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PREFACE

The - Rand Corporation»iéfconducting, under the sponsorship of the
U.s. Office of Education, a several-year; two~phase study of federally
funded programs designed to introduce -and spread innovative practices
in public schools. These change agent programs normally offer temporary

. federal funding'to school districts as "

seed money." If an innovation
is successful, it is assumed that the district will incorporate and
:spread part or all of the project using other sources of funds. The
Rand study anaiyzes the effects these federal polic;es have had' on-
local change processes. »

The first phase of the research (July 1973 to Aprll 1975) examines
four federal.change agent programs (Elenentary and Secondary Education

-Act Title III, Innoyative Projects; Elementary and Secondary:Education
Act Title VIT, Bilingual Projects; Vocational Education Act, 1968 Amend-
'ments, Part D, "Exemplary Programs; andfthe Right-to-Read Program) and

- addresses issues related to the initiation and implementation of these
change agent projects. 'Specificaily, this aspect of the study ‘identi-
fies what kinds.of strategies and conditions tend to promote change in
the school and wh1ch do not. ‘

The final phase of the research (May 1975 to April {977) examines
what happens to local prOJects in the ‘two largest change agent programs--
ESEA T1tle 'III and ESEA Title VII--when federal funding stops. This
phase focuses on the different £Qrms that local incorporation or con-
t1nuatlon may take and.analyzes the instltutional and project factors:
that promote or deter the sustalnlng and apreadlng of Title III and
T1tle VII prOJects

‘'The study's findlngs are reported in eight volumes under the general
title Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change (R-1589-HEW). A
se;ies of five reports describes the results of the first phase of the
research: ' ' .

Volume I (R-1589/1-HEW, A Model of Educatzonal Change) provides a
theoretical perspective for the Rand study by analyzing the current

‘state of knowledge of planned change in education and by proposing a ’

4
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conceptual model of Ffactors affecting change processes within school

districts. 1

Volume II (R\ISBQ/Z HEV Factors Affecting Change Agent Projects)
contains the andlysis of Survey data collected from a national sample
of 293 projects in 18 gtates during November and December 1973.

o Volume 111 (R 1589/3 ~HEW, The Process 0] Change) summarizes the
flndlngs and pollcy lmpllCltlonq resul®ing from 29 case studles of
change agent PfoJeCtS conducted by Rand staff members and consultants
in 25 school distTicts during April and May 1974. 'These case studies
were chosen fro® the original samplefof 293 prOJects 1n1t1ally surveyed.
Volume III also dQSCrlbes the role of state education agencies in ‘
selectlng, managifg, and disseminating the change agent projects.

Four technlcal ”ppendlxes to Vol. III describe in detallathe
federal program manggement approach,.state edqcatioﬁ agency participa-

" tion, and case Studiés for each of Ehe programs in the study: Title III,
App. . A; Reading, Apo B; Bilirngual Education, App. C; and Career Educa-
tion, App. .D. Appendlx A should be' of particular interest to researchgrs~
or practitjoner® Q‘ncerned with the int roductlon of new approaches to
classroom 1nstructlon , .

Volume IV (R~15 89/4—H W The andzngs in Review) sumﬁarizes the
findings'of Vols- I, IT, and III, and. also synthesizes extensive data
collected by Rand on federal-level program strategy and management for
each of the chénge agent programs. Volume IV also includes a discussion
of alternative federal strategies for oromoting innovation.

leome v (R’1589/5—HEW,.ExeCQtive Summary) sommari;es'thé first
phase of the resédrch for a general audience. '

The résults of the final‘phase are reported in threé volumes:

Volume VI (R‘1589/6 HEW, ImPZementzng and Sustaining Title VIT
Bilingual Prggects) discusses the complex process. of establlshlng
bilingual programs in local school dlstricts, with partlcular attention
given to those asPects of the Title VII program and to those political
influences that affect local(lmplemen;atlon. The f1eldwork, viewpoint,

lBecause of Rand s interest in advancing knowledge of organiza-
tional behayior i educational institutions, the research underlying

this report was SUpported in part by an allocation of Rand corporate
["~research funds. 0

N1
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~and data 1nterpretatlon bulld on the extensive empirical work done in
the tirst phase of the qtudy and reported in Vol. III, App. C (Innova-
tions in Bilinqual Eduvutmon, R-158Y/3~HEW) . _

The present report, Vol. VII, presents an analysis of the survey
data cbllected iﬁ 100 Title III projects in 20 states.  This volume
"deals specifically with theuquestionsuof implementing, sustaining, and
spreading part or all of special project strategies after federal |
support ends. '

«  Volume VITI (R-1589/8-HEW, Implementing and Sustaining Innovations)
summarizes the findings from both phases of .the study and, drawing on
these results, describes the process of change at the local level--
initiating, 1mp1ement1ng, bustalnlng, and spreading innovative projects.
Volume VIIT also includes a discu551on of pollcy implications that

derive from this study.
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SUMMARY

This seventh volume in_tﬂc chnnge.ngcnt series presents findings
Lf the sovond phnsu of Rand's study of local innovation projects:funded
by federal change agent programs. -The study's first phase dealt with
the indtiation and implementation of change projects. . The second phase
focuses on the continuation of.inﬁovations nfte; the end of their

federal grants and seeks to understand the long—run‘effects of the

h federal policy of stimulating local education reform by providing ''seed
money' to school districts. This study addresses thrée“research .
questions:

o What does the continuation of specially funded projects mean
‘ and how showld this process be assessed? - '
-0  What influences the nature and extent of continuation at:fhe
¢ lassroom level?
o Hew do districts deal with change agent projecté at the end
of federal funding, and huw do.their actions affect the long-
> term fate of the prbjects?

RESEARCH DESIGN

The research consisted of "a nationwide sﬁrﬁey‘of 100 Title III

&

prbjects one toftwo,years after the end of their federal funding,

fieldﬁﬁqk in 18 selected school districts, and statfsticallanalyses..

The saﬁple of'pfbjects; most of which tere surveyed during Phase I, 'is
° not & representative sample of all former Title III projetts; it con-

tains primarily projecté that the districts have coﬁtinued, at leasy

to some extent. Beca;se of the extensive data base collected duriné

-Phase I, howeVer, it is possible to compare'the'charaétéristics of dis~

continued and continued projecfs, Those in the sample cover.a wide

variety of innovations éddpted in a wide range of local settings:

The survey queried 100 superintendents or key LEA officials,
171 Brincipals,vand 1072 teachers. The superintendent's questionnaire,

administered as a personal interview, focused on district decisions.

- ’7
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concerning the project's adoption and continuation. The principal's‘
questionnaire, also a personal interview, elicited information on
~project design, ‘the school's arlﬁhﬂnmﬂyement in the 1nnovaLion, taff
attitudes toward the project, and the prOJect s effect on the sdhool. -
Teachers filled out self-administered questlonnaires that covered many
topics, including the nature of the project--its implementation, its
effect on teachers and students,nand its continuation-—and the school's
. characteristics and organizational climate. The teachers- were also
asked to take a short verbal abillty test
The gata analysis used stat1st1ca1 techniques to explorenthe
effects of, the characteristics of projects and of the institutional
ettlng 4n the continuation of 1nnovatlons after federal funding ended
To obta1n comparab]le measurements of project reqults across the array
of innovations, we used teachers' assessments of project effectiveness
(the percentage of proJect goals ach1eved) the change in teaching ¢
style or behavior, and 1mprovement in student performance in. both ceg-
nitive and dffectlve aspects. «The measures of continuation at ‘the
classroom level were teachers assessments of the extent of their use
of pFOJL(t mothods and matcrrals approximately two years .after the .
end of federal funding. At the district 1eve1,’the primary '"dependent
variables“ were the continuation status of change agent projects and
the likelihood that the district would maintain the project.

, Because of the lack of theory abont school district behavior and
abouk the locallprocess of change, the researclt a1m was not to test
hypotheses but to enable the formulatlon of hypotheses by developlng
a systematic understand:ng of cont1nuatlon and the factors af fecting
it. Our operational measurements of both 1ndependent and dependent
variables can be challenged, as canavirtually all measurements of
educational "inpyt' and outcome; the selectivity of our sample raises’
questions about the generalizability of the findings; and the statisti-
cal procedures and the interpretation of the results are open to valid
criticism and.alternative‘interpretations. These caveats notwith- 2

standing, the findings. provide working hypotheses for federal, state,

.and local policy.

LA
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FINDINGS AT TIE CLASSROOM LEVEL e

Teachers' attitudes toward continuation depended on hcw.effectively
the project‘ﬁas implémented and on how much they changed because of it..
Among the factors affecting continuation, it was therefore important, to
examine those related to implementation and teacher change. We identified
three categories  of sucﬁlfactors: federal input, proj%ct characteristics,

and institutional setting. The following are our major findings for each

‘category:

Federal Input

leferences in the amount of Fitle III funding had l1ttle consistent
or s}gnlflcant effect on project ovutcomes or on cont1nuat1on. Although
federal maney clearl" mattered to local s;hﬁul districts in a number of
ways——pa%tlcularly, their ability to undertake a project at all--any
change wrought in-district practices depended on what the district did

with the funds, not on dollar amounts.

Project Characteristics

aducatﬂonal Method. The edUcational method or technique of an
lnnovatlon ‘had little effect on prOJect 1mplementat10n, outcome, and
continuation. Because of differences in project implementation strategies

and in local institutional factors, sirilar methods produced dissimilar

results agross sites. Generally speaking, therefore, no one method was

more llkely than another to fulflll its promise, particularly in the
long term. In terms of the "success'" of a federal investment, then, it

mattered less what the project was than how it was carried out.

Scope of Proposed Change. Projects attempting-a broad scope of
change were not more or iess likely to break down, and were somewhét
more likely to be continued, than were less ambitious or more.narrowly
defined projects. Indeed,-projects that required significant ¢hange in
overall teaching étyle and that called for extra effort on the part of .
staff induced 51gn1ficantly more teacher charnge. Ambltlous projects
therefore were not a "liability" from a funding point of view. Clarity

of project.goals was important in the implementatioh of all projects,
& B o .
. . s oy
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Wowever, particularly those attempting a broad scope ol change.  For

such projoects, staff wuncertainty about what they wer(. expected to do
guneratcd severe implementation problems nnd,yontr\hutod to projoct
demise once federal funding ended. Clarity of goals could not bhe
"given" to a project staff at the outsct, however; it had to be achiceved

in the course of implementation.

fmplementaion Steategicos.  The implementation strategles chosen
for a project strongly Affecred its outcome and its continuation. In
particular, well-conducted training in how to use project methods and
materials enhanced implémentation and improved student performance.
(The quality of training, not the quantity, made a major difference.)

Even good training appeared to have only short-term effects, however,

‘unless it was given in combination with staff support activities.

Specifically, when activities such as assistance in the classroom, the

<

use of outside consultants, classroom observation, and staff meetings

were done effectively (especially by giving practical support), they

provided the feedback and timely assistance the staff needed .in adapting
project strategies to their own classrooms. gpch assistance also helped
create the cliﬁate and moral support necessary to motivate teachers to
expend the'efforf that made projects work. The Eruciality of well-
executed staff 5uppo}t activities.was evident in the strong positive
effects they had, as a group, on ali the dependent variables: percentage
of project goals achievéd, teacher change, improved student perfarmance,
and continuation of project methods and materials.

Teacher participation iﬁvproject_decisions enhanced implementation
and heightened the chances for continuation. It did so-becahse‘it ﬁro—
moted a '"'sense of ownership," eépecially when the staff developed part
o “éﬁl of their own materials.

Péy for training did not contribute to continuation and, in fact,
was negatively related to the percentage 6f project goals achieved and
total student chénge.

The local allocation decisions that are part of project implementa-
tion——that-is, the number of project schools and the funding level per '
student--generally had no significant relationship to project outcome

or continnation. (There were two exceptions: more concentrated funding

19
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per student was positively associated with {mproved student periormance;
and the greater the number of project schools, the higher was the pro-

portion of project maderials . coutinued.) : '

1"

lnstitutional Setting

evaorlaot Soondd Sl imat o cond Lecdderahlp . Leadership was a vitald
Factor at both the school and the project lLevel. Effective implementa-
tion required a good project director and a supportive school“principal.
But continuation depended less on having had an effective project director
than on the early and lasting support of principals. The organizational
climate of the project--the quality of working relationships--strongly

affected the .percentage ol goals achieved and project continuation.

Sehood Choaeterisidos.  The tupe of school had lit t‘le or no
relationship to project outcome or continuation. The exception'tqlthis
general finding was the difficulty encountered by secondary school
projects both 1in achiéQing,effective implementation and in promoting

teacher change.

Tocher Chavacsteristics.,  Teacher characteristics had major effects
on project outcomes. Above all,,teachers'wsense.of efficacy emerged as
a powerful explanatory variable; it had major positive,effects on the
peréentage of project goals achieved, improved student performance, .
teacher change, and continuation of project methods and materials,

Teachers' years of cxperience, in contrast, had a. consistent negative.

" relationship to project outcomes; experience was negatively related- to

the percentage of project goats achieved, teacher change, and student
improvement. Teachers' verbal ability was positively associated with
improved student p&rformance, but otherwise did not affect implementa-

tion, teacher change, or continuation.

FINDINGS AT THE DISTRICT LEVEL

The end of each federal Title IIT grant confronted school disfrict;

with a decision that many did not seriously plan for when they‘firgt
adopred a project: They had to decide whether to continue a project in
ry . .

whole or in part, using district resources, or to drop it. The latter

11
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cholce was easy when the project had not been effectively implemented.
Typically, however, the decision to discontinue meant that the district
had originally taken on the project out of upportun[sm——nore to take
‘advantage of available federal funds than to deal with pressing ediuca-
tipnal needs-~did not consider them central to the dlstriect's educa-
tional objectives, and gave them little institutlconal support dnring

implementation.

2

‘In contrast, the decision to continue was more difficult and com~
plex, because it calledlfpr a district commitment in financial, organiza- .
tional, and politicaf terms. The end of federal funding usnally brought
sharply reduced project budgets, particularly for expensive projects.
h Innovations that had used gscoft money to lower the student-to-adult
ratio (e.g., By hiring aides) were cut baék‘tp live within the district
budget; projects that had spread theit resources thinly across botn
elementary and‘secondary grades were severely reduced in scope. In most
‘cases, districts did not provide'supplementary-funding for "continued"
projects, which stayed in a "special” status rather than being incor-
porated into the district's regular educational practices Two years
after the end of the federal grant, they were still vulnerable to
financial, organizational, and p011t1cal instabilities. .

Most - continued projects followed either one of  two patterns First,
some prOJects were isolated, in that distrlct administrators simply left
the prOJects up to school-level-staff.  The continuation of project- '
related changes in this case depended on the extent to which the*project
staff had assimilated prOJect precepts and integrated them into their
classroom practices. Such isolated changes face a precarious future,
threatened by staff;turnover, principal transfers, and financial pressures.

A second patternfof continuation was pro fbrma, in that district
foicials formal}y decided to continue the project but teachers did not
use project—related activities extensively in their classrooms. This
pattern came about in several ways, the most frequent cause being.inf
appropriate or ineffective"disg;ict—level continuation strategie-. " For
example, when district officials simply'"manda ed" the installation of
project’activities in new sites, without first eliciting the support of

" staff new to the project, both teacher resistance and Inadequate teacher.

N n‘ . v12
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‘preparation often made project operations only superficial. Or, when

district administrators failed to furnish the support necessary to
maintain prOJect -related change--securing the commitment of princip%}s
or supplying materialq, for example-—teachers were not able to continue
the project fully.

In contrast to these unstable patterns, a minority of progects in

¢

our sample became znsfztufzonaltged--that is, progect related change

+became integrated into regular operations at both the district and

classroom levels. These prejects shed their "special'' status and

*replaced practices that éxisced‘before the proiects began. The key to

effective cdntinuation is for district officials to see institgtidnalizé—
tion as a process of remobillzation and '"reimplementation." They must

realize that the perpetuation of a change agent - progect requires the

early.(active, and continued attention of school district managers.

~
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Chapter 1 _
INTRODUCTION . Qo L

. This report presents findingsvof the second phase of Rand's study
of local innovative projects funded'by federal change agent programs.
Jts . purpose is to explore the long-run effects of the federal policy of
lpr0Vid1ng 'seed money" to school districts as a st1mulus to educatlonal
reformﬂl To this end, we examined change agent projects one to two years '

_after the end of federal funding.

BACKLROUND OF THE STUDY |, .
During the 1950's.and *1960's two meortant 1nitiatives——the National

Defense qucatlon Act (NDEA) of 1958, sand the Elementary and Secondary
nducatlon Act (ESEA\ of’ l965——deflned a new federal role in 1ocal educa-
tLon NDEA sought to st1mulate currlcu]um development in subJects such
as scLence that are dlrectly related to the natlonal interest. These |
efforts were pursued mainly through colleges and universit1es, not local
school districts. F%EA initiated a much broader federal role, including
large~scale federal support for special education for the disadvantaged
and for bLangual educatlon, encouragement of innovations in.the public
schools, and grants to strengthen state departments of education. ESEA
also was intended. to serve social and polltical goals,.such as redls—
tr1but1ng educat10nal resources in the public school system and legit1—
mlzlng the voice of parents and communityy, groups in the governance of
the public schiools. E%EA -in short s1gn1f1ed an explicit federal
1nterest in the’ rpfnnn of the nation s public schools. _
The federal’government part1cularly the United States Office of
T :  Educatjon (USOE), has»pursued a number of pollcy strategies to promote
educational reform. Cases in polnt are such’ programs as Title ITI of
\~\ESEA (Lnnovatlve programs), the experlmental schools program, Right to
Read Follow Through and Title VIT of ESEA (blllngual education).
. One consequence is that federal funds now make up an 1mportant
fractlon of many local school d1str1ct budgets, but their effect1veness

in 1mproving 1ocal educatlonal practices is uncertain. gFederally

\\ . . s
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sponso;éd evaluations reveal inconsistent and generally disappointing
1 :
results.

Despite considerable innovative activity on the part of local

school districts and despite some successful, indeed‘nationally vali-

dated, projects, the evidencehsuggestéithat:

o No class of treatments has been found that_consistently leads
to improved student outcomeé (when Qafiations’in.the'insti—
tutional setting and nonschool factors are taken into accounf).

o "Successful"” projects have difficulty:shstaining their success
over a number of years.

o '"Successful" projecté are not disseminated automatically or

easily, and their "replication" in new sites usually falls

short 'of their performance in the or1g1nal sites.

