compatible innovations in
the planning stages.
Provide technical expertise in program development,

dissemination, network building, evaluation, etc.

kS
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'D. Begin network building and dissemination of innovations

on a -state-wide 1evel.

Identmfy network of oplnlon .leaders and dccision
makers; keep in informal and formql contact throuzh various

means‘of dlssemlnatlon. .
: PR

-E.. Obtain necessary support from state opinion leaders and

decisién makers.
Financial support for innovation; time and resource

support; changes 1n leglslatlon, other commztments, etc.

F. PrOVLde 1n-serv1ce tralnlng for state staff where

necessary.

Training in areas of proved importance “to the adoption
of innovations--evaluation, program development, dissem-
ination, network building,'diffusion, etc.

. o ‘

Reduce bureaucratic encumbrances to make time for such.

G.~ Build a self-renewing system.

Obtain state financial and legislative support to pro-
vide incentives for districts attempting far-reaching
innovations (for longer than federal funding period, or

supporting as diffusion models).
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The following model is suggested as a result of these findings:

The Massachusetts Model

Phase I - Iﬁsta&}ation--Origin and Planning Period

l. Diagnostic Inventory -Assess climate for change and
decide on overall program goals.

2. Systems Analysis -Formulate program objectives.

i 3. Diagnostic Inventory -Test reaction to program in
school community.

4. Dissemination -Spread idea to key decision
makers/opinion leaders.

5. Network Building -Procure needed support from school
system decision makers. Early
diffusion.

6. Staffing -Select diffusion leader/staff.

7. Diagnostic Inventory ~Obtain needed state/federal fi-

nancial support if necessary.

Phase II - Trial Period--The Oneration of the Innovation

8. Temporary System#® -Pilot/experiment with activities.®
8., Dissemination# -Involvement of key decision
makers/opinion leaders/users/
non-users.
10. Evaluation® -Evaluation/revision/adaptation.

11. Routinization -Institutionalization-movement
from temporary to permanent system.

*Note: This cycle (8,9 and 10) may be repeated until trial
is successful.

Phase III - Adoption Period

12. Routinization*# ~Final institutionalization/in-
‘ corporatlon of program activities
into system operation.

*%Note: This phase may glve rise to another installation phase
as a new need arises from incomplete program activities.
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Statistically significantly supported

APPENDIX I

HYPOTHESES USED IN THIS STUDY

H =-
10

A projeci which has by most evaluation standards (on
site evaluation reports, internal project evaluations)
achieved its objectives is more apt to be adopted than
one which did not.

(gsignificantly supported-internal)

(on site-tends to support)

(evaluation data-supports)

A project which relies on evaluation to assist with its
progress is more apt to be adopted than one which does
not . (significantly supported)

A project which involves the school system administra-
tors as well as teachers in its efforts (dissemination)
so that they are strongly identified with the Title III
efforts is more apt to be adopted than one which re-
mains more isolated. (significantly supported)

A school system which provides support (financial, time,
resources and moral) throughout the operation of the
project is more apt.to be adopted than one which does
not . (supported--strongly and significantly)

A school system which provided support (financial, time
and resources, moral) to a project in the beginning
stages as well as throughout, is more apt .to adopt a
project than one which did not. (1/2 supported—-financial)

If a director is open to evaluation and is flexible,
the project is more apt to be adopted than if the
director is not. (supported in part; flexxbillty
significantly supported)

If a director is empathetic and supportive, the project
is more apt to be adopted than if she/he is not. (sig~
nificantly supported)




- HYPOTHESES (cont'd)

B

Supported strongly but not sign;ficantlx

Hy ==

Hz’ -

A high rate of adoption of innovations is not necessarily
tied to communitied/school systems that are wealthy and
of a higher social status. (supported)

A school system which is seen by its members as being

open to change and flexible in its role expectations

(lesg bureaucratic and ridig) is more apt to adopt an .
innovation than one which is not seen this way. (supported)

A school system which has already demonstratéd a willing-
ness to adopt innovations in the past is more apt to
continue to do so than one which has not. (supported)

/ A project does not have to originate from a need in the

community to be adopted. (supported strongly)

A project which began with a pilot effort before -
federal funding has a better chance of being adopted

" than one which did not or which tries to radically change

a negative trend. (tendscto be supportive) .

A project which has adhered relatively closely to its
original objective is more apt to be adopted than one
which has frequently changed goals in sometimes major
ways. - (supported) ‘ o

A project whose activities result in some visible or
observable change in the participants is more apt to be
adopted than one whose activities result in more subtle
(less visible)changes. (tends to ‘support).

A project which is fairly eesy tc explain (and is fairly
well understood) is more apt to be adopted than one
which is not. (tends to support) -

A project whose activities by year 3 are already pzrtly
routine in the system has a better chance of being
adopted than one whose activities are seen as tangential

- and periphoral to the system. (supported)

A project whose staff and superintendent perceive the
relationship with the state Title III office as moére
positive than negative or neutral has a better chance of
being adopted than one who views it-in a negative way.
(tends to support) '
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H_ -~ If the director has the expertise in the subject area of .
20 the project, that project has a better chance of being
adopted than one in which the director has to rely on
others for this expertxse. (supported):

H23--va‘a director is actively inboived‘in,a_number of pro-
- fessional organizations, that project is more apt to
be aaopted than if she/he is not. - (supported)

nNot éﬁpportedl

H, == If the idea:for the project was generated from within the
. school system, that project is more apt to be adopted
than one which was generated from outside. (inconclusive,

not supported) B

H. -- A project which was motivated primarily by many people

. within the school communlty‘has a better chance of
being adopted than one which was motivated- mainly by the
central administration or a single party. (not supported)