IS

. .4 . I,
Consequently, ‘although féderal support for local school services has

. become well established, the "decade of reform'" that began .with ESEA

has provided few clear lessons about what went wrong (or right) and
thns‘offersllittle guidance as to.what'an appropriéte‘and effective
federal role might be. o | '_ '

To aid in reexamining and redirecting federal education politics,
USOE- awarded a contract to The Rand Corporatlon in 1973 to undertake 1
a four-year study of 1nnovat1ve projects funded by spec1f1ed federal
change agent ptograms. This research was to assess the efféctiveness
of these prograins as stimuli of change in local practlces and to suggest‘
how federal p011c1es could be 1mprov%d The study was not to be an

evaluatlon per se; it was to concentrate gn the basic processes that

“attend the local initiation of federélly sponsored projects and attempt

to understand what factors systematically and signlflcantly affect this

process.

¥

, lVolume I of thlS study reviews the evaluation and other: relevant
literature up to 1974. Large—scale evaluations are a continuing activ-
ity of U.S. Office of Education (USOE) and National Institute of Educa-
tion (NIE). Recent evaluations: seem as controversial and as m1xed as

“thelr predecessors. On balance, however, they do not geem to contradlct

the general1zat10ns made above.
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. FINDINGS OF PHASE T .

In particular, USOE wanted Rand to examine the following questionsr
o How are ﬁederally.supported innovations in local educational
practices introduced and implemented?
o .how are.these innovations sustained and spread after the end
of federal funding? _
~ o What factors in federal policy, in the nature of the change
' “agent projects, and;in:the local fnstitntional setting deter~
mine the outcome’of innovations<and their chances of being -
snstained and spread? ' o

“To address these bas1c questlons, Rand conducted a two—phase study

1o

F1nd1ngs from the first phase of ‘the research are presented in the

_f1rst five volumes of the Treport, Federql Programs Supporiing Educa--

tioﬁaZ‘Change; R—1589—HEW: -The s€cond phase is the subject of this

volume.. -
Phase I (July 1973 to July 1974) studied local Jnnovatlons during
the1r last or next to last year of federal funding. It focused on

project 1nr?;atlon and ,implementation. USOE spec1f1ed four programs

" for inclusion in Phase I' Elementary and- Secondary Educatlon Act..

Title I1I, Innovative Programs, Eleméntary and Secondary Education Act
Title VII, Bilingual Projects; Vocatlonal Education Act, 1968 Amendments,
Part- D, Exemplary Programs, and ,Right to Read. 2 These programs;diﬁfered
,1n focus and management strategy, but had a common purpose: to.sfimu—-
late and, d1ssem1nate educatlonal 1nnovat1ons 3 They also had a common :

7

2In FY 1974 the year of. the maJor research activities of ‘Phase L

" of this study, the approximate funding levels of the federal programs

were: . ESEA Title IIIy .Innovative Projécts, $150 million; ESEA Title VII,

"Bilingual Projects, $45 million; Vocational Education Act) 1298 Amend -

ments, Part D, Exemplary Programs, $16 million; and Right to Read, v
$12 m1111on « Although 'these programs have evolved further since 1974

(e.g., Title III has- become consolidated into Title IV under, the 1974

Amendments to ESEA), the discussion in this report refers to the. pro-

grams as they ex1sted ‘when the proJects were studied.

Each change agent program had a d1st1nct focus and management
strategy " The largest T1tle III,'was des1gned to 1mprove the quallty

.'__2\). : : .
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policy inst;ument: the provision of temporary Ffunds (j to 5 years)
ranging from less than Een thousand dollars to several hundred thousand
dollars per year. Although these amounts are small relative to the

usual school district budget, they were iatended to fund, new eduéational
services, not to support existing ories. Because we studied four pfograms
instead of one, we were able to examine the local process of change in

approximately 300 projects in a variety of institutional settings, and

%pentify-principal factors affecting project initiation and implementation.

The major conclusion reached in Phase I cas be summarized-sihply:

Federal change agent policies had their primary
effect on the initiation of projects but .'“,. .
¢ neither those polic¢ies that were utnique to each
of the federal programs nor those policies that
were common to them had a strong influence on the
1mplementat10n of. local innovations. Federal
-~ change agent policies exerc1sed limited leverage
on the course of innovations’ because they did not He
critically influence those factors most responsible
for effective 1mpiementat10n . :

of publig education both by introducing model practices that were new to
American education and by spreading existing successful practlces to

" schools that were not aware of them. The competition for Title T11 grants

of- three- year duration wis open to.almost_any kind of project that 1ocal
schools wished to propose. In 1973-1974, the first year of the Rand
study, 15 percent of Title III ‘money was granted directly to local educa-
tion agencies (LEAs) by the Office of Education, and the remainder'was al-
located to state education agencies (SEAs), who 'in turn made grants to
LEAs. Other federal programs were more narrowly targeted and had more
specific funding criteria.. ‘The USOE's Right-to-Read. program strove to
create a national educamional priority for reading, particularly for dis-
advantaged students. The Right- to-Read demonstration projects, the
program component addressed in Phase I .of. this study, included .a pre-
scribed planning and management strategy in an’ effort to facilitate ef-
fective implementation. Vocational Education, -Part D, was designed to
create exemplary programs to enhance career awareness and readiness.

‘Congress, believing that many SEAs were unable to promote signlficant

innovations, authorized USOE to fund local projects directly through
the Part D program.  Title VII (Bilingual Education) originally sought .

_‘to provide model projects for the special needs of children whose ,
English-speaking ability was limited. The program has uubsequently T,

acquired the further goal of maintaining and encouraglng "cultural
pluralism" in American public education,-with strong political QUPPOLt
from many Spanish-speaking people.’

ak—lSSS/&—HEW, p. 24, hereinaftér cited as "VolN, 1IV," as other

voluries will be cited simply by number: 'Vol..I, VoIN 1I," etc.

24 Lo
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Three main factors affected the local proeess of change and thus
. the outcomes of innovations:

o Characteristics of the institutional setting, particularly the
ur;dnizntinnul climate in schools ‘and the mntivntions of par-
rivipnnté_ut all levels of the district; ' :

0o " The implementation strategy employed by local innovators to in-
stall the project treatment; and . . -

o The .scope of change planned or implied by the project relative
to its setting. '

. The mere adoption of "

improved" educational methods.,, practices, or’
] technologles did not automatlcally 1mprove student outcomes. The reason
. was_ that prOJect 1mplementat10n wh1ch is largely shaped by the 1nsr1—
¢ . tutional cetting, dom1nates the 1nnovat1ve process . . . . Thls means
that initially s1m1lar,technolog1es installed in diﬁferent_settings
. undergo unique alteration and thus trelr outcomes cannot be predicted
g on the bas1q of treatment alone.” "o In short, internal-factnrs-and local
decisions are more influential than "inputs" from the outsideil
One implication_is.that'federal policy.shonld pay more‘attention to
the local implementation process. "(USOE  and NIE:have taken steps to.do
so.) Most projects that did not work failed either because school dis-,
tricts did>not take them seriously--for example, when the major motiva-
tion was'simply to take advantage of federal funds instead of to selve
a preséing-edncational Rroblem——or because school districts intent on
reform nonetheless lacked the institutional. tapacity and skills to carry
out an effect1ve prOJect. The pr1mi:y feature of effect1ve implementa-

't1on could be. called mutual adaptation,' in which the prOJect is adapted
‘to its institutional context and organ1zat1onal.patterns are adapted to
meet the demands of the project. Phase I identified, in &n exploratory
way, local implementation strategies tnat'promoted'mutual'adaptation.

'Afmajor objective of Phase I1 was to explore tbbée strategies more fully

Tbid. *- - | | S
6Ibid£5 pp. 18-20." Zr, '
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and to consider how federal policy might assist school districts to

-

~develop mutual adaptation.’

' RESEARGH QUESTIONS OF PHASE II

(=2

Phase II (May 1975-April 1977) treats questlons that are in some

ways more perplexing than those addressed by Phase I. USOE wanted to
° o know. what happens to innovative proJects after the cnd of the1r federal
n funding periods (normally three to five years). Accordlngly,'two years

after the initial field research, Rand revisited or resurveyed a sample.
of approximately 100 of the projects funded under Title III of ESEA, to

[y

explore the longer—run effects of providing federal "seed money". to
. Promote educational, reform. “ ‘ ) L ' i
. A major challengé in dealing with this issue was .to pose the.™

"right" questions. The question usually asked is: Are projects.
cont1nued" after .the end ‘of - federal fund1ng7'-This question thdugh
appropriate, is‘ far too simple. It assumes that.when federal funding .
terminates, districts make a "go or no go":decision about the: fate of )
the project. Somet1mes they do,'as our 1nvestigations at the end of
the f1rst phase and the beg1nning of ‘the second phase of~ the study

8 . AY )
conflrmed. Yet we found that such dec1s1ons were usually foregone

conclus1ons, made because prOJects had not really been implemented

" often broke down completely, qpbyere at best symbollcally implemented.
7 s ' ' ) X
As will be discussed in a later section,lRand gathered information——
by a telephone survey, field visits, or a full-scale field survey-—on :
over 200 projects, of which about 15 percent were not in the. original ™ :

- sample. According te an agreement with' USOE,.the final selection for
quantitative analysis amounted to 100 former Title III projects, and .
former Vocational Education and former Right-to-Read proJects were not
studied. Moreover, Title VII, Bilingual projects were not included in’
the quantitative analysis because a change in Title VII funding policy

2 'meant that most (85 percent) of "the projects in Rand's original sample
received additiondl federal funds. Nonetheless, since the isSue of how’
bilingual projects might sustain their activities is still important, )
these projects were examined using qualitative methods; the results are
reported in Vol. VI. ’ ' '

!
8In Phase I we asked district officials and project participants
whether they thought the project would be continued (see Vol. II,
ec.+5). Phase II did preliminary-fieldwork in%a small number of sites
follu'"d by a telephone survey of Tirtle III projects involved in Phase Ii
research Chap. 2 below discusses this preliminary research.
B, E S L

. . . ‘.
- . . . - . ’ r-o-
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" Such failures both to implement and to continue tended to be.predictable

from the outset, especially for districts whose apparent motivation was
the opportunistic desire to obtain federal money. Not surprisingly,
such projects tended to disappear almost without a trace when federal .

funds ended.9 ' . ' Ty

¢

:. . S .. . - . C
Districts interested in project continuation face a more complex

problem than a simple yes?or-no decision. District staff have to figure

cut what - components of a project are worth sustaining and spreading and
on what scale, given the district s econom1c,_political and organiza-
tional realities. Questions abound. Has the project proved its worth
and- therefore should become a regular part of the district s educational
vrogram? ‘Should project activities be cut back, remain the same, or be
expanded;'-Should project methods be supported'but-project materials be
dropped? Or vice versa? What should happen to project personnel-~the
project director, the staff, and the aides? Should new people and new . .
sites be brought in? A major objective of Phasg'Ii was to examine what
rroject, economic, and institutional factors systematically affected the

choices "that school districts made.
Phase I, however, ‘had previously found . that school district deci-

“sions are seldom implemented automatically or exactly as planned and

that another level of dec1sions also 1nfluences what - happens to a project:

The district s ab111ty to sustain or spread innovatio

epends heavily

on people at the schoul and classroom level. V I
The actions of teachers and principals may or may not’ reflect dis—

trict level pollcy This problem cuts two.ways. For example, individual

teachers may assimilate all or part of the practices of an innovative

' project independently of the formal distrivt view of the project or,

indeed of the awareness of district officials.' Because such assimila-
tion can be both enduring and significart, it needs to be weighed as
part of a proJect s lon’ﬂterm effect. Conversely, formal district

derdsions to continue a project may be‘meaningless_if, either because

“of insufficient training or,individual,preference, classroom. teachers

-

9mhe disappearance was so complete ‘in a number of the sample proj-

[

ects that our telephone survey conducted one year after the end of

funding had difficulty even locating prOJcct participants.

27
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and principals do not follow district directives. It is crucial, then,
_to assess what really happens in classrooms and schools after the end
of federel funding.
At this level, we are more eqncerned with a project's continuing
“effects on the everyday behavior of the staff. than with the presence or
absence of a formal project structure. To what extent do teachers conJ'
tinue to use the project's methdds and materials? Have teachers or
‘schools changed the way they operate as a direct or indirect consequence
of the prOJett7 How do these changes affect student outcomes7 Phase II
addressex these questlons and seeks to 1dent1fy cha*acteristics of - the
project, the staff, the schools, and the school district that 1nfluence
« the longer-term effects of an innovation. -
. The dual level-of effective- decisionmaking ‘in school districts
= - presents yet another implication for analysis. . District level decisiuns
‘to continue a project are not self—exebuting; they depend on decisions
.gnd preferences at the school and classroom 1eve13 Consequently, the
analysis must be concerned with hoth the district level decision and
with thée strengths and qeaknésses.of the strategies selected by local
e officials to carry out their decision.. For example,,hdw can enthusiasm
and commitment for a project best be geﬂerated at'a new site? What
support is necessary to susta1n project activities at the original- s1tes7
How can the district best deal with the inevitable turnover or reassign-
ment of the original praJeLt teachers and administrators? Phase II ex-
plored these questions not o " - hLecause d1strict officials need to find
ways to sustain and spread 1nnovat10ns, but also because a key to improving
change agent p011c1es m1°ht lie in understanding ways in which districts
can help themselves to continue changing aFter federal money goes away
In summary, the findings of this report app1y>to the following
questiuns:
"0 What does the ccatinuation of specially funded projects nean
~and how should this process be assessed?
. o Uhat influences the nature and extent of continuation at- the
A , .classroom,level? -

0 How do districts deal with change agent projects at the end

i

Q : | . | ’ '2&3
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of federal funding., and how do their actions affect the léng—

term fate of the projects? .
Chapters Z, 3, and 4 discuss the research design of th1qst;d;r
Chapters 5 and 6, respectively, present findings of the classroom level
analysis and of thé district level zlmalyslis.' ‘

’
I
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. Chapter‘2
" RESEARCH DESIGN AND CONCEPTUAL APPROACH

- B

To examine the fundamental ‘questions posed by USOE, Rand designed
a research plan for Phase II that compriscd several methodologies: a
nationwide survey (using te lephone interV1ews, personal interviews, and
self—adm1n1stered questionna1res) of former Title III projects; field- .

work in selected school districts; and statistical analyses. Using

.Phase I findings and the relevant literature, we developed a conceptual

framework for analyzing the continuation of federally supported change
agant prOJects after . the end of their fund1ng This framework guided

our data collect1on and analy51s and enabled us to translate broad con-
cerns into operat1ona1 measurements Th1s chapter discusses the Phase II1
research design and presents our conceptual framework. Subsequent chap-
ters will describe data collectlon and analysis and the selection and

measurement of ‘the variables used ‘in the analyses.

When we began th1s study, information about how school districts
implement and susta1n change cons1sted pr1mar11y of anecdotal evaluations
or h1ghly aggregated input- output analyses. Pollcymakers‘could not use
such information because it was either too particular1stic or too -ab- -
stract. Consequently, our initial research had to be’ exploratory Hy-
potheses oould not be tested; they first had tovbe generated.. Moreover,
the research design faced'a "chicken and egg'' predicament:typical of

exploratory research: On the one hand, to gather information we needed

a systematic understand1ng (i.e., a crude theory) of the organ1zationa1

‘realities of school d1str1cts. on the other hand, informat1on about school

" district 1nnovative behavior was a- prerequ1s1te to develop1ng that system-

atic understand1ng

To deal with these problems, Vol I. formulated a.crude framework or
s1mple model of the innovative process based largely on the social science
literature about ‘how organizations woxk. Th1s literature also allowed usg

to identify a large number of var1ables that might affect innovation. s

-~
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The research of Phase I examined many of these variables and inten-
sively analyzed the early stages of the local proceés of change. We
were.thus able to narrow the. original mass of variablea down to a
smaller number of crucial factors. Phase II therefore started out -
w1th an empirically grounded conception of how local innovations be-
come Amplemented hypotheses about a series of factors that might-
significantly affect the fate of federally funded proJects, and an.

‘extensive data base. _

.“ However, "testing hypotheses" was neither our goal nor our
~methodology. The research of Phase I could not deal with continuation
in more than a preliminary way because the projects we examined had
not yet completed their period: of federal fund1ng Therefore we
still needed to develop theory aoout how 1nn0vat10ns are su%talned, and-
we needed to generate hypotheses abcut what happens after the end of

1 fed&ral funding. _ Moreover, though  the measurements of 1ndependent and
dependent varlables used in Phase I' fulfilled their 1n1t1a1 purpose of
locating factors that matter to the outcome of change agent projects, in
the second phabe we had to formulate more ref1ned and focused instruments.
’ Accordlngly:'ln the overall plan of Phase II, we drew .on the ex-
'perience of the first phase to: ' .

".l. Formulate an empirically baéed theoretiéal“conceptlon‘of con-
‘tinuation and the local process of change; . '
2. 1Identify factors that might affect thlS process and thus the
outcomes and continuation of 1nnovative proJects, -
3. CoYlect data using ‘the theoretlcal conception of the.procesé
of change.as a rramework and gu1de, ’
b, Speclfy a data analysis m-del that would posit relationshlps
. among measures of a project's impact and the various factors,
5. Analyze and interpret the data to prov1de guidance for
policymakers and formulate a better_theoretical understanding
of innovations. ' ‘ '

‘The remainder of‘this chapter deals Withﬁthe first two'taSke: our

' theoretical framework and the identification of significant factors
in .the change process Chapter 3 descrfbes the data collection activ- -

1t1es and the sample of innovatlve proJects, Chapter 4 presents the

31
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-classroom-level data analysis model and discusses how we measured ‘the

effect and continuation.of the project. *The findings of this phase’

of the research are presented.in Chaps. 5 and 6 and ‘summarized in” .

i

Chap. 7.

THE 'ISSUE OF CONTINUATION

_Aside from the important concept of routinization, the social -science

ERIC

Our earller ‘research formulated an emp1r1cally grounded concethon
of the process of cnange and challenged several common approaches or !
assumptions about how federally supported local change agent projects

worked or could be made to work. Two points of view seemed particu-

Jdarly unrealistic.‘)First, much of the social science literature fo-

cuses on the adoption of innovations and virtually ignores implementa-
tion; the implicit assumption seems to.be that innovations are self--
executing--that oncezadOpted better technologies invariably produce-

better outcomes. Corroborating the work of an 1n¢reas1ng number ‘of other

researchers, we have found that 1mplementat10n,'not adoption, domlnates

the outcome of 1nnovat1ve proJects and that no educational te(hnotogy

automat1cally-fulfllls its prom1se. Accord1ngly, our'Phasé I research
described theuprocess of implementation.and examinedlthe'factors that

affected it. . , ' v . .

Our Phase I research also challenged a second common assumptlon
about 1nnovatlons. . that local school d1str1cts either d1d or. should use
a cost- beneflt calculus in dec1d1ng~about adoptlon or 1mplementat1on,p
in the" manner descr1bed by students of industrial research and develop—

ment. We found that’ d1str1cts rarely used such an approach Moreover,

our descr1ptlon ‘of 1mplementat10n as essent1ally a complex, multilevel

0rgan12at1onal process led us to belleve that an R&D approach would not

work We hypothesized that the key to effectlve implementation is the
adaptatlon of ‘the project to «its 1nst1tutional setting and vice versa,

the R&D approach seems: 1ll su1ted e1ther to describe such mutual adapta—

tion .or promote~1t

w

The issue of continuation has . rece1ved perhaps even less attention
A

from theorists and analysts than the implementation of 1nnovat1ons.

literature has:little to say about what happens to innovations when .
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"It cannot be assumed then, that even when federal

1 ' :13_
they are no longer new or "special” or experimental. Similarly, the
”seed monev" approach in federal policy either simply 1gnores the issue
or.assumes a pseudoratlonalistlc model of school 'district behavior-—

namely, that -once an innovation has gone through its federally supported

‘trial stage, the district will discard those innovations that failed and

adopt- those that worked.

'

~ A cursory examination of‘bontinuation reveals that model to be both"
simplistic and inaccurate.' For ekample,\a study by the Ford Foundation.
suggests that even successful innovations have a way of.disappearing ’
after several years.l Many anecdotes in the field also tell of impres—
sive, innovations "burning themselves out." We need not recount these
tales to make the point that innovations are not'"self—sustaining."

'seed money'’ leads

. to successful proJects, they automatlcally "take root

€1mllarly, one cannot assume that school districts use a cost-4

"benefit talculus in dec1d1ng whether to continue or drop a project.
The term1natlon of federal funding does indeed represent a dec151on-
point. for school dlstr1cts When the soft money is gone, district

" managers must dec1de whether to turn the project off or support it-with

local fynds. To some extent they base their decision” on the educat10na1
value of the innovatior, but, that is not necessarlly the most important
factor. For example, we observed bilingual prOJects that would have to
be cons1dered 1neffect1ve under most definitions of educational effec- |

2
tiveness, but districts continued them anvway Clearly, pol1t1ca1 and

‘bureaucratlc con51derat10ns outwelghed short-run cost- -benefit measures-

of "success." Conversely, we have seen effective projects abandoned by °

) dlstrlcts, even when' money or. questlons ‘of other educatlonal priorities

did not seem to be a real issye. 1In short, just as it is misleading to
th1nk of adopt1on of innovat1ons in R&D: terms, 1t “would be simllarly

spe01ous to approach the: dlstrlct S deClslon about contlnuatlon in

_pseudoratlonallstlc terms. ..,

1T'ne Ford Foundation, A Foundation Gdes to Sehool: The Pord

,,,,,

'bﬁoundatton Pomprehenozve School . [mprouement Progruam 1360~ ]J?O Office
of Reports, "Néw: York November 1973 - :

2Extra soft money was usually made available by federal or state'

funds for b111ngua1 prOJects See Vol. VI for a discussion of bilingual

prOJects
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N
AMoreover, the district's decision about continuing or‘dropping a \
project is 3ust.that-—a decision. Decisions are seldom self-executing
in any organi;ational context, let alone a schoolvdiStrict. We have
seen cases in which teachers '"continued" a project in their classrooms
despite a formal district decision to drop it. Conversely, we have

seen teachers ignoré or pay mere lip service to innovations mandated

by official policy to be used in every classroom. In short, researchers
need to look at what actually happens at the classroom level. '
DEFINING CONTINUATION

! . The value of an innovation ultimately'hinges on one question: Are

e

the school district and its students better off for having adopted an
innovation? Unfortunately, this.question is too basic to answer, at
Aleast by systematic analysis. It has to be divided into manageable
pieces that necessarily fall short of supplying a single answer. Two
more specific but narrower.questions help to define a research agenda::
What were the effects ‘of a ‘special projeét? will those effects continue
over time? ; | o -
| A central consideration .of course is change in student perfor-
mance, but for that change to be attributable to a project, the project
had to involve some change in what was delivered torstudents;or the way
it ‘was delivered.. In other words, :eachers.had to haﬁe changed their
regular teaching style or behavior} 'Measuring "change'" is a difficult
operational problem. Conceptually, however, we simply mean that a
teacher s regular pattern of behavior (including the use of technology
and “curriculum) at time’ tl is significantly different from the teacher's
regular pattern of behavior at time t . Deflning the key concepts of
"regular pattern of_behavior and signlficant difference” in operational
terms is a challenge no researcher”has fullf'solved Our”concept of
change subsumes three types of alterations in the teacher s regular
pattern: addtnq a new. behav1or, medifying existing behavior, or
. Peplaﬂlng old behav1or o ‘ 'A’_
- change in a staff s classroom practices thus ronstltutes an.;f—

fect of the progect°'but unless it persists, the project will of course

have no effect on future students. We ‘therefore define the continuation
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of a project in- termm of the pers zstcnne of its effects--that is, the
persistence of the change in teaching pattcrm or in the delivery of
service caused by the prodect i ' ’

Persistence of effecsskws not the same as pixsistence of the prOJ— (
ect 1tself Innovations, particularly,effective ones, mutate during
1mplementation; the‘implemented project can differ sharply from its
toriginal form. Even the term "implemented project"-is.a misnomer that
‘should read "the implemented project as of time‘tl " We would expect .
the project ‘to evolve continuously as both a reflection-of and a means
for irs persistence Therefore, by persistence, we .do not mean mainte-
nance of the status quo of the project after the endlof federal funding.
At the end of federal funding, the district and the staff may further
alter the project--e.g., drop some components, add new schools, - reallo-

V cate personnel, stream11ne procedures-—so that the project bears even
less resemblance to its orig1nalldesign. Thus the’ concern'of'federal
and state officials-about the continuation of the adopted. project seems
to misspecify the prohlem.-’3 The real concern.should be tolfigure out
how to sustain, spread, and improve the desirable effects.of the project.

Continuation of . a proJect s impact is not the only concern of fed-
eral or state off1cials, however. Specraily funded projects,can produce
- worthwhile results even if they are discohtinued. We have seen several
projects abandoned because school‘officials and staff felt the innova-

L . )
tions did not "pan- out,” but a healthy consequence has been that the

staff and middle managemert learned what they can and cannot do. '

- For example, one project we observed. consisted essentially of the

{ application of a packaged reading program. This project "faiied" partly
because it did not allow for mutual adaptatlon during implementation and

because .teachers did -not develop a sense of ownership and commitment.

3See Jerome B. Brightman; "Thé Continuation Rate of Three-Year
ESEA Title III Projects,' A Report to the President’s National Advisory
Council, December 15, 1971; Norman E. Hearn, "Innovative Educational
Programs: A Study of the Influence of Selected Variables upon Their
Continuation Following the Termination of Three-Year ESEA Title TII
Grants," Ph.D. diss., George Washington University, Washington, D.C.,
1969; and Anthony N. Polemeni, "A Study of Title III Projects after -
the Approved Funding Periods," Ph.D. diss., School of Education, St.
John's University, Jamaica, New York, 1969. :
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.The.project‘uas terminated. but school officials and teachers learned
some hard lessons about implementation. Two years later the district
adopted another reading program, and found that the early failure had
paved the way to a more effective prOJect
How does'one predict whether project—related change will persist?
One way is to exam1ne the status of the change two years after the end
- : : of federal funding--the empirlcal point of reference for this study.
‘IThis approach makes sense because many projects are quickly dropped,
either at the close of federal funding or perhaps a year later. How-.
LVEF, though the rate of decay slows down after a year or two, the
remaining innovations--those not weeded out--can still: fade away . This
calls for a Lonceptlon of persistence that acknowledges the continuing
vulnerab111ty of even successful projects. A one-year surviVal'is not

2

Lnough .
Accordlnﬂly, we assume that proJect related change will persist

unly if it is no longer vulnerable to belng dropped, and that this stable

state occurs when the change has become integrated into’ thp school system

. as a standard or characterzstzv féatura of ‘the dzstrzct s operations.

,Por the sake of prov1d1ng a s1ngle term to denote this cumbersome def1-
n1tlon, we use the word institutionalized. 'In short, we assume that
proJect related change will persist insofar as it becomes institutiona--
lized. (But our definition does not imply that an 1nstitutlonalized.

. \
change is itself not subject to change.) Therefore, the Phase II re-

<

search-collected and analyzed data with the objectivevof understanding

why and how educational innovations become institutionalized.

N

~.

CONCEPTUAL APPROACH TO STUDYING INSTITUTIONALIZATION o

To guide our data collection and analysis, we formulated a conceptual
approach based-on two premises! © ;

1. Inst1tutionalization is one phase of a complex organizational
process of change :

2. Inst1tutlonalization occurs at.two'levels-—the individual
teacher and the school system--and the process 1s~different

for these levels.

The process of institutionalization can lead to a variety of

2}6 ‘;;\xu
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consequences, including:the continuation of the project at the same
level, a reduced level, or an expanded level, organizational effects
(e.g., the reassignment of personnel or the reallocation of resources),
and political effects (e.g., parent satisfaction or disaffection). From
the outset of the research, we hypothesized that the extent and nature
of contlnuation depends on Juow institutionallzation takes place. ' Field
observations made it apparent that institutionalization cannot be under-
stood without taking into account . the "history of the proje:t. We
repeatedly saw that what happened early in a project profoundly affected
what happened later. Institutlonalization must be seen as but one phase
in a complex local process:of change.

Figure 2.1 isia schematic diagram of a model of the local process

of change that ensues ffom the adoption of an innovation. The model

-

assumes that the course of a local innovation--including its continuation;—
: results from the interplay between a constantly evolving project and an
1n‘t1tut10nal setting itself subject to change prompted by the innovation
or by d var1ety of internal and external forces. ’
_The process can be analytically separated into three phases--
'mobilization,'implementation, and institutionalization--that are closely
interrelated in practice. Thus,. some activities and decisions associated
with each phase flow chronologically, as Fig. 2.1 illustrates For ex-
ample, . mobilization 1ncludes the inception of the project in the distrlct
1mplementat10n 1ncludes the translation of the- innovation into an opera-
tional reality; and institutionalizatlon 1ncludes the transformation of
the innovatlon from its special project status. In ‘addition to this
:linear sequence, ‘the phases are interconnected by complex and not well
understood feedback relationships, symbolized in Fig. 2.1vby the double

dashed ‘arrows joining the three phases.

“This model,'discussed in more detail elsewhere,4 guided Rand's data
collectioniand'analysis In particular, we used the model to identify
and collect data on factors that potentlally 1nFluence projects' effects
and continuation, the next section discusses these factors Moreover..
as' Chap. 4 indicates, the model served to def1ne the- dependent varlables

GVolﬁmesLI,'III, and IV discuss an earlier formulation.of the local
process of change. -Volume V]Il explores implications of 'the model.
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(project effect and continuation) in operational terms, and to specify
the data analysis Schemeﬁused'in the statistical analysis of the ef-

o

fects of the factors. ‘

. The second,premise of our approach--that institutionalization‘
occurs in distinct ways for the individual teacher and for the school
system-—folloys from therorganizational structure and function of
school districts. What may be a trial project from the standpoint of
a district, official can be a different matter to the teacher who imple-
ments it. The very act of putting an innovation into practice can
constitute a learning experience that produces an enduring change in
a teacher's pattern of behavior or expands a teacher's use. of materials.
In other words, the teacher institutionalizes some personal adaptation
of the project's methods or materidls; we use the term assimilation
for this form of individual institutionalization..: '

Unless teachers assimi'late its methods, a continued project can-
not be fully institutionalized. But another condition also must be
met: fhe project-related change mustvbe integrated into the normal
'operations of the school system. Unless the,project sheds its "special" -
status, it will face. constant challenges For example iits Budget may
be trimmed or eliminated Or, sroject staff may turn over without new
vstaff being assigned to or trained for the project. Or, principals and
proJect d1redtors may depart, leaving leadership problems behind them.
jOr,jcentral support activities may be denied to project- participants
A proJect is instituticnalized, then, only when the district s budget
process, personnel allocation,nsupport activities, instruc}iohal prof .
gram, andafacilities assignment rbutinély orovide for the project's '

maintenance. We use the term incorporation for this form of system

1

‘1nstitutionalizatlon : ’ o :

et

In summary, project-related changes age.lnstitutionalized only
insofar as teachers assimilate them and the district s standard oper-
ating proceduyres incorporate them. We have taken pains to .make. these |
distinctions for two-reasons. First, the two processes——assimilation

e and incorporation--have d1fferent dynamics that are influenced by dif-
ferent factors Assimilation can be:described by a model,of individual .

learning; incorporation should be analyzed as an organizational process

3% B




composed of many decisions made by many actors. Second, assimilation
can occur without ingorporation, and vice versa. This "loose-coupling"
between the necessary components of institutionalization means that
innovations can be continued without being institutionalized.

With these theoretical conceptions in mind,; we collected data
about project effects at both the classroom level and the school»system
level. Chapter 5 presents an analysis of the factors affecting project
continuation at the classroom leyel (i.e., assimilation). Chapter 6
examines continuation at the district level (i.e., incorporation) ané
explores how the relationship between the two levels affected institu-
tionalization. ' ' : \

J

IDENTIFYING FACTORS AFFECTING CONTINUATION‘

Our earlier research on how school:districts attempt to make
innovations work taught us an obvious, though often” ignored, lesson:
No single, simple, or sure way can be found to effect.change. Nor is
any single factor the key‘to.success, whether it be money, new tech-
niques, new superintendents,=or new materials. .Rathér, the local
process of change consists‘of the sum total of‘many everyday decisions
made by many people dealing with the'peculiarities of,their.situations.

Consequently, wé collected data on a variety of factors and explo%ed——

_ by means of statistical analyses and field observations——how much

weight each had ‘in determining effective,implementation’and continya-
tion. This section explains how the theoretical framewofk ﬁiscussed

in the preceding sectionrhelped to identify the maJor factors affecting

N

innovation. ' \ .
Figure 2.1,soggests that. an innovation.becomes a part of the on-
going operation of the sChool district, which in turn is embedded 1in
its;community and environmental setting. The nature of the school -
district, the communlty, and the environmental forces have pervasive
effects on why a change project is begun and what happens to it. Some
of these influences are measurable and can be analyzed systematically,
others are e1ther not measurable in any practlcal and reliable way or |
are so 1d10syncratic as to make comparisons from district.’to dlstrict

T,
mean1ng]ess

C 40 |



Figure 2.1 also indicates'that three classes of factors directly
affect the extent to which an innovation causes a change in the school "

d1str1ct s delivery of LCucat 2 services:

o Federal and state policy
o Characteristics of the innovative project _ R

o The institutionai characteristics of the local schoocl district

. Conceivably, federal noli ies could influence the course of inuo-
vaggons at. many dlfferent points, but most policies do not'. Whether
'~by design or by happenstance, their leverawz is generally 1imited.to
the beginningiof prajecis, as Fig.'2.1 illustrates'by the arrow con-
'necting the federal input to the project's initiation. Speciflcally,
the Title TiI program explicitly assumed that the sheer provision of

"seed money" could hclp districts to implement and sustain innovations;
We shall be examining in Voi. VIII the possibility of directinﬂ federal
pol1c1es towaré other asrects of .the-prccess.

Whether the prQJect s beginnings were srimulated by federal policy
or generated primarily by district concerns, innovations go through a
complex interplay.between project and institutional characteristilcs.
The preceding section ident1fied three phases of that process--
mobilization, imp‘euentation, and institutionalizatiov-—and pointed
out that what happens during the first two affects whar happens in the
third. Therefore, to identify fa tors* affecting continuation (which
is a product of institutionalization), we examined the products of
the earlier phases.

<

Mobilization' - \

The primary tasks in mubilization are planning~re1at°d activities--
e, g., definlng a problem or need, seeking solltions" in Lerms of new .
educat10na1 methods or approaches, locating funding opportunities,
fermulating a proposal to do a proJect,‘and generating local support
for the.proposai. The results can be regarded as two broad "products':
an adopted projectoand institutional attitudes toward it.

o The adopted project consists of & series of more or less specific

K
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decisions on wHa:‘is to be done ~nd how to do it. Project designeré
usually haye an idea about an innovafién tﬁat they saw, ﬁeard?_or read
about and now:wish to implement in their district, Séhool, or classroom.’
Whether one person or many participate in the des_ignf the fesulting
prbject is usually a synfhesis of a variety of ideas (often including
current educafional fads). This synthesis typically bears but slight
resemblance to its progenitor or any ofher project. Charactéristically,'
then, the édopted_project is an amalgam of innovative .ideas and'iﬁstfuc—
tional goals that we call the educational method or treatwent.of the
_.project. _ -
The local choice of an educaéional treatment incorporates district
"and educational aims or objectives; it also assumes, often implicitly,
expectations about the staff--e.g., what new behavior will be required
of them, how and ?ow much they will be expected tc¢ change, and;so on.
We call these new st:aff requirements the scope and complexity of the
change effort. ‘ '

. The designers must also make a set of decisions about now to imple-
ment the innovation, which we call impZeMentdtion strategies. They in-
clude implicit or explicit-.choices abqut allocation of resources,
selectipﬁ of sites, staff, target groﬁp, project gerrnance, involvé-

"ment of parents, staff development, selection and develbpment of mate-
riais, and evaluation procedﬁres. |
- I summary, mobilization encomﬁasses an educational treatment, a
écopé of propoéed change, and an implementétion'strategy. Pﬁase I of
the research guggested‘that the choice of an educational treatment in
itself has oﬁly a4 limited effect on projéct outcomes because similar
'innovatidns can_be implemented in different ways with varying effective-
ness, However, the scope of the project and the implementation strate-
gies chosen had major effects on what haprzned. Accordingly, Phase II
collected data'ohvthese three prbject characteristics not only to re-
" affirm thé earlier findings but to.see whether similar results hold for
cortinuation of projects after the end of federal funding. o
Mobilization engenders another consequence, often overlooked. The
central off{ée staff, the bfincipal, and teachers develop attitudes of

enthusiasm, support, indiffefence, or opportunism toward the'coming

Ve a2
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innovation, which seem to be crucial. for the fate of 1nnovative efforts.
These attitudes establlsh the’ "leg1t1macy of the project, define the

. priority accorded it. in -the district, and determine peoplefs commitment
to the progect. . .