H,  ==.A pro;ect which lnvolved the director in its orwgln and
- development has a better chance of being adopted than
one which did not.‘ (not "supported)

H__-- If the director has worked in the.community prior to the

19 development of the innovation, the project has a better

. chance of being adopted than if he/shé is completely un-
familiar with the community. {(not supported)

L, -- If a director is skilled in management (clear about
goals, long range planning, able to make decisions), the
project is more apt to be adopted than if the director
lacks these skilis. (not supported)

H,,-=- If a project director is very persuasive (1nf1uent1al, a
--good “salesman for the progect), that program is more  apt
to be adopted than if. she/he is not. (not supported)

S H ' -~ If a director feels a sense of autonomy and independence
24 in carrying out the activities of the project, that
.. project has a better. chance of being adopted than if
‘he/she does .not. (not supported)

H,,~- If a director is able to lead-effectively (able to

: delegate. responsibility, coordinate roles, etc.), the
pro;ect is more apt to he adOpted than if she/he is
not.- - (not supported) ‘
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APPENDIX IX

- VARIABLES AND DATA SCURCES . ’

. Evaluation Reports
Program Proposals .
Project Project Superin- State Parg ici- Census Historical
variables j Director Staff tendent Supervisor pants Data  Documents.

1) CHBARACTERIS-
TICS OF THE
COMMUNITY | |

School System ‘ X
Socioeccaomic X
Uroan, Rural .
Suburban , ,

Openness/History X , X X X X X
of change _

2) INSTALLATION~-

= the Origin and
~ Development

Need of commu-
nity for project? X X
Why the Project
Director involve-
ment X N
who origi...ced
program? X ) )
Early school |
system support? - :
Pilot Effort X X
3) OPERATION OF
PROGRAM
Adherence to
original goals
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Visibility of goals
Tangibility of goals
(how well understcod) X 4 ‘
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APPENDIX III

PROCEDURES

what ] pate Accomplished

1. Review of the literature on innovation .TAugust - October
and change. (Havelock, Miles, Rogers, 1973
Watson, Guba et al) ' )

2. Furéher refining of key survey questions|:September-November
informal survey of state and local : 1973
Title III staffs to test hypotheses on
change.

3. Collection of data on all 32 projects September-October
relating to amount of local support and 1973
prognosis for local takeover in 4th yearp :

4. Development of Interviews and Question- | October-February
naires--9 in all.* 1974

Interviews with project directors, supert

intendents, staff mem-
bers, participants, and
' state supervisor. (5)
Questionnaires for superintendents and
project directors.(2)

A Checklist for the above five. (1)
A data sheet on each town. (1)

(*Consultation done with Dr. F. Earle
Barcus, Boston University School of
Public Communication--nationally
recognized in survey research;
and Dr. Bernard Shapiro, Associate
Dean of the School of Education,
Boston University, statistitian
and research expert.)

Selection of the Sample. Done by
Title III staff, randomly in open
meeting. (12 projects selected)

Pilot Study on 2 projects. All
instruments tested.

Final revision and preparation of
instruments for typing, zeroxing,
and organizing into packages.

129.
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‘December, 1973
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What bate Accomg;ished

P

t 'lA

"8. Organizing interview schedule. °~ . .~Februafy, 1974

9. Interviewing 60 individuals* (5 asso- AMach!‘April 1974
ciated with 12 projects). Time--one e = . '
to four hours in length.- :

(Dr. Judith Evans of EDC and Harvard
interviewed the two projects of Ms.
Widmer--a total of 8 participants.)

10.~~Quest§oﬁnaires'administered. . LMarch, April 1974

11. Collection of census data.* | May-June, 1974

12. Analysis of other data sources: Evalu- | June, July 1974
ation reports, monthly¥ reports,
supervisor and on site records.

13, Prepération of data for analysis. June,; July 1974
Coding of open-ended* -questions,
numbering and preparation ‘for computer,

14. Analysis by computer.* . September,October
‘ 1974
e
15, Further analysis and reporting of re- } Nov.1974-April 1375
sults. : T : v !
16. Review of draft by readers. Feb.-March, 1975
17. Writing summary document. : | March, 1975

18, Typing and publication of two documéntq. August, 1975

*For the above steps, twc research assistahts"were')
employed--Ms., Marsha Baron and Ms. Ann Flynn of
Boston University Graduate Schcol of Education.
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Appendix V

Project Director Profile

20 30 40 50 60

Non Adopted | simbsimsebgobdnpsol
Semi Adopted | £££££C££é££££££d

Adopted |

- ]

A, i****ﬁhwwnh \
BV LI1117701111/
a.

tMale O% 33.3% 66.7% 100%
) ]

NLA" frciioposriopsicsieipepepbee deb]

- S.AY///11/111/A4
Ad. ” 1

sYes 0% 33.3% 66,7% 100%

N.A. . |
S.A. Y/////1/7//A

Ad. | 1

N.A. w¢¢¢¢¢§¢¢w¢¢,:tuw¢w¢::::.::::rgg

S.A. YITTIIII11777/1717111A

Ad.

N.A.

S.A. Y/7777177177112/117/7//1)

M.

HoR. omiepriodr o oot et oo opsieiebiob i

S.A. 717771711771 1117711171111141 477/ N
_ Ad. - i
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