Broadly speaking, we found that these attitudes conformed to one
or the other of two patterns: opportunism and problem-solving. The
"opportunists" seemed to be motivated primarily by the desire to reap
the windfall of federal funds. Our Phase I research concluded that:
their projects were poorly implenented as a consequencé; An‘earlv task
of the Phase‘IIfresearch was to collect.data on the status of -
"opportunistic" projects after federal funding ended. We suspected
they would not be continued, and our suspicions were borne out- (see
Chaps. 3 and 6). . |

The "problem-solvers" took the projects much more seriously; in
these cases, school districts appeared to welcome the help of federal
funds in dealing with central educational concerns. The projects they
adopted were more likely to-be implemented effectively because they .
enjoyed institutional support and a high levei of teacher commitment.
Because~we'hypothesized that institutional support also affects con-
tinuation, Phase II used field interviews and survey qucstionnaires to
ascertain the initial. attitudes of central offices, principals, and
téachers. As will be discussed_below, we found that institutional
support did improve the effectiveness of‘implenentation and was a strong
determinant of continuation. We also found that some locally chosen

'strategies were better than others for generating such support.

Implementation

Our previous research suggested that implementation involves the
adaptation of the project to its setting and vice versa. We. reported
in Vols . II and III, on the difficulties that arise during this adaptive -
process and explained how school districts either overcame these prob-
lems or failed to adapt.

Phase>II focused on two additional issues: First, how dces the °
way the project was implemented affect its continuation? Because

projects typically mutate during inplementation, it is 'useful to
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distinguish the original‘formzof the project from its form three to
five years later; we call rhe latter the implemented project. -To .get
a sense of its characteristics, we collected data,nn such factors as
the extent of teacher part1c1patlon in 1mplementatlon decislons, the:
‘principal s attitude toward the proJect and the percentage of proJect
goals realized _ |

The second issue we examined conrentrated on implementatlon in
and of 1tself Rather than cons1der1ng the implemented proJect and

its effect as an "

input" to continuation, we also viewed them as
”outcomes" in their own right "Our key questions for analysis'there-
fore were: Do the: factors that ‘influence 1mplementation and the
projnct s effect on teachers and students have similar effects on con--
tlnuatlon’ Do different factors play different roles in achieving a
"better'" project as comparea with sustaining the project and, if so,
are there policy tradeoffs to be concerned with" ) _

We were well aware that people at the central ofrice, school and
classrobm levels played distinct roles. For example, central office
people can be heavily involved in mobilization when political and |
bureaucratic choices must be made, but they tend not to deal in the
day-to-day adaptation decisions characteristic of implementation. To
determine how the involvement of central office staff members affected
'continuation, we collected data about their roles, attitudes and attri-
hbutes before,vduring, and after implementation. We gathered similar.
data about principals and teachers. In particular, at the school and
classroom level, we collected information about three types of variables:

the school's organizational ~limate, the school's Jnmoqraphzc "haracter

istics, and teosher characteoristics.

Institutionalization

Institutionalization can begin before the ¢lose of federal funding

- and ends long.after it. The original staff can assimilate the innova-
tion's methods during the first,few years of the project's implementa-
tion, or assimilation may occur more slowly, particularly for complex
projects subject to staff turnover. Similarly, the project may be in-

corporated at the outset into the district's procedures (viz., those

v
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proceduresvthvolving hudget, personnel, staff supporth instruction,
and facilities). For exanple, initial plans ubout alternat1ve schools,
particularly those involving desegregation, may require fac11ity con-
struction, support\activities, and personnel assignments that become
institutionalized as/they afe.implemented.‘ But: this case‘is rare, as
"Chap 6 argues Typically, district officials postpone decisions about
the fate of a prOJect until that stage -of the budget cycle when the
"soft" money from the federal grant runs out. We believe this "formal'.
" district~level .decision resembles_the originai decision to adopt the
project (with the differenéeithat "adoption” this ‘time entails the use
of district funds). For example, the decision to continoe a jproject,
like the decision-to;adopt is based-on'loc%i bureaucratic and political
'considerations as well as assessments of the educational value of the
l prOJect. Chapter 6 analyzes the factors affecting this ‘decision.

Phase I1 also assumed.that a prOJect S passage between continuation
and instltutlonalization sets in motlon yet another cycle of mobiliza-
tion and 1mp1ementat10n . Figure 2.1 depicts this cyclical process by
show1ng an arrow going from institutionalization back to mobilization.

In other words, our data collection and analysis did not equate continua-
tion with institutionalizatlon, just as adopting a project is not the
same as 1mp1ement1ng it.

Phase I found that the implementation strategies chosen criti-
cally determined the coursé and out come of implementation. Accordingly,
we examined the strategies selected by local district officials at the’
continuation stage to see if they were similarly powerful in determining
the extent of instdtutionalization. _Based on interviews with school
district officials, Chap. 6 suggests that some strategies are more

effective than others for that purpose.

Summary

In summary, institutionalization is thé process by which a contin-
ued'project gains permanence. The extent to which a continued project
'is assimilated by teachers and is' 1ncorporated into the district s
standard operating procedures depends on a variety of institutional

and project factors that are 1nputs to or products of the prior local
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. ' Table 2.1

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT CONTINUATION
IN THE CLASSROOM

Federal input: project funding

Project characteristics
Educational method or treatment
Scope of proposed change
Implementation strategies’

Institutional setting
Organizational climate
School characteristics - ,
Teacher characteristics

history of. the innovation. We therefore gathered information on two
types’of variables. First, data were collected on variables reflecting
pfoject design choices and cheracteristics of the institutional setting,
which we hereefte; call factors or independent variables, because they
can be affected by poliey or can_ be taken into account in. planning. .
Table 2.1 lists the factors studied in Chap. 5's analysis of continua-
tion in the classroom. Second, data were collected on project "outcomes"
that were interim to continuation--e.g., how effectively the project was
implemented. Theseﬁvariables can be called dependent variables because
they are the product of the interplay among the project and institutional
factors. Chapter 4 presents our assumptions. about how the factors and
dependent variables are related at the classroom level, and also dis—
cusses our 6perational measurements.of the classroom level dependent

variables. Chapter 6 provides similar information about district-level

independent and dependent variaBles.
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Chapter 3

DATA COLLECTION AND THE NATURE OF .THE PROJECTS

The basic data coliection plan of Phase II called for revisiting
and resurveylng many of the 194 T1t1e TIII prOJects analyzed in Phase I.
Our goal was to conduct a survey of 100 former Title III pProjects one
to two years after the end of federal funding. -Using a telephone survey
to supplement the exten51ve data base gathered about these prOJects dur-
ing their last or next to-last year of federal support, we chose a
sample that would provide the maximum amount of information about con- -
tinuation. ' Our model of the factors affecting the process of change
called for analyses at both the classroom level and the district level.
.'Accordlngly, the survey ‘consisted of. separate questlonnalres adminis—~
tered to teachers, principals, and super1ntendents. To help 1n de51gn—
ing the questlonnalres, and to e\plore aspects not amenable to quant1ta—
tive ana1y51s, we visited 18 of the districts and conducted personal.
‘v,1nterv1ews with prOJect part1c1pants and school officials.

Thls -chapter discusses the data collection act1v1t1es in more de—
tail, and then describes some characterlstlcs of the projects in our

sample.

SAMPLE SELLCTION FOR PHASE II
’ The sample for Phase II was drawn pr1mar11y from projects surveyed

_1n ‘Phase I, which had collected data in two ways

1. A natdonwide.(18—state)-survey of a sample of 293 projects
in their last or next—tOflast fear of.federal funding, 194
~ of which_were Spohsored by Title III of ESEA. Forneach
.project, we interviewed an'average of nine members of the
school district (the éuperintendent; the federal program
manager, the project director, two principals, and four
teachers). We mostly used closed—ended:quest{onnaires that
_explored a wide variety of topics but.focused on project

initiation and implementation.
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Field studies of. 29 projects from a survey sample. Tnese field
studies, consisting of observations in classrcqms.and inter-- |
viewé with a.wide variety of project paftibipants and LEA
officials, focused on the local process of change.

This extensive d;ta base provided a unique_npportunity to seléct a
sample of innovations that we already knew a good deal about. Accord-
ing to an agréementﬂwith USOE, we had sufficient resources to investi-
gate 100 of these 194 projects. We cnuld have selected a random sample"
of the Phase I projects, which would have included a large number of
discontinued projecté, but since the study's primary concern‘was'to,
explore how policy might influence the continuation and spread of in-
novations, it was more appropriate to choose projects;fqr snrvey analy-
sis that were_actuaily continued, at least to some degree.( .

Therefore,'to reduce';he sample to 100 former Title-[[i projents,'
we conducted a telephone éutvey of the 194 eligible Title III projects
originally surveyed. Using a largely closed-ended questionnaire, we l
asked school district officials in each of the sites to describe what
had happened to the projecf, whether it was being continued, and, if .
so, .which schooléiwere now using the project:-in any'form.

Tne responses revealed that about 30 percent to 4J percent of the
projects in the original sample had been completely discontinued by the
district; former project schools were not.nsingzthe project's methods
or materials one or two years after the end of federal funding, and
we sometimes-hadkgonsiderable difficulty even locating former‘project
participants.- Checking back on the original survey information about
thgsé projects, as well as using telephone reports from former-projeqt
participants, we'found a clear reason for théir disappearancé:_ The

s

projects were not implemented effectively, and in many cases were hardly'

"implemented at all. Participants reported that implementation was

goals were peripleral to their educational concerns. In short, most

either extremelx}difficult or was merély symbolic because the project's

of these projects were probably "add-ons," adopted more to receive

federal funds than to solve pressing educational problems. Chapter 6

- examines .these and other reasdons for discontinuation at the district
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level. It uses the 'data collected in the telephone survey.and in .
Phase I to compare the attributes of discontinued and continued proj-—
ects. In the Phase II survey, we collected no further data about these

discontinued projects for several reasons. First, as far as we could

tell from selected pretest visits, from the telephone'survey, and from

Phase I data, most teachers in these projects were no longer u51ng
project methods or materials in their classrooms.l Second, we had

collected enough data in Phase I about the limited classroom impleméntaf

‘tion of these projects to explain their discontinuance. We accordingly

decided to include in the Phase II survey only projects that were con-
tinued and appeared to have had direct effects at the classroom level..
JIn summary, we studied district discontinuation using information col-

lected during Phase I, and studied conttnuatton at both district and

‘classroom levels using newly collected data from Phase IIf

To construct the Phase II survey sample, the originel sample of

194 former Title III projects was narrowed down to 95 candidate proj-

. ects, each of which still existed, in some fashion, in its district.

To reach our de51gn goal of analy21ng 100. projects, we needed to add
20 projects. for a total—geagie pool of 115. (The extra lS.pfojects
were necessary to compensate for an exﬁected dlstrl t refusal rate of
about 13 percent.) We selected 20 former Title III projeets not iﬁ
the original,éample, using'informationldefiyed from project matefials
and telephone iﬁterviews with state'and local education officials.
Table 3.1 shows the distribution of the 100 projects across- 18 states
where Rand's research was conducted. _

The original group of change agent projects was not a probabilis-

rather was a purposive sample that covered a broad range of innovations

g
’

lWe know of no teachers who went on using.the project in these
cases of total discontinuation, since we did not chodse to spend our
limited research budget to verlfy classroom discontinuation beyond the
procedures described above; it is possible that these projects were
being used in the classroom to some extent. This possible underesti-
-mate of classroom continuation introduces a potential for bias of an
unknown degree Lnto Chap 5's classroom level analysis.
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Table 3.1

-lNUMBER OF SAMPLE PROJECTS BY STATE

Number of Number of

State - . Projects . Schools
California. 20 36
Colorado 3 5-
Connecticut 7 11
Florida 4 6
Georgia ) 4 8
Illinois 10 20
Kentucky 1 2
Massachusetts 3 6
Michigan A 5
Missouri 4 8 ,
New Jersey 10 14 ‘
New York 5 9
North Carolina 15 = 24
Ohio 3 8
Pennsylvania 2 4
Texas 2 4
Washington . 3 6

Total - 100 . 176 o : »

, NOTE: The sampling pool also
- ' ) included two  projects from Arkansas
and two from Pennsylvania.

-

~

' -

in a wide variety of state and local settings.- Consequently, fhe.proj—b
_ects analyzéd in Phase II do not constitute a 'statistically represeﬁt34
tive~sample of all past Title III projects. Indeed, because we did not
survey prdjeété that were totally discontinued, the Phase II survey
sample undoubtedly céntained a higher proportion of ''successful" innova-
tions than'wopld a probabilistically reb}esen;ative samﬁle. Nonetheless,
even among éontinuéd projects, one would expect a wide variatioh in the
nature and éxtgﬁt of their continuation. Such variation did occur in
our sample, as subgeduent analysis will show, and thus we could examine’
what happened to many different types of innovations in many different
_ local and state settings.. | ,
Given the purposive nature of the Phase II'éurvey sample, general-

iéability of the findings is subject to question.. Moreovar, the method

5 0
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of’ sample selection may have Lntrnduced errors into the analysis that
would blqs the results. Fhough thcsc mcthodnloglaal dlff]LUltLeb must

qualify any specific finding, they are not as severe as to invalidate -

the overall import nt our cxpluratory analysxs of what promotes con~

_tinuation and why.

FIELD RESEARCH AND SURVFY‘DFQTGN

The Rand staff vsttcd 18 s.ites before or after Lho admlnlstratlon

of survey quebtlonndtres durlng Jdnuary 1976. 1he purpose of the prior

visits (durlng the spring and fall of 1975) was to formulate a concep—

tual framework of continuation as well as to conduct survey 1nstruments.“ <
Following two waves of pretests (conducted by Response Analysis Corpora-

tion and Rand during fall 1975) and the administration.of the survey

by Résponse Analfsis Corporation, the Rand staff visited additional

sites in the spring of 1976 to explore areas not adequately.covered by

, , . . 2
the surveys (e.g., school district decisionmaking). Most - or on-

site visits (which averaged about 3 person-days per project) were o

locations that had been previously visited--often several times——during
Phase I. Our detailed familiarity with these districts, their staff

relationships, and prdject characteristics greatly facilitated our re-

‘search activities: claSbroom observatlon, group and individual discus-

sions with project parth1pants and community people, and 1nterv1ews
with LEA officials. We believe that such Sustained contact with the.y ¢

realities of innovations--their problems as well as their triumphs--

- is necessary to understand the process of chahge and to interpret sta-

.tistical analyses of factors affecting the process.

2To supplement this field research, the Rand staff also visited
several projects ‘that were using USOE's Project Information Packages,
exemplary innovations belng disseminated by USOE, and visited several
innovations that were started and funded solely by LEAs.. This research -
gave us a basis for comparing-different approaches to 1n1tiat1ng and ‘
supporting innovations. Our strong impression is that, despite some
noteworthy differences, all these types of innovations face similar
difficulties, go through a similar process of change, and are affected
by similar local factors. To exanine.strategic questions of sustaining
innovations, meetings were also held at Rand with various LEA officials.
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The survey itself questioned three classes of respondenté——superh
intendents, princiba;s, and teachers—-for whom we designed thrge dif--
’fefent survey instruments. The superintendent's-questionnaire con-
tained a4 number of open-ended questions and was administered as a
personal interview that lasted begneen twenty and forty mlnutes. It
focused od district decisions Loncernlng the beg;nning and the continua-
tion of the project and on general information about the district,. The
superintendent also was asked to evaluate the principals of one or two
schools in our sample. A total of 100 superintendent questionnaires
were administered. » .
We also interyieWed 171 principals for an nverage of about forty
minutes.é Their qnestionnaires elicited information on the project'§
- : design, the school's early involvement in.the innovation, staff atti-.
tudes toward the project, and the pr03ect s effect on the school.
Pr1nc1pals were also asked to evaluate a sample of as many as elght
project tenchers.5 ) '
From the 171 schools, 1072 teachers. filled out seif—administered
questionnaires that covered a wide variety of topics, including the
_natufe-of the prnject, its implementation, its effect on teachers and
students, nhe nature and extent of project continuation, and the school's

. . . 6 - ‘
organizational climate. They were also asked to take a short verbal

~ability test (94 percent of the sample did so).

, 3In 12 percent of the cases, a high district official was inter-.
viewed instecad of the superintendent because of (a) refusal (2 cases),
(b) size of the district, which meant that the superintendent was un-
likely to be familiar with the project (7 cases), or (c) the superin-
tendent's recent appointment to the district (3 cases).

AA second telephone survey in ‘the fall of 1975 gave us exact in-
formation on the schools currently using the project in some form and .
-on how long the principals currently at the schools had been there.
Both current principals, and to a limited extent, former principals
were interviewed. Insofar as possible, two .project schools from each
district were eligible for the sample; in the case where a district had
more than two schools that had had the project for at least two years,

a random sampling procedure was used to select the schools .
a
5In those caseb where more than eight teachers were eligible in a-

gchool a random sampling procedure was used to select the teachers
rated.

6Aq many as eight teachers. who had two years experience with
the project while it was federally funded were asked t» F111 out
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In suymmary, we revisited and'fééurveyed-Title 111 projects one

to two years after the end of Ffederal funding. Using-our eiisting

data base -and ‘a telephione survey, we selected a nationWLde sample of

‘projects and reqpondentq comprising:

100 former Title III projects that were 'continued," to some

2
—

exttnt, after the end ot federal fundigg
2. 1100 superintendents or key LEA offlcxals, 171 principals at

schools where the projects had reportedly been‘continued, and

1072 project teachers.

Subsequent sections will discuss survey questions and respondents'

answers.

THE PROJECTS IN THE PHASE II SAMPLE - ] . E . T

The original sample.of 194 projects included about 45 not intended

for the classroom, for example, school or district administrative changes

.such as Management-by-Objectives, and enrichment. activities such as drug

education programs. We eliminated these nonclassroom projécts‘whether
they were continued.or not (most of themlwere dropped immediately at the 4"J
end of federal fqnding),.and‘focused exclusively.qn classroom innova-
tions that had Beenlmore or Iéssiseriously tried. ’
These innovations were extraordinarily varied. They differed in
the gfade levels they covered—;71 percent of project teachers were in~

. , L, : 7 .
elementary schools, and 29 percent in.secondary schools;’ their target

~

questionnaires by RAC interviewers (the return rate was 97 percent) in each

project school; if more‘than'e{ght teachers were eligible, a random sam-
pling procedure was used. However, in four schools having a large number
of project teachers, all ellglble teachers were glven t%f questlonnalres

7Because school sybtems across the country dlffer in the way they
define the grade-level composition of their schools, the”division be-
tween elementary, junior or middle schools, and senior high schools is
not comparable nationwide. The exact distribution of projects accord-
ing to the grade levels they covered in our sample of 171 schools was:

Primary grades only ....,..... s e oo 25%
Upper elementary grades only ....... 8
Both primary and elem. grades ....... 38
Secondary grades ............. e .- 24

Both elementary and secondary ...... 5
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~groups--e.g., 19 percent of the projects were aimed at students whose

.

achievemenr wae below most.students in their school; the selection of
the school site and the staff--e.g., 16 percent of the_projects involved
all schools in the district and 38 percent of the schools had all their
teachers participating; the size of the projects--e.g., the number of
project schnols var1ed from one site to 44 sites, with an average of

five project schools in a dlstrlct, and the number of students per

project averang about 300 pupils with some projects being single class-

rooms of 20 students and :others involving all the students' in a school

(as many as 1150); the.characteristics of the host school district-- -

e.g., 38 percdent of_the projects were in cities, 30 percent in suburban

‘areas, l1 perceént in towns, armd 21 percent in rural areas.' The largest

city school district had an average daily enrollment of almost 750,000,
and the smallest rural school district had 385 pupils.

Perhaps the.moét interesting variation was in the substance: of the
innovations. At. the most general level, the projects were very 51m11ar,
all focused on classroOm—rLlated problems and can be seen as serious
attempts to change student performance. To achieve’ thls common purpose,
however, loca}l school personnel identified a broad variety of project
strAtegies; Some projects comprised highly speeifEC’techniqueé that -
focused narrowly on ‘student achieyement._ For example, aovindividually
prescribed elementary school instruction project pretested elementary
students and then ideotified materials that could help them master items
rhey had missed on the pretest. A similarly designed mastery learning’"
project used a set of behavioral objectives in cémbination with coded
teaching materialq——gameq;-books, fV tapes, and so on. Other préjects .
sought to merove student performance by focusing on qtudents self—
concept and school- relat d attitudes.. One teacher described the latter
kind of project as "an attempt to modify students' attitudes toward the
school, community, the staff and peers by concentrating on a values-rich
currlculum. _ o l '

Some pFOJELES took a more Lndlrect and general approach. For ex-
ample, some projects concentrated on general staff development and
training activities not explicitly tied to the classroom. One suoh

project offered training in diagnostic and prescriptive methods; it

51
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consisted of study and discussions with teachers.ovef thirty school-
months, with weekly three~hour meetings. Another project'foéused on
staff training; it was ''designed to make teachefs and administrators
more aware of the feelings of‘children and teachers; Evening seminars
were offered,for interested teachers and administrators in which the
group was introduced to methods“of cffective education énd practiced
these techniques with each other." "Other projects elected to invclve
parentq as an indirect strategy to change student performance. One
PFOJCLE offered both Parent Effectlveness Tralnlng and Teacher Effec-
tiveness Tralnln';‘the teachers received video-taped selffevaluatlon
and inservice training on effective parent conferenclng Another: proj-
ect empha91acd home-school relations and hired aides as home-school
coordinators. R

Yet another group of projects aimed for comprehensive change in
~classroom_pra¢tic9, with the exélicit goal of"imbroving student atti-
tudes and achievement. These projects were ﬁuch less specific.thén' R
the m&re narrowly focuéed achievement projects (such. as mastery learn- '
ing) and made project training an integral part-of the changes being
implemented in the classroom. The following teacher. descrlptlon is
representatlve of prOJects of this nature.

The program was designed to. aid teachers in the %rocess'of
 individualizing instruction in the areas of language arts,
.math, social studies and science. The program focused on
enhancing student academic growth as well as their self-
concept and feelings about school. 1In order to accomplish
: individualization in these areas, classrooms were reorgan-
* ) 1zed and teachers . developed learning centers. in their rooms

for each subject area. Students were taught to use new
instructional materials many of which were developed by
project teachers; activities varied depending on the level
of the child. Teachers were given training in setting up
these new classroom procedures and materials and in teach-
ing to objectives d051gned for the child's level of ability.
A computer was used to assist the teacher in the area of
recordkeeping-and progress reports to the parents. ,

All the projects, then, addressed central educational needs of the
. P .
students in one way or another. None were concerned with ancillary or

"general enrichment" activities. Some projects focused directly on
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.specified academic deficits or on student attitudes and motivation
related to achievement. Other projects attempted to improve student
performance by_changing'the behavior and supplementing.the'skills of

hteachers and parents. Still other pIOJECtb were concerned with qtudtnt

performance in both cognitive and affectLve areas, striving for com- i
‘-prehensive change in classroom organLvatlon, climate, and activities.

All this varldtlon was not accidental. The original sample was
deliberately chosen to span a broad range of projects in many differ-'
ent institutional settings. This approach enabled us to collect in-
formatlﬂn about 1nnovatlons that clearly differed ‘in their outcomes .
and in factors affectlng the outcomes. For example, some projects were
eondpcted at several schools in a dlstrict, ethers at only one school;
we'therefore were able to analyze, using statistical methods, the
effect that the number of project schools had on cohtinuation. In
short, variety in project characterlstlcs and 1nst1tut10na1 settlngs
allowed us to generalize--within 11m1ts--about the factors affecting
proJect impact and continuation. - ’ .

Generallzatlon exacts a price, however.. For example, because the
innovations varied markedly in the substance of their CdUCdtlondJ method
we were able to explore whether some types of educational treatments were
con51stent1y implemented more effectlvely-than others and more likely to

‘'be continued. The price. exacted, however, lies in the}precision of our
generalizations. We would like to, but cannot; make“statemen&s ifke'
”Reading Program A is better than Reading Program B.”8 Instead, we had
to group-the_innovations in our sample'according to the_tybes‘of educa-

- tional methcd they represented and, consequently, limit our generalizations

h

to 1nferences about these abstrdct types.

The educatlonal method or substance of an innovation generally ‘con-
s1sts of an amalgam of instructional techniques pieced together to fit
‘the interests and concerns of . the project's désigners. Goals, means,
and strategies are all mixed tcgether. The product, as specified in

proposals or more refined plans, tends to be an innovation virtually

8Although we have data with which we could make at ltaqt reasonable
evaluative judgments on each project, we decided to forgo doing so for
‘the sake of formulating general principles that would be appllcable to
most projecls. :
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unique to its distriet. To group these "unique'" janovations into com=-
parable types of educational methods, we collected data from project
teachers about the range of edpcationdﬂ techniques used on the projects,
and devised an analytical classification using statistical methods.

The survey asked teachers to check off the educational techniques
employed ih their project. Table 3.2 enumerates the educational tech-
niques- and lists the ﬁumber of times eacﬁ technique was mentioned.
Considering the lack of clarity and diffuseness of educatidnal treat-
ments, it is not surprising that teachers never characterized their .
precject in termé_of a single technique. It is fortunate that they .

~

. Table 3.2

. EDUCATIONAL METHODS:OF PROJECTS

N ‘ Special projects may use a variety of differcnt
techniques. For the techriques listed below,

please circle the letter preceding edach technique Number.
vou wsed as part of the project in this school of Times
during the period of initial federal funding. Mentioned
Individualized inStTUCEION «.vinennnnrnn .. 700
2 Behavioral objectives V... iieiieenee i nn., 641
‘Criterion-referenced testing ..... e P P 335
Diagnostic and prescriptive methods ......... et 554
Differentiated staffing in elementary schools ...... 132
Paraprofessional staff (teacher aides, etc.) ....... 495
Team teaching ...:...... R R TN 312
Instructicnal specialists in ‘addition to teachers. .. 364
Counseling and’ guidance specialists ................ 245
Multi-age grouping (at least 3 grades together) .... - 115
Nongraded student evaluation procedures: ............ : 272
Open educabion ........it ittt it iineennnan 192
Learning centers ........iiuiiiiiiiiinieneieneaaa. 493
Cross—ageé tubtoring .....iiiiiierinrneennnnnnenennns. 206 -
+ . Performance incentives for students ......... Teeee.. 296
. Teacher-student contracts ............iveeeeunennnn. 340
New curriculum .......oovueunnnnn.. e .. 348
Educational technology (computers, etc.) ......v.... 133
Development of new materials ............ccvevuvn... 550
. New management Eechniques at the school level ...... 254
Field trips ......... e e e e 300
Parent involvement in the classSroom ..........ov.o.u.. 254
Use of community resources ..... B N 284
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did not. It would be confusing and almos. meaningless to ider:ify a
project as a ''parent involvement project'" without specifying what com-
bination of techniqueé was used in conjunction with parent involvement.
The data, when analyzed by correlations ‘among the V&flOUb technlques,
clearly suggest that certain technlgues went together 1in practice.
Moreover, it seems reasonable to hypothesize that likely combinations
of techniques were united by underlying and more general educational
methods. Since there were relatively few likely combinations of tech-

niques, we suspect that these general. educational methods were also few

~in number.

These theoretical premises suggest the ﬁse of factor analysis,
a statistical procedure designed to reéduce a large number of elements,
such as diverse educatlonal techniques, into .a smaller number of under~
lying dimensions. THe validity of factor analysls, apart from technical
considerations, rests on whether the factors, or underlylng dimensions,
have any valid interpretation or meaning. Our factor analysis of the
data of Table 3.2 indicates that the interpretations of the factors were
meaningful and provided,an efficient means for analytically describing
the educational methods of innovative projects in the Rand sample. |

Table 3.3 displays the results of a factor analysis designed to
discriminate a small number of underlying or general educational methods.

> .
Five analytical types of educational methods emerged:

o Tndzu¢duulzvaLLon techniques, innovations involving student-—
centered procedures, methods, and materials for dealing with
the learning needq of each pupil Lnd1v1dually, spec1f1c tech-
niques include crlterlon reference testing and diagnostic-—
prescriptive methods. ' »

o Classroom organization change, projects including teacher-

. centered innovations designed to alter the usual pattern of

9ThlS report does not dlscuss the statlstlcal details of the factor
analysis. The factor analysis enables a comparison. among the educational
methods of the diverse and idiosyncratic projects based on.similarities
among the projects. Howavcr, this statistical procedure cannot make
"apples out of oranges. Therefore, subsequent analysis controls for
some other project-features that cannot be characterlzed by the factor

analysis.
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Table 3.3

FACTOR ANALYS1S OF EDUCATIONAL METHuDS

Rotated Factor Lnudlngsa

Paraprofessional staff

Community - Individual- Classroom Curriculum

Educattional Technique luvolvement | ization Specialists Organization Revisicns Cormonaltty
JIndividualized instructlon 201 .681 -.200 L1548 .035 .568
‘Behavioral objectives .150 L4651 135 ' .095 . .104 .263
Criterion-referenced

testing : .006 . 564 .088 111 .375 .479
Diagnostic and prescriptlve ' ’

methods ' -.034 .760 - .029 .089 . .138 .606
Differentiated staffing in '

elementary schools .062 097 ©.286 .651 -84 .526

(teacher aides, etc.) 425 ] . [Luzs .138 © 198 -.066 T .426
Team teaching .27 . .095 -.013 ] -.085 .523

Instructional specialistys

Educational technology

in addition to teachers .196 -.007 - .633 ..090 171 476
Counseling and guldance
specialists : ) .132 048 .687 -.020 .050 : .435
Multi-age grouping (at -
least 3 grades together) .2128 -.140 -.116 .599 XA .562
hongraded student evalua-’ ’
tion procedures -1 .093 .195 .048 - .625 .213 . .485 ¢
Open education . 156 -.174 : .452 062 . .454
. Learning centers . A4 ~.088 .183 -.005 S.497,
Cross-age tutoring .33 .227 .176 :.450 .164 : L4623
© Performance {incentives for . . .
students -.059 .381 .446 .310 ¢ -.254 .507
. Teacher-student contracts .231 .367 . 169 .385 C =.123 . 380
New curriculum 117 .071 2332 .235 578 .518

(computers, etc.) -, 132 : .190 -.037 044 642 469
Development of new

materials © . . 361 273 267 -.036 " .407 443
New management techniques ’ ’ .

at the school level L02% L4010 - .302 .281 .100 . 341
Fleld trips ’ L2464 -.020 .176 T .148. -.007 % - . 606
Parent {nvolvement in the . )

classroom .706 .215 .085 .198 -.002 .591
Use of communit  resources .758 -.057 .224 161 - .030 .654

Sum of squares ' 2.857 C2.677 1.715 2.628 1.419 11.295

a . i -
Loadings refer to the correlation between an edueational technique aud a factor of general educacional

method .,

analysis.

The boxed entries indicate high loadings on a factor that serve to define the meaning of the fac-
‘tor. Commonqlicy and sum of squares are statistical measures that indicate the technical validity of the

interaction betweed teacher and student (e.g., open class-

‘rooms) or teacher and teacher (e.g., team teaching and dif-

ferentiated .staffing).
Curriculim FGUiSiOﬂS;IprojGétS for developing new curricula
. |
or inErodu;ing'educational'techniques to supplement thd¢
curricula. , - '
Hommunity inwoivement, projects employing community résnurcbs
: , y

or parent participation.

o

Spectalists for student needs, projects that used specialists

and guidance counsclors to meet students' needs.
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The names of chesé:caLegories of methods were chosen to veflect the
combinations of techniques revealed in Table 3.3 and to suggest gen- -
eral methods widely recognized by educational specia]ists.lo

The factors, or underlylng educational methods, may be Lnterpre'vd
in several ways. Each project in the samnle recelved a score on =ach
factor. A Ffactor score can be thought of as representlng the "amount"
of a‘pafticular educational method used in a project. For examﬁlé, a
scdru‘of 2.0 on the classroom orgénization factor means that the proj-
ect design attached -great importénce to classroom organization chaﬂge

activities. (Factor. scores are d1 tributed as a standard normal dis-

tribution. A scorce of 2.0 represents two standard dev1at10ns greater

than mean project score.) If an innovation scored high on classroom

.organizdtion methods and scoved low oa the other factors, we wbuld be

justified in calling the project a classroom organlzatlon hﬂnOVatlon.
Any project in the Rand sample can be described similarly in termq of
its mix of the. five educational methods. o /

Our subsequent analvsié'uses this factor-score degcriptioh. In
Phase I we found that the educational method& of a project d1d not

cxplaln much of the var1ah10n in project outcomes; Chap 5 dbkb whether

.the same result holds for conthuatlon. We also will examin% the rela~

‘tionship between the choice of educational method and other]@roject

characteristics that mlght_af ect continuation. For this éhapter's
pq:puse——to_dcscribe thc nature of projects in our sample-—-the most
pertinent relaticenship is that between rducational methkod and the amount
of federal tunding. Projects that focused heavily on individualization
were the most heavily finarced; opherwise, funding and éducational method

were not strongly related.

R -

0 . L - . .

The statistical validity of factor analysis depends on technical
considerations not discussed here. In general, the factor analysis of
Fable 3.3 has relatively good but not very strong statistical character-

ietics. Other statistical methods using nonparametric assumptions and

clustering analveis yielded essentially similar factors. The fact that

che categories deiined by the factor analysis make ;ﬂtu1t1ve sense gives

us reason to trust its results.

11, e . . ’ : : '

'The high-scoring projects 'on the various factors were checked
against fieldwork and other qualitative information and found to be
gencrally consistent with our understandlng of the substance of the

D!’(“C(‘t.
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We did ﬁot find it easy to medasure the amount of money available
ta a project. Depending on such circumstances as the type”of"innova—
tion or the size and management'stylc of the school district, it can
be difficult to distingnish project funds from other_monies available
to a school that support the project indirectly. Rather.than trying
to dctermine the true "costs," wé“collcc{ed data (from official project
rotofds or answers to the Phase 1 ﬁuchy) én the federal funding levels.
In méasurihg funding lcvel,.we needed to take into éccouht all
invfemenfal monies spent oﬁ the project. Although Title IIT grants were

intended to cover most if not all of the project costs, Title III was

.often not the only source of funds. Meny local projects also obtained

funds from state catégorical prosrams, special LEA appropriations, or
private foundations. Moreover, some LEAs 'packaged" federal grants ﬁrom
such sources as Title I, Education Professicns Development Act (EPDA),'
or National Defense Education Act (NDEA) to supplement the primary Title
ITI innovative project grant. Consequently, to examlne ‘the effect of
fundiug levels on prOJect outcomes, we used the sum of the special grants
trom all sources employed to support local T1tle III prOJects

Even this ch01ge did not resolve .our operational p;oblem. The fuﬁds
were awarded over .a three-year period. What would be the best meaéu;e '
of the resources available to a project? The total sum of all funds
over the three years? The average funding per year° The 1argest'yearly
fundgng level’ We chose the largest yearly pFOJePt funding level for a.
number of reasons. 12 First, a simple measure of the average grant re- |
ceived over several years could bé deceptive because of significadf year-

to-year variation. For example, it was not unusual for a Title III .

project to receive $125,000 .in support in the first year, $75,000 the
second year,. and‘$85 000 iﬁﬁthe third and final year. Second, prelim-

inary. analysis uncovered no discernible pdtLerns in project- fundlng
hlStOflEH, thercby precluding. generallzatlon about trends in fundlng
levels. Third, analysis of the effects a55001ated with the largest

single year of special project funding appeared particularly relevant

e B

b In Phase .I we used each of these measures in preliminary analy-
sis; the largest yearly funding tevel proved to be the best measure.
See Vol. II. :
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‘at around $100,000.

‘to the questions this study addresseﬁ. There has been considerable

debate in policy circles concerning Fhe existence of an:"optimal” level
of vutside support, if local‘projects\afe "to make a difference." Two
little money, many say, simply mecans fqefftﬁienéy. Conversely, it is
often argued that -federal support of egbensive projects is wasteful .
because districts are unlikely to be ahie to continue them once federal
funding ends. By examining the re]atioﬁships between the largest annual
funding figure and outcomes of Title Ilf:projgcts——where fedefal support
is explicitly seen as ''sced money''-- it is possible to sce whether the
size of the "seed" makes any difference.

‘“The projects in our sample displaved a great range in their largest
amwal funding level--Ffrom 310,000 to $335,000——wjth most projects funded
L3 Although these amounts, which are'absoluté figures
uncorrected for district size or budget, dp§not represent a high percent-
age of a school district's annual expenditure, they vary sufficiently |
to allow us to explore whether the level of incremental: and uncommitted
funds mattered fnr project effect and continuation.

We defer discussion of other project characteristics to Chaps. 5

and 6.

UThe aistribution of funding.wasﬂskewed in a lognormal shape, with*
most. projects funded at approximately £70,000 for their largest annual
funding level. See Vol. II for a more detailed, discussion of this

distribution.

2
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Chapter 4

CLASSROOM DATA- ANALYSIS MODEL AND MEASUREMENT
‘OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES

An innovation may af[u&t teachers, students, schools, and the
district in diverse ways and at different times in the innovation's
Lite cvele.  The challenge for an exploratory analysis of thé type
Rand undertook was two-fold: to know what to measure as well aS‘hOW'
to measure it, and to- specify relationships among the various measure-
ments., In shoft; we had to formulate a data analysis model.

The model described in this scection deals with classroom-level

issues; Chap. 6 treats district-level issues. The model was designed

to generate empirically based hypotheses rather than test or estimate

previously established relationships. Though the form of our statis-
tical analysis resembles procedures used in hypothesis testing for
nonexperimental data, it woula be misleading to construe the.findings
as anything more than tentative. Our objective was not to establish
hypotheses that could be formally tested, but to arrive at a deeper
underétanding og how to make innovaticis work. In sum, we designed

our data analysis model to enable us to draw policy-relevant infer-

_ences and to arrive at better hypotheses (1 e., a better model) and

moré refined assumptlons .

This chapter describes the model, operational measurements of

the dependent. variablés, and limitations of the analysis.

DATA ANALYSIS MODEL OF PROJECT EFFECT AND CONTINUATION

We. p051ted a simple, statlstlcally traetable,‘causal model of

how the variables suggested by our. theoretical conception of the local

- process of change affect each other. Namely, we assumed that: .

0  An innovation can have four types of "outcomes'" at the class-
" room level: an implemented project, changes ‘'in teaching
style or behavidr, changes in student performance, and con-

tinuation of the project's methods or materials.
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o Thke outcomes or dependent variab'es can be ordered by the
time sequence of their occurreﬁce, which also corrasponds
to their cause-and-effect relationshiips; some occur prior
to others, and earlier variables ca;-affect later ones, hut
not. vice versa. Specifically, the statistical analyh1s
assumes that implementat;on occurs first, followed by Lhange
in teachers, followed by change in students and by continua-
tion of the project's methods or materials.

0 All the factors or independent variables identified in Chap.

2 can affect any of the dependent variables.

- Figure 4.1 is a schematic diagram of this theoretical "causal" mode',

wﬁich is called a recursive model.

The model comprises the central components of .statistical analy-
ses, presented in Chap.-5, that are designed to determine fhe extent
to which each féctor (or iﬁdependent variable) leads to better class-
room outcomes--i.e., to effective 1mp1ementat10n,.teacher change, im-
proved student performance, -and prOJect continuation. The approach
is to present statistics that (a) "estimate’ . the Wulght'each.factor

has in explaining variation in project outcomes, and (b) indicate the

lThe recursive model can be stated algebraically as:

© Y, = f(X)‘-f'- €
Y, = £(Y,X) + g,
Yy = f(?l’Yz’X) T &y
Yy = EWLY,0 ke
Y5 = f(Y _,Y JX) + 55'

where X' is a vector of factors or independent varlables, Y; is imple-
mentation effectiveness, Y9 is teacher change, Y3 is student improve-
ment, Y, is continuation of project methods, Y5 is continuation of
project materials, and €; is an error term. Because the discussion
in the text aims at a general audlence, we avoid using such technical
terms ‘as exogenous and endogenous varlables to explain the recur-
sive system.

o
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‘| Factors or Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

N Federal input: funding level

Project characteristics
Educational method
Scope. of change
Implementation strategies

Institutional setting
Organizational climere

. ' Improvement in

) - student achievement
/; or behavior

Implementation Teacher
effectiveness change

Continuation of
project methods
or materials

. School characteristie:s
Teacher characteristics

Fig. 4.1 — Classroom-level data analysis model

statistical significance of these estimates for the characteristics
of ¢ v sample. In a formal sense, theése statistics cannot be used to
refute our mbdel——i.e.,_to test whether some of the factors assumed
by fhe model do not significantly affect project outcomes. Yet our
policy purpose requires us to make such judgments, using the statis-
tical analysis and our field experience, but we warn the reader that
these findings ére exploratory and tentative.

The remainder of this section discusses the model's underlying
assumptions in more detail; the latter part of this chapter presents
our operational measurements of dependent variables at the classroom
level. Our assumptions derived from severai empirical lessons we
learned in Phase I. First of all, as we éuggested earlier, becausc a
project is iikely toxmutate during the implementation, its effective-
ness afﬁer fcur or five yeérs»depends ﬁot only on its initial design.
:but aiso;on its evolution. In turn, ics evolutioh depends on char-
acteristics of the innovation and its institutional setting. In other
words’, the implemented prbject should be treated as both én independent
and a dependent variable in a system of relationships. Consequently,
‘the effectiveness of implementation ‘will be analyzed, on.the one hand,
as a function of the factors identified earlier, and on the other hand,
as a factor affecting teacher change, éontinuation-of method and ma-

terials, and student improvement.
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A second lesson concerns the project's cumulative effect on
teachers after four o. five years of project operation. Teachers may
learn from‘nnd adapt to the project during implementation in ways
the original designers may or may not have intended. . Such changes in
teaching style or behavior constitute an outcome of the project as it .
was implemented. Furthermore, improved student performance and con-

tinuation of project methods or materials depend on the teacher's style

~and behavior as they were both before and as a result of the project.

Therefore, the change in the teacher's behavior can be classed as
both cause and effect in the system of relatfonships determining what
happens to an innovation.‘

Although change in the style and behavior of teachers is a major
potential effect of an innovation, it would amount to "change for the
sake of change” if it had no effect on student performance. We con-
sidered two serious methodological questions before we incorporated

student performance into the model and analysis. First, the measure-

-merit issues are controversial--what should be measured and how to

measure it--and we had to . .2ct measurements appropriate to this study;
the next section discusse: . r operational choices. Second, one could

question the appropriateness of measuring changes in student perfor-

. . . PR
mence because an innovation takes considerable time to affect students

anitiVu:f.’ In fact, Phase I found that implementation difficulties
during the first few- years prevent a valid assessment'of how the in-
novation ultimately might affect students. However, we believe student
effects can be judged four or,fiyeJyears after an innovation formally
began (the point at which Phase I1 assessed projects). Tespite method-
ological reservations, then,_this exploratory nﬁalysis considered improve-

ments in student performance to be a separate project outcome (i.e., a

‘dependent variable of the assumed system of'relafionships).-

The datn'analysis also treats continuation as an outcome--but
only as one of several. That cautionary distinction is wise, for it
would be myopic to régard continuation as the only outcome.dr even the
most iﬁportant outcome of an innovation. Continuation is not always '

° : .

appropriate or desirable. For example, we observed in the field two

opposite possibilities: One, an innovation may be discontinued even

66
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though its other outcomes are notable (perhaps because it has served

its purpose or the district is unable to "afford" to sustain the in- .
novation); or L:Qn, an Innovation may be continued despite poor re-
sults (perhaps bevause the district is subject to politic&l or bﬁreau—
cratic pressure). For those reasons, continuation should be welighed
along with, and sometimes against, other project effects.

By using other outcome measures besides continuan%?n——viz., im-
proved student performance, teacher change, and imple%§htation effec—~
tiveness--one can begin to get a sense of tradeoffs among desirable
outcomes. Far example, it may be, as the Ford Foundation discovered
on projects they sponsored, that concentrating a project in one school
maximizes gains in student pe;formance but that spreading the project
across many schools improves its prospects for continuation.

Thus far we hdve outlined the components of our data analysis
modelland why we chose them. We could have used other formulations,
however, that would be consistent with our theoretical conception of the
process of change. We could have used a 'reduced form'" approach that , .
conservatively assumes that the "dependent' variables do not affect -
each other or that we lacked sufficient information to identify their
interrelationships in any useful way. This reduced form approach means
that the statistical analysis should-"estimate'" the effect of the fac-
tors on eaﬁh project outcome separately, and then the estimates should
be compai‘ed.2 Becausevthis conéervative view has'considerable merit,
Chap. 5's statistical analyses were done in two waysg '(l)fusing the

2The reduced form approach can be stated algebraically as:

Y= E g - g
Y2 = f(X) + €,

Yy = £(X) + €,

¥, = T e, n

YSI'— F(X) +eg .

where the algebraic symbols have the same meaning - as in the preceding
footnote. :
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. . ~
simple recursive model of Fig., 4.1 and (2) using the reduced form that
mikes no causal assumptions about the re]utiopﬁh[ps among the dcpéndent
variables.

.“Howuvcr, we could have assumed a more coﬁplox causal system--

e.g8., that implementation caused changes In toaching, and that changes’
in tuﬂvhing in Eurn affected implementation. To tost such "simultan-
cous" relationships, we would need to collect data differently from the
way in which we were able to. For example, we would either have.to |
have collected data longitudinally or to\hqve'nsked respondents to
render such difficult retroactive asscssments as how much they or thelr
students chaﬁgcd during thuhfirst three years of the pfoject as compared
with the first two years after the project. Morcover, a fully simul-
tancous model would have réquircd a sobhisticated social science thcory
s0 that explanatouvy variables could be identified: S$uch theory does

° ~

not vet cexist. : R
In summary, the absence of a longitudinal data base and of any
firm theory meant that it would have heen premature and probably spe-

cious to dssume more realistic but less tractable relationships than.

those indicated 'by Fig. 4.1.
MEASUREMENTS OF DEPENDENT VARIABLES :

For the purpose of-statistical analysis, the dependent variables--

the multiple &ffects of federall¥ funded projects—-had to be measured

in terms that were comparable across a variety of innovations and in-
stitutional settings. We c¢ould not use any single "objective' measure .
of student performance as a test of a project's performance. For ex-

: t»

ample, the use of a standardized measure of achievement gains would have
. . t .
been inappropriate because projects in the Rand sample differed in such

dimensions as their educational objectives (e.g., cognitive aims versus
. ’ . ' .

affective ailms. for students), -their curriculum areas (e.g., reading.

versus mathematics), their grade level (elementary versus secondary), -

and their techniques (e.g., student-oriented "individualization tech-
. - ) < -
niques’ versus open classroom approaches). , LS

. :
To6 obtain comparable measurements, we asked project teachers to

assess the generalized effect of the(?ﬁnovation on themselves and on

'

.

-~
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‘their students. Their answers may be h1ased perhaps tending to over-
g ' evaluate the teacher s -and pTOJeCt s performance, in which case they
cannot be considered accurate,- For example, the prQJect teachers re-
:ported 67 percent as the.mean level of achievement of projéct goals.
Outside observers might'repqrt a lower figure; but whether or not the
figure is biased, little harm was done because'no useﬂaud.jo inferences
were made from it per se. Our primary concern was not to judge project
success but to explain the extent to whic! various factors affected-
outcomes. Responses that were systematically "optimistic" but other-
wise accurate did ﬁot»invalidate our approach. _ |
- . To examine the nature of potential-measurement errors in the de-
e | .pendent variables, Phase T included a validation study. Rand observers
rated projects in 29 fieldwork sites (about 10 percent -of the total
sample) using the same instruments as those used. by teachers, principals,A
prujeCt directors, and superintenaents. The rcsults; which are dis-
~cussed in Vol. II, show that Rand observers rated projects systemati-
cally lower than did the participants The '"absolute' exaggeration or
.Aupward bias did not seen to be greater for some types of projects than
others This 1ssue-—whether the bias in the dependent variable is
(a) only a systematic shift in.the answers for ali respondents or (b) .
also. includes different amounts ofzexaggeration by different respond-
ents--is an important statistical issue. If (a) were true, our explan-
atory type of analysis would be appropriate, within limits; if (b) were
true, the validity of the statistical analysis wculd be questionable.
- Judging by the results of the validation study, we believe it is reason-
able to assume, for expioratory purpuses, thac twe variation in the
operational measurements of our dependent variables was not severely

contaminated by a general upward bias in the self-assessments.

)

»
o

3Validity tests weve not pursued in Phase II, except during pre-
tést studies, ;ﬂcause of research budget considerations. In the case
B " of severe upw.rid b1as, a "ceiling" effect, or artifactual skewness,
can cause a variety of errors. For example, the variation at the.top
end of the scale may be too collapsed’to analyze. In prellmlnary
anslysls, we used a variety-of transformations and recodings of the
.data (e.g., using dummy variables) to test the extent of the ceiling
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In summary, we uscd assessments by prdject participants‘to obtain
Lomparable measurements of four project outcomes: imblementation
ffectlveneqb, change in tceaching, meroveant in student performance,
and continuation of the project's methods or materials. The error
introduced by these operational measurements cannot be preciscly de-~-
termined, but preiiminary tests indicate that the errors are uot

major enough to invalidate our exploratory analysis. The following

section discusses the operational measurements of each of the four

‘types of project outcomes at the classroom level.

Implementation Effeciiveness
The Title IIl projects in our sample addressed a number of differe

ent project goals. We.sclected our Phése IT sample to include only

. those projects that, a priori, could be expected to -influence class-

room activities and student performance‘(ezg., we eliminated projects
such as cultural enrichment and drug education projects). Yet ‘even
within these sampling parameters, the projects display sufficient
variation--e.g., from remedial reading to open education te individual
mastery learnlng to programs desxgned to enhance students' school-
rulato attitudes—-to make direct comparlbonb between specific project
object%ves meaningl=ss.  As an index of ffectlve prOJect implementa-
tion, we used a measure of the extent to whlch projects met their own
goals, different as they might be for each project. Specifically, we
asked teachiers, principals and superintendents to estimate Ehe_percent—

age of project goals that were achieved. This question is obviously

problem; the formulations presented in the text were the most appro-
priate. In pretesting we" found that using & scale of seven (ordinal)
categories rather than five categories greatlv reduced ceiling effects.
Nonetheless, the operational measurements remais~ ‘whject to this
problem. : :

4The specific question and statistics for the distribution of
responses were: '

(Percent Goals Achieved) Owerall, when y.-¢ take into account
the goals the project started with and the resources 1% had, about
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' . 5 : .
open to a number of response biases. For exumple, the Phase I valida~-
tion study indicated that district respondents tended to be more opti-

mistic about the project's '"success" than were outside Rand observers.

This systematic exaggeration was partly idiosyncratic (or random) and

partly related to the respondent's position. For example, on the aver-—
age superintendents rated projects higher than did principals, who in
turn rated projects nigher than did teachers.

4

Whatever the reasons lor these diffcring responses might be, two

A3
conclusions for analysis follow. Fivst, a measurement of project

‘success that combines the answers of respondents at different levels

of the school organization (teachers, principals, and superintendents’
would fail to give a valid indication of the effectiveness of project
impleméntation from any ievel. Second, both Phase I and our fieldwork
found that teachers' estimates correspond most closely with those of
outside observers. There are'plau%ibie explanations for the apparent
greater accuracy of teachers in judging the educational success of the
pruject.' For.one, they work in the classrcom and can watch project
imp.ementation and its rgsults with/their own eyes. Superintendents

) ’ - » : o’
and priancipals necessarily have a more limited view, and furthermore,

what percent of its gbals would you say the project has _achieved?

. Teachers Principals Superintendents
Mean "= 68.1 Mean =.75.9, Mean = 79.5
Median = 74.2 Median = 80.0 Median = 82.5
Standard .- Standard v Standard

deviation = 24.7 deviatirm = 18.3 Aeviation = 15.6 .
# responses = 891 ## responses = 155 # responses = 96

Throughout this report, the exact wording of questions and the dis-
tribution of responscs will he presented in footnotes at the time the
variables are first diccussed. - To identify the varlables, their con-
ceptual names are placed before the statement of their questlon. The
responcdents, of course, did not have knowledge of the variable names.
For almost all variables in the analysis, the questions were designed
to have a prlma facie connection with the conceptual variable.

The Phase 1 survey analysis used five alternative measures of
implementation effectiveness to test the validity of this question;
all five were used in p:2liminary analysis. Given the. problemy
of comparability, simply asking about the percent of pruject goals
achieved appéars to be the most operationally useful measure of im~
plementation effectiveness. See Vol. II, p. 15, for an extended
cdiscussion. : ' S
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are likely to be swerved by burcaucratic and political considerations
in their assessnents, whether consciously or unconsciously.

For these reasons, we used teachers' estimates as a measure of
implementation effectiveness. 1t is important to understand, however,
that this prOJect outcome measure, which we cail pereent goals achieved,
should not be seen as a proxy measure for project effect on students

or teachers. For example, it is possible for a profert--particularly

one with narrow objectives--to be highly "surcessfui," perhaps achiev-

‘ing 100 percent of its goals, but have iitLlu or no effect on student
'performance or teacher change. .The percent of project goals achieved,

“ther, is only one outcome, and is meaningful only when combined with

other measures.

Change in the Pattern of Teaching

Teacher change can have several meanings, with different impli=-
cations for classroom practice. Some projects, open‘claséroom projects .
for example, focus primarily on changing tae way teachers'orgénize
their classrooms and relate to their students. Remedial reading proj-

ects, on the other hand, do not primarily address the way a teacher

Py

.organizes the classroom; instead, the aim is to give teach%fs new

6 > . 2 . -

Ore reason for using percent goals achieved was to attain a com-
parable measure across diverse innovations. It would be naive to
assume that this measure eliminated all ‘comparability issues, however.
For example, althcough projects differed in d1ff1culty, a project achiev-
ing 100 percent of its goals necessarily appears more "successful" than
a project achieving 80 percent. To deal with this issue, we.followed
two procedures. First, as the chapter discusses, we did not equate
percent goals achieved with "succ¢ess,'" but rather used a variety of

' measures so that we could compare the effects of different factors

(including project inputs) on each dependent variable; thus, Chap.. 5
estimates how much '"percent goals achieved'" affected teacher change,
student improvement, and continuation. Second, data were collected
from participants to indicate how difficult their project was; Table
4.2 indicates the bivariate correlations of difficulty of project-
implementation. with other dependent variables. This variable was used .
as a control for all preliminary runs of analyses .presented in Chap. 5,
but its inclusion did not change the substantive results. In short, we

. have tried to-mitigate the noncomparabilities in our operational meas-

urement of percent project goals achieved.
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curricular skills chey can use with students having particular learn-
ing problems.  Furthermore, altnough a project might have been deliber-
ately planned to introduce specific types of other changes, teacher
change might have been' an unanticipated consequence - A 51ng1e measure
of "teacher change," then, would be likely not only to mask partigular
project effects on teacher behavior but would also be of only limited
utility +a understanding what kinds qf'teachef change are associated
with what kinds of change in student performance .

To differentiate among the dimepsions of teacher change, we asked
both teachers and principals to assess the extent to which classroom
behavior had changed along a number of dimensions. Table 4.1 lists
the questions we asked and the distribution of responses.

Our assumptlon was that these questlons spanned different arcas
covered by d1fferent types of projects. To develop a 51ng1e measure
comparable across all types of innovations, we added together the re-
sponses of each teacher on four of the questmns,7 we call. this opera-
tional measure tiie total teacher change caused by the project. Table
4.2, which pfesents the intercorrelations among the dependent vériableé
used in Chap. 5, shows that the responses to the teacher change vari-

ables are'highly correlated (ranging from .63 to ,40).8 Thig high

7The second question in Table %.1 is more relevant to secondary
school teachers; no primary grade teachers answered it. When we took
into account the pattern of no- responses te this question and to the
first question about basic skills, the two questions were highly cor-
related. Accordingly, we dropped the second question from further
analysis. : : &,

8Except for percent ‘goals achieved, -he variables in Table 4.2
“are defined .from questions that use seven- 0int scales. These scales
are ordinal, but we use them as if they we:e equal-interval (cardinal)
measures because more powerful statistical technlques (viz., multiple
regression) can be applied. -For a justifica .on fur this approach,
see Robert P. Abelson and John W. Tukey, "Efficient Utilization of Non-
Numerical Information in Quantitative Analysis: General Theory, the
Case of Simple Rank Order," Annals of Mathematical Statistics, Vol. 34,
1963, pp. 1347-1369. ' : ’ '
The use of scale variables in any empirical work can be challenged
because the meaning of a scale response to a question ‘may not be com-
parable\acros% individuals (i.e., "interpersonal comparisons' may not
be meaningful). For example, people may give different meanings to
the end points ‘or to the "distances" between different parts of the

. 4
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Table 4.1

QUESTIONS ON: TEACHER CHANGE

Teachers were asked the {sllowing question: "For each of the teaching activities

lisved bel.w, please Iadicate how wmuch you think you have changed the way you do
things. We are intercsted in all changes, whether or not they were directly
intended by the projsct.”

- Verv Number
Large No of
Change o Change - Responses

Teaching of basic skills
(reading, writing and/

or math) ) - 12.1% 16.5% 23.5% 16.5% 7.4% 10.6%Z 13.4% 1057

Teaching of one or more

other specific curricu-

lum areas (e.g., social . .
studies, science, art) 9.3 16.0 18.0 15.8 8.9 12.3 19.8 -

Recognizing and attend-
ing to individual students'

945

special learning problems 20.3 23.8  22.6 12.0 5.9 6.6 8.8 1021

The way you organize your
classroom . 17.2

(&S]
(%7
>

Working with students in
the area of affective

20.6 13.8 7.4 7.3 .1 1012

development 13.3 22.7 24.8 17.4 . 7.1 6.3 8.4 1004 -

Principals gave the following froquency of response to the question: "(ior cach of
the teaching activities below), please indicate how rmuch change you have chsorved .

in the way project teachers tn jeneral actually do things in their elassrooms.”

Teaching of basic skills
(reading, writing and/or X
math) 10.9% 20.5% 32.7% 16.72'.7.72 6.4% 5.1%

Teaching of one or more

other specific.curricu-

lum areas (e.g., social :

studies, science, art) . 8.4 24.7 30.5 14.3 9.3 [ 6.5

Recognizing and attending
to individual students'
special learning problems 27.1 '38.7 20.7 6.5 1.9 1.3 3.9

Tﬁe way teachers organize : .
their classrooms 19.2 37.2 16.7 12.8 6.4 1.9 5.8

The wdy teachers work with .
students in the area of

affective development 17[3 35f3- 3%.] 9i6 3f2 2f6 lj9
7 6 5 4 3 2 1

" NOTE: The five variableé in the teachers' questionnairé have the following names
throughout the text: Change in Teaching.Basic Skills, Change in Teaching Specific

156

164

163 |

165

167

Curriculum, Change in Dealing with Individual Learning Problems, Change in Organizing

- Classrcom, and Change in Dealing with Affective Development.

=31
=



Table 4.

STVARLATE CORRELATIONS OF DEPENDENT VARTALES

Variable Numher

Variable | : ‘
Number - | | : @ ¢ B ® 1 @ (9)|
(1) Percent of preject goals achieved 1.00
(&) Change in teaching basic gkills Y,
(3) . Change in dealing vith individya]
Learning problems 29 .57
(4) - Change in organizing classroom - .3 SERN|
(5)  Change in (dealing with aff. dev. 21060 .63 59
(6)  Change in student achievement S1360.33 .26 .0
(7) Inprovement in student behavior 490532030 % g
(8)  Continuation of project methods 484540 L9 AT W
(9) . Continvation of project materials 03007 6 A7
!

- (10) Difficulty of project implementation® - 2510 .03 .05 .06 <20 -1 -0 -1

NOTE: Vumber of observations is 812.

a , , .
This variable was used only in prelininary analy51s

The specific question asked of project
teachers, and the frequency of thelr responses, were:

i ddr',udqﬁeﬂf how dszicult a8 this project been to earry out?

15y 1?2 11 1{2 i ¢
[ ‘

N
Very | Not at all’
Difficult - Difficult
Number of responses is 1033,
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degree of association probably comes from a combination of a "halo"

effect and a valid correlation among .the types of changes produced

by an innovation. The correlation among these variables is,. on the

"one hand, high enough to indicatc that the total teacher change meas-

ure makes sense; on the other, it is not so high as to preclude the
possibility of discerning different effects from the factors: for the

different dimensions of teacher change. The next chapter analyzes both

total teacher change and each of its components.

Improvement in Student Performance

Change agent projects typically introduce activities and materials
new to the district and thercfore require vtime to "settle in' before
longer-run effects on student performance can be assessed with any

. ) 3 : L v
accuracy. For example, teachers acquire and practice new skills or
behavior over the coursce of project implementation. For that reason,
we deferred questions about changes in student performance to the
Phase 1T survey.

Change agent projects ‘can aim toward cognitive or affective im-

3 9
provements in student performance, or both.” More than three quarters
of the teachers in our sample indicated that their projects aimed at
both. To measure change in these two dimensions in comparable ways,

ve asked teachers to assess the relative extent of change in both

scale.. Our approach could be justified by assuming that our respond-
ents' utility functions are approximately cardinal and fqifly similar
(i.e., the distribution of utility functions has a clear central
tendency and a relatively small variance).” This assumption may be.
plausible for many of our variables becau$e the population of teachers
is relatively homogeneous and used to dealing with scale variables.
More research is needed to test this assumption.

’QWe asked teachers to indicace the student objectives for their
change agent project. Specifically, we asked (Improvement in Student
Achicvement): "ds you understood the project, was it primarily aimed
at. your students' cognitive development, affective development or both?"
The distribution of the 980 teacher responses was: -

Cognitive development only ............. 11.2%.
Affective development only ............ 10.2%
Both ...t inieiiiii it it eiieene.. 78.7%
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dimensions..10 The distribution of resbqnses for both quéstions is
quite varied, but Table 4.2 shows that these measures are highly
torrel#ted (.61). ‘As we did with teacher change, we added ttgether
the two student change measures to give a single measure, which we
call the relative cxtent of total iwprovcmen/ in student performance.
Lhapter 5 analyzes the combined measure as well as the separate meas-
ures of achievement and bthaVLOr

Although the distribution of answers to these questions suggests
‘that teachers were discriminating in theit responses, teacher percep—.
tion of change in student 1erformancé is obviously open to a number of
biases. Teachers who had 1nvebted much t1me and en%fgy 1n 1mplement1ng
a project might be reluctant to admit that their efforts were fruit-
less, which may explain why approximately half the teachers reported
that their projects had markedly increased student acédemic achieve-
ment. They may have.been right of coursw, considering the select
nature of the projects in our sample, but such results are strlklngly
good compared with those reported in the research literature and in

evaluations of 5pec1al pro_]etts.ll (For example, many studies in search

1QThe specific questions and distribution of the 982 teacher re~

sponses were: "

(Improvement in Student Achievement). "What impact has ‘iis
project had on student adademic achievement?”

5.6% 12.9% 31.1% 19.6%7 23.7% 3.1% 1.7% 1.6% 7%

L 1 L 1 1 | L | |
9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Much higher. No change ' , Much lower

achievement achievement

(Improvement in Stud&nt Behavior) What effect has this
project had on student attitudes or behavior?!

9.9% l7.7% 27.3% 20.4% 17.32 2.9%2 2.8% 1.2%Z 0.6%

L | | | | 1 | . J
9 8 7 "6 5 4 30 2 1
Very positive - No effect Very negative
effect : ' effect

LlVolume I provides an extensive review of the literature.

(R:3
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of_"eucceQqul” projects among a sample of candidates have been able
Lo Ldentlfy a number that only barely e\ceed what would be predicted
by chance.) None;heless, tgacher responses varied widely, which in-
dicates that it would be fruitful to analyze the sources of variation
and the reldtlonshlp to other prO]ect outcomes. '

This measure is also opun to measurement error because it reflectq
teachers! pergeptlons of student change,'not objective, standardlzed
test results. For example, there is a:sizeable literature that sug-
ggqts that teachers systematically .give higher marks to middle-class
or ’socia]‘conforming students. Even so, we belicve that teachers'
perceptionq are useful for at least two reasons. First, since prOJect
ob]ectlves differed widely, between-project comparisons of student
gains on standardi7ed inqtruments-are not meaningful. A comparison
between one stanine's growth in math achicvement and a ten percentile
gain in reading proficiéncy, for example, tells us little. Teacher
assessments of project-related student gains, however, permit us to ¢
assess relative’ if not specific differences in project effects on
students. Second, it can be argued tﬁat teachers' estimates of student
gains measure more enduring or comprehensive project effects than can
standardized achievement or attitude*measures.lz Because of their

close involvement with their students, teachers are likely to make an

‘integrated assessment that represents solid student gains, not simply

enhanced test-taking facility. *Further, it is to be expected that
teachers draw on standardized student outcome measures in making their

assessments. Teachers' perceptions probably derive from a synthesis

~of information about change in student performance from a number of

sources; consequently, it can be argued that their percéptions more
accurately represent solid- improvement in student performance--in
reading skills, for example, as opposed to narrow gains in vocabulary,
which may prove ephemeral. C .

‘In summary, althoﬁéh teacher measures of student gain are subject
to a number of response biases and comparability problems, it seems

«

2 . L, : ;
For a review of the literature, see H. A. Averch et al., How

 Effective ls Schooling? A Critical Review and Synthesis of Research

Findings, The Rand Corporation, R-956-PCSF/RC, March 1972.
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. ) \
the answer would likely be, "Yes.

reasonable to assume for the purposes of exploratory analysis that

these difficulties. do not invalidate our analysis. ’
' '
Q

Project Continuation at the Classroom Level

If one asks a school official, "Has this project been continued?",

" But if one probes or visits class-

rooms, a morce differentiated view emerges; the extent to which project
methods or materials continue tolbe employed can vary enormuusly.

Sometimes continuation is no more than pro forma; perhaps the innova-

‘tion's methods are wholly or mostly discarded, but.the materials con-

tinu¢ to be used, at least to some extent. .Other projects are fully
cohtinucd; the staff have assimilated the project's methods and emp loy
them extensively in their teaching. Therefore, in UhOOSlng the Phase
IT .survev saniple of purport edly continued projects, we aqhumcd that the
true extent of continuation would vary.

This assumption wasvacuurate. The survey asked teachers to esti-
mate the relative ertent to whlch they were currcnblu applylng the
basic 1deabrandkmethods of the project in their classtooms. ("Cur-
rently," in this context, meant two yéars after the end of federal
funding for most teachers in the Samp*le.)13 The distribution of re-
sponses varied, as expected: 17 percenr indicated they were continuing
the project to a ”very large extent" (the highest point in our seven-
point scale), and 5 percent indicated they were not cont1nu1ng the
project's methods at all. Teachers were also asked about thelr current

7

3
The specific queqtlons and distribution of the 980 teacher re—
sponses were:

(Continuation of Project Methods) "To what ertent are you
presentZJ applying the basic ideas and methods of the project
i1 Yyour cZa sroom?"

17.22  27.0%  23.02 16.3% 6.8% 5.1%  4.5%

L l | [ © 1 | |
<7 6 5 4 30002 1 ,
To a very- To some - Not at -
large extent extent all X '

Notlce that this question deals not with official contlnuaLlon of the
project gua project but with continuation of the project's content.

8U
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use of the project's materials Because materials can be continued wlth or
without the projert's methods. 14, Agaln, the responses varied widely:
19 percent 1nd1cated they still used all of the project’'s materials,
and 15 percent 1nd1cated they were uSLng none. .\Eﬁese measures con-
'stltute our operatlonal definitions of continuation at the classroom
ﬁ ok level. 15 The statistical analysis in Chap. 5 explores why some tcachcrs.ﬁ
continued their projects exten51vely and others did not
" We Lnterpret these measures, particularly the question about
., -methods, to represent the degree of the teacﬁeﬁ's assimilation of the
project's precepts. One test of the Galidity of this'interpretation
is to compare the teachers' responses to the question about their
currant actual use of the project with their inclination to use the

, . s : . . 6
lnnovation elsewhere were they to take a different teaching Job.l If

’ : 14The question and dlstrlbutlon of the 1002 tca(her responses

were

(Continuation of Project Materials) "What proport/nn of project
matertals are jou now uSLnJ in your classroom?"

All of them ...... e 18.6%
Some of them ..... e 32.6%
. ' A few of them ............ . 23.2%
None of them ............. 14.6%

15Table 4.2 shows that the extent of continuation of the project'
methods was correlated .57 with the ¢dntinuation of project materials.
We expected these measures to bf hi ghly correlated however, they are
not so highly correlated as to brevent a separate analySLS of each .

measure .
‘ e specific question and distribuation of the 1016 responses
were:

(Inclination to Continue Project) "7If you were to take a
' teaching job in another school or districi that had not tried
this project; how inclined would you be to try to implement
its methods in your classroom?! .

|
I
7.
L1 Y N A ¥

28.2% 22.1% 18.2Z 15.0% 4.2% 4 .47 9%
e ' S
7 6 5 4 >3 2 %l
Very Moderately Noti at all
inclined inclined iqclined

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
1
i
i
1
i
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e, . . - . .
teachers continued to use the project's ‘methods solely to conform to
school policy, we would not expect their current use to be positively
related to their inclination. - But the correlation is an impressive

17 e . : "
.61. This degree of agreement supports the interpretation-that bur

continuation measure represents a surrogate for the teacher's assimila-

. . . 18 .
tion of project precepts. . .

As another rest of validityy<we asked principals to give us their

opinion about whether the project at their school would eventually die

out or would bectmé integrated into the teachers' classroom practices.

]7It is interesting that continuation.of materials is correlated
.43 with the teachers' inclination to continue them elsewhere. We
wonder if this lower correlation (compared with the .61 correlation
for methods) reflects the possibility that materials are more likely

" than methods to be continued by teachers because of offitial school

policy.

18The survey also asked teachers to indicate the extént to which
their involvement in the project had made their job more (or less)
satisfying. The variable was correlated .57 with continuation of
project methods and .37 with continuation of project materials. These
results offer further support for the validity arguments made above.
The specific question and distribution of the 992 responses were:

(Job More Satisfying) "Would you say your involvement in the
project has made your job more satisfying?"

17%  18%  22%  15%  22% 2% 1% 1% | 1%
L &l 1 | L
9 8 7 6 5 4-" 73 2 1
Much more ° No more or - Much less
satisfying less satisfying satisfying °

9 T e . A . - . o
(School Continuation) "Over the next few years, which (of
the Jollowing) possibilities do you think is most likely to happen

with respect to project methods among teachers at this school?!

‘The methods will .be dropped .........oeeeuinennnnnnn.. R 2.0%
Some or all of the teachers will use project methods; g

but methods will not be used extepsively ................. 48.4%
Some or all .of the teachers will use project methods

and they will generally be used quite extensively ........ . 49.7%
(Number of responses = 98.) The SO-percent "continuation rate'" should

not be considered as representative of all Title III projects; our

sample is not a random sample but highly selected toward purportedly
continued projects. Thus, one would guess that the continuation rate
of all Title III projects wogld be considerably below 50 percent. We

82
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The split between the two "Ffutures" was about even. By. averaging
the answérs*of teachers at a school to the question of continuation
of project_methodé; we arrived at o rough estimate of the correspon--
dence between, on the one hand, the principal's sénse of the stability
or endurance of the innovation over time and, on the other hand, the
teachers' statements about‘how extensively theyv were using the project's
methods. The average score of the teachers' answers sceems to be
significantly higher for the group of enduring proieccs than for proj-
ects the principal believed would eventually die out.20 Thnugh‘this
evidence ' is far from a conclusive test o’ /d‘ldlty, it lends credence
to the asQumption that the teacher's ar .tement about the extent Of ;
their current use of project methods represcnts a measure of the proj-
ect's longer-term use--that'is, a measurc of the project's assimilation
into the staffjs standard pedagogical repurfoirv. .

In conclusion, the operagional.measurements of continuation at the
classroom'level——the extent -of teﬁchers’ use of fhv nroject's methods

and materials some twu years after the end of federal fund ing--seem

valid for exploratory purposes.

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

¢« This study addresses complex and difficult issues. It aims to
identifv a set of factors that determine the vontfnuatidﬂﬁn¥ innova-
tions after federal fundlng onds, and to dn so for a w1de range of
innovations in dlverse local settings. The absence of a weli-defined
theory of the prbcess of educatiénal.chnnge means. that our findings

cannot be treated as definitive. Moreover, our sample, which was

-

suspect that, even for our sample,. 50 percent might be optimistic.
(Note, howevgr, that an upward bias on the part of teachers should not
serlously affect the analysis using the arbitrary seven- pOLnt scale

of relative extent o continuation.)

0 .. . . " . " "
Using a scven-point scale (wlthﬂ to'a very large extent' zn

signed a seven), the average score of the (average) teacher answe:rs

. within a school was 5.9 for projects in which the principal thought
- the.teachers would continue to use che project's methods exte nsively;
the score for the other group was 4.2 The "difference'" of these meansg
s nppoarq to’be significantly higher. However, tne statistical test is
c not straightforward because of the deferont aumber of teachers repre-

-sented for each prnJect._

‘
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selected to foce oy continuation, is not: répresentative of all Title

LD projeces, let alone of all innovative projects. Conse-uently,

the generalizabilits of our results can be quesiioned. To achieve

comparability across flers wad projects, we measured project ef-
fects and continuat 1 "contentifree'" scales.  Such measurements
are open to valid ¢ -m.  Finally, the data analysis model makes

simplifying assumptions in order to examine systematically the com-
plex relationships among factors nffccfing.change agent projects.
There caveats should be kept in mind as the reader considers the re-
sults of Chaps. 5 and 6.

Despite these caveats, we belicve the findings sufficiently valid

to be used bv policymakers and researchers.
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Chapter 5 .
FINDINGS AT THE CLASSROOM IEVEL

Why zre some innovations effectiVe]y implemented and continued
while others fail short of their original promise? What character-
istics of innovations and of their host school districts explain the
disparate experiences and outcomes at the classroom level? The pre—
ceding chapters provided Ehe groundwork for exémining these questions.
Here we present statistical analyses, along with interbretations
based on {ieldwork experience, that explore answers to these ques-
tions at the classroom level.

This is a long chapter. Consequently, following a brief sta-
tistical :face, we present an overview of the findings to equip

the reader with a guide to the subsequent discussion.

STATISTICAL PREFACFE

Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 present the results of a statistical
analysis designed to explore the extent to which the factors iden-
tiffed in Chap. 2 account for the variation in project effects and
continuvation. Using the simple tausal model discussed previously,
we ran a2 series of multiple regressions that relate operational .
measurements of the various factors to our measures of project
effects and continuation.

The first column of Table 5.1 displavs the average effect of
each factor on implementation effectiveness—-i.e., the teachere'’

assessment of the percentage of goals the project achieved--control-

ling for the presence of the other factors. The statistic repre-

senting these effects is a standardized regression coefficient,
which denotes an estimate of the relative weight (ranging from -1

to +1) that each factor has on the dependent variable for our data.

]The standardized regression coefficient is used in these
tables and elsewhere in this report as .an aid to interpreting the
regressions. It can be deceptive, however, particularly when dummy
variables are used (Table 5.1 has three dummy variables: Overall



Table 5.1

FACTORS AFFECTING PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS AND CONTINUATION : REDUCED-—FORM

REGRESSIONS FOR MAJOR DEPENDENT VARIABLES

standurdized Regresston Covl(lelent for:

Tatat
Studeat
©oimprovenent

Coantfnuatlon oy Cont inuatdon ol
Praject Metiudds  Project Materials

Total
heacher Cnaoge

Percent Project
Goals Achivved

[ndependent Varaad e
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Table

AFFECTING PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS AND CONTINUATION: REDUCED=FORM

REGRESSTONS FOR SECONDARY DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Padegeondent Viriabhle

Chaisste 10

Teaching

skild

i
~lth

whanges

Lestrniingg
Probiems

Ttandurdised ey

sioton Unett fefent

tor!

Dealing
Indav. *
bt g iy

Chara t

Clusnige
in Dealing
with Affvetive
Development

Chatlse

Ll rsvaoom

Improvement
in Student - in
Achicvement

lrpravementy
Student
Behaviar

~e

Federal tandine tevel o prorect H1 [$X} NER NN -0t - 00
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tnrriculam revisions NN -k 0 - 0 UM A
Communiey involvenent - ny" NAT P -.00 . gt
X . S .
{se o spevidling -l L R i - -t
TRCope at proposed hange . .
“a Adn .
Uverad b chanie required e teao e ;.1“‘ T [ -6 -
. - El X I
EXCD ¢f1ort revuired of atatd N PR I -0 0
Specificits o N RIY 04 N NIE
taplement.cion stratenies
Numboer ot project schoods LN - 0 -0l R
Funding per student o " - 0n i Laghk
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Cansnd tant s o ) it 13 1 e Jlot* P e At
Observation ol cther clisisroons ., ooy ar ot L04 A .01
Project mevtie: - \ - ‘ = ) A1
Participation in prese t o decision -0l - 0l L0
Institutional
Graang et bonal climate and Jeader- “a
Huality of workinge =olations Ll n 01 RiL 07 07,
Principal upport un 04 I L0l 1674 07
Propect director ol feo tveiieas Lol I i 7 uy*t LA
Sonvel characteristies .- «
Eloemencary ionocd 1l ol N -0 -.03
Schoal stac L0l - N 03 -3 =04
TAchonl sectoec mie setting BNl BT BN 04 -2 -0
tedcaer characteristi. s N o
- * Sk A » LRk
Erficacy Vi il 07 NIU n AN
. * k& *
perience BN B A .07 - 06 -.09
Verbal ablios Lo4" 03 i -.06 SRR .0h
’ . P . ;
K™ .23 L2 6 L2 .35 .33
Number of observations . 499 SY94 - 449 a9y ML) 494
NUTE Significanee tor a standard two-taried t-test:
TR0 el N s 06 devel AY% s 01 fevel.
)
,,
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Table

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS
RECURSTVE REGRESSTONS

AND

Standandized Kepresston Coethiobéng
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Student
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Poroent Project
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For-éxample, the first entry in the first column is .03, which indi-
cates the relative increase in implemehtation effectiveness that
would result from a one standard deviation increase in project fund-
ing level. This amount of change is relatively small. Tndeed,-con-
sidering the random error Ehis sample of projects is subject to,
this effect is not significantly different from zero (the asterisks
in Table 5.1 indicate that a variable is significant for a standard
2-tailed t—test).2 In other words, controlling for the other factors
and assuming the hasic theoretical structure is correct, the data
suggest that the following hypothesis should beé seriously enter-
tained: the funding level of a project has a weak and not signifi=-
cant influence on implementation effectiveness.

The percentage of variation, R2, exﬁlained in the dependent:
variable "Percent Project Goals Achieved" by all the factors listed -
in Tablé 5.1 is -50, which is a High level for this type of survey
data. The number of observations (teacher_responses) used in the

regression of col. 1 is 499, the same figure used_fof all the

Change Required in Teaching, Staff Paid for Training, and Elementary
School). Appendix A presents the actual regression coefficients and
standard errors for these data; it displays theé means, standard devi-

.ations, zero-order correl.tions, and partial correlations of vari-

ables used in Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. Append:x B presents an anal-
ysiz of ¢ .ariance o° teacler responses for each of the variahles

used in the tables; the ahalysis partitions the teacher variance into
the part explaired by the teacher's school or by the teacher's project.

2To simplify the presentation of statistical material, the tables
indicate only whether a coefficient is significant at the .01, .05,
or .10 level (for a standard 2-tailed t-test). instead of displaying
more detailed information, such as the coefficient's probability-
value. Judgments about statistical significance should not be made
mechanically. Nonetheless, for cur data, a significance level of
.01 represents a relatively 'sur> bet' that the coefficient is dif-
ferent from zero;. a significance level of .10 is on the borderline
and, in these instances, wc¢ use both statistical and nonstatistical
information to atrive at a balanced judgment. Testing whether a
coefficient is significantly different from zero is not always the
relevant issue. For example, we will occasionally he interésted in
testing whether one coefficient is different from another, vr whether
the addition of one or more variables to a regression significantly
affects the results. Though the text will not display the diverse
statistical testing done in these cases, footnotes will supply rele-

vant information.
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regressians in Tablés 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. This number is far less
‘than the total number of teacher responses (1072) because we deleted
any respondent who did not answer any one of the questions associated
with the dependent or independent variables. This use of a reduced
sample did not seeﬁ to bias the findings signl’ficéntl_v.3

Each column in thesc tables presents the findingé of regrrnssions
for éavh of the dependent variables discussed in Chap. 4, Though the

independent variahles (or factors) listed in the tables were intro-

duced in Chap. 2 in conceptual terms, most of their operational

measurements were not., We will descfibe the specific measufements
when the findings for each independent variable are discussed and
interpfeted.‘ h

. Table 5.Z differs from Table 5.1 in that the latter presents
results for the major dependent variables--implementation effective-
ness (percent project goals achieved), total teacher change, total
student‘improvement, continuati.ii of project methods and continu-
ation of project materials--whereas Table 5.2 presents results for
the components of total teacher change (in teaching basic skills,

dealing with individual learning problems, organizing the class-—

'room,'and dealing with affective development) and the components of

total student improvement (in achievement and behavior). Both of
these tables have the larel "reduced form regressions" in treir
titles to distinguish them from Table 5.3, whose regressions follow
the "recursive" model described in Chap. 4, A reduced form simply

means that the dependent variables are assumed to depend only on the

3It is generally rééarded as good statistical practice to delete
a respondent f:om the analysis if the respondent had a missing value
on an independent variahle used in a specific regression; the alter-
native procedure of "simulating' the missing answers can create m re
bias than it eliminates. However, since each regression in the ahowe
tables was run indepentently of the others, there was no statisti .|
reason to - le sevations from one regression because of a'mi-:;-
ing value 1n a dependent variable of anot.er regression. Nonetheless,
we followed itnis procedura—-—zud iiherefore hat: the same number of
observations fer each regressi - -to save computer costs. Extensive
use of preliminary versicns o#f the models used by the tables indi-
cated that the pattern of significance varies verv little for the
larger samples. :

YRV
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independent vérinhles; ipn a recursive model the dependent variables
depend on both independent and dependent variables (according to the
structure outlined in Chap. 4). v _;

More specifically, the first column (stub) of Table ﬁ.) is tgo
same as that in Table 5.1. The second column of cach table includes
Lhe same- independent variables, bu. Table 5.3 a156 has the percent
project goals achieved (implementation effectiveness) as an "inde-
pendent' variahle. The third, fourth, and fifth columns of both
tables have the same indépendent variables, but Table 5.3 lists
percent project goals achieved and total teacher change as additional
”indeﬁendent” variables. The subsequent discussion of the findings
revealed by.those_regressions compares the results using the reduced
form with those using a recursive system in order to explore these
complex effects more fully. ‘

For the same Eeasoﬁ;—to develop a richer understanding of a
complex reality-—a variety of subanalyses and statistical tests were
performed involving variables related to thc¢ independent variables
used in the regressions of Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. These addi-

Pl

tional anglyses will be referred to when we interpret the substantive
meaning of the regression for each independent variable. ‘

For the sake of brevityv, we will not hereafter repeat or dwell
or. the formal meaning of each statistic. Nor will we reitcerate the
appropriate caveats ahownt the nature of Bur‘data and methods. Nonoﬁ

theless, the reader slould keep in mind that this is an exploratory

analvsis.

OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS AT CLASSPOOM LEVEL

The detailed Fihdings and interpretations presented belbw_follow
the structure of Tables 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. The effects of the three
groups of factors--federal. input, project characteristics, and

. = .
institutional setting~-on the various measures of project imple-
menration and continuation will be discussed in turn. This presen-
tation discusses e¢ach set of variables at some ]engthf the;efore,
before procecding with detailed interpyetations, we offer the follow-

ing tvervieéw of the findings.
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Federal Input

Differences in the amount of Title LI funding had little con-
sistent or signififnnt ¢ffect on project outcomes or on contipuation.
Although federal money Gluurly mattered -to local school districts in
a number of wayvs-—-particularly, their Ahility to undertake a project
at all--anv change wrought in district practices depended on what

the district did with the funds, not on dollar amou

Project Characteristics

Educational Method. . The «ducational method or technique of an
i wvat ion had little effect on project implementation, outcome, and
~uatinuation. Because of differences in.project implementation
strategies and in local institustional Yacrtors, similar wmethods pro-
duced dissimilar results across sites. CGenerally speaking, there-
fore, no one method was more likely fhan another to fulfill its
promise, particularty in the long term, In terms of the "success"
of a federal investment, then, it mattered less what the project

was than how it was carricd out.

o

Scope of Propused Change. Projects attempting a broad scope of

change were not more or less likelv to break down, and were somewhat
more likely to be continued, than were less ambitious or more nar-
rovly defined projects. Indeed, projects that required sign{ficant
change in overall teaching étyle and that called for «<vtva effort on
the part of staff induced signifi-antly more teacher (hinge. Ambi-
tious projects therefore were not a "liahility" from a funding point
of view. Clarity of project goals was important in the implementa-
tion of all projects, however, particularly those attempting a broad
scope of change. Por sufh projects, staff uncertainty about what

thev were expected to do generated severe implementation probhlems

and contributed to project demise once federal funding ended. Clar-

ity of goals could not be "given" to a project staff at the out:.vt,

however; it had ta be achieved in the course of implementation.
4 .

Implementation Strategics.  The implementation strategies chosen

for a project strongly affected its outcome and its continuation, In
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particular, well-conducted training in how to use project methods
and materials enhanced implementation and improved student perfor-
mance. (The quality of fraining, not the quantity, made a major
.difference.) Evern geod tréining appeared to have oﬁly short~term
effects, however, unless it was given in combination'w;th staff
suppart activities. Specifically, when activities such as assisténce
in the claésroom, the use of outside consultants, classroom obhserva-
tion, and staff meétings were done effectively (especially H& giving
practical support), they provided the feedback and timely assistance
the staflf needed in adapting project strategies to their own class-
rooms. Such assistance also helped create the climate and moral
support necessary to motivate teachers to expend the e ‘fort that
made projects work. The cruciality of well-cxecuted staff support
activities was cvident in the strong positive effects they had, as

a group, on all the dependent variables: percentage of »nroject
goals achieved, teacher change, improved student perfurmance,-and
continuation of project methods and materials.

Teacher participation in project decisions cnhanced implementa-
tion and heightened the chances for continuation. Tt did so because
it promoted a "sense of ownership,'" especially when the staff devel-
oped part or all of their own materials.
ng for tfaining did not contribute to continuation and, in
fact, was negatively related to the vercentage of pfoject goals
achieved and total student change.

The local allocation decisions that are part of project imple-
mentation-—that is, the number of project schools and the funding
levol per student;—géncrally had no significant relationship to
projett outcome or continuation. (There were two exceptions: More
concentrated funding per student was positively aésociated with
' improved sEudent performance; and the greater the number of project

schools, the higher was the proportion of project materials con-

tinued.);

Institutional Setting

Organizational Climate and Leadership. Leadership was a vital

1 .93
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factor at both the school and the ptoject level.. Effective imple-
mentation required a good project director and a supportive school
principal. But'cnntinudriﬁn depended less on having had an effec—
tive project dircctor than on the early and lasting support.of

princibnls. The organizational vlinmpo of the project--the quality
of working rclutinnshlps——strnngly‘nffoctod the percentage of gouls

achieved and project continuation.

School Chufacturistivg. The type of school had little or no

relat ionship to project outcome or continuation., The exception to
this general finding was the difficulty encountered by secondary
school projects both in achieving effective implementation and in

promoting teacher change.

Teacher Characteristics. Teacher characteristics had major

effects on project outcomes. Above all, teachers' sense of efficacy
emerged as a powerful explﬁnatory variable; it had major positive
effects on the percentage.of project gbals achieved, improved
student performance, teacher change, and continuation of project
methods and materials. The teacher's years of experience, in
contrast, had a consistent negative relationship to project out-
comes; experience.was negatively related to the ﬁercentage of pro-
ject goals achieved, teacher change, and student improvément. The-
teacher's verbal ability was positively associated with improved
student performance, but otherwise did not affect implementation,

teacher change, or continuation.

In the pages that follow, we -laborate on each of these find-
ings in turn. A more detailed swmmary appears at the end of the

chapter.

FEDERAL INPUT TO CHANGE AGENT PROJECTS

As Chap. 2 suggested, money is the primary fea. cal input iu

- Title IIT projects. The quantitative anaiysis of this section

explores only one aspect of the role of federal morev--nawely does
‘the amount. of "seed mone_  matter for project”effect and continua-

tion at the classroom level? Because this chapter focuses on

= 94
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classroom effects, we must defer until Chap. 6 an analysis of somoe
ot rhu issues concerning how s/ e/ o use federal money. Nonethe-
loss, the informiation provided here ahout Lbo r(ldtlothlp between
the lcV(l of project funding and changes in project foutcome provides
clues to larger questions about federal policy.

The evidence suggests that, within the broad rﬁngu of funding
loevels in‘bur sample (S10,000 to $350,000 for the vear of highest
funding), differences in funding had little effect on project
rosulrs.a In particular, the first rows of Tables 5.1 and 5.3
show low and insignificant regression Cnofficionts across all our

measures of outcomes: the percent of goals achieved by the project,
ﬂ‘_f .
the ‘amount of teacher change resulting from project participation,

1

improvement in student performance, and continuation.of project

methods or materials.,  More expensive projects, in other words,

‘were no more likely than less expensive ones to bhe implemented

cffectively, to Ioad_tn change, or to be continued at the classroom
level. If auy signifiéant efféct of the level of funding can be
discerned at all, it would be a negative tendency for continuation’
of project materials (the coefficient of funding for continuation
of project materials is —.Oé and is almost significant at the .10
level in Tahle 5.3).s That is, more heavily funded projects had a
sljght tendency to haQe their materials discontinued by project
participants after the end of federal finding. -We observed this

case in the field in situations, for esample, where school districts

had adopted, on a large scale, curriculum packages such as SWRL

2

’

“The variable used for funding loevel in these regressions is
the largest yearly amount of funds for the project from all grants,
as Chap. 13 described. Tts distribution is highly skewed for our
sample, with most projects funded at about $100,000 to $120,000 in
their vear of highest fundlng To compensate for this skewness,
the logdrlthm of the varllblo is used in all rfegressions.

>Table 5.2 shows thlt the funding level is significantly posi-
tively related to change in teaching of basic skills. This effect
comes from heavily financed remedial projects located primarily in
Title T elementary schools. Their pedagogic approach emphasized
individualization technxques and made extensive use of paid aides
for the teacher. .

~—
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(Southwest Regional Lab); whether or not other components of these

Tprojects remiined, the package materials often fell into disuse in

the classroom.
Aside from this roscervation, there is an important implication
ol the,rinding that the level of funding-—or ‘the size of the "seed"-—-

did not have 2 signiticant offect either on project implementat ion

or continuation in the classroom: Not the ot of funds, buf what
the local staff ! oo with these fuhds, significantly affects project
mlta'mnos‘. ' - Y

To put“this finding into perspective, three qunlification§ mus¢
be rcmsmhored. First, the measures of continuation analyzed in this

chapter reflect teachers' choices about using project methods or

project materials, and those choices may or may not accord with the

district's decision on ¢ontinuation. Teachers way elect to continue
part or all ot projest strategies with or without district support.

Thus, even though a shift in district cconomic fortunes may have

forced district officials to revise their original cxpéccations coﬁ—
cerning Title TIIT project continuation (as the recent -camplaints of
local administratqrs would suggeét), céacher continuﬂtién*decisions
are not necessarfly coincident. N :

Second, it could be that the level of ?unding had "%ndirovt”

effects on project outcomes that are not revealed in thelanalysis.

For example, the availability of more money might have céhéfsténf7p
resulted in a set of design choices for an adopted proje&t and

these choices, in turﬁ, might have had major implieation4 for imple-
mentatioh and continuation. However, the evidence doeq not ‘warrant

an inference of any powerful Lndlre(t effects.6 Higher fundlng
i ,

6The low partial correlations between level of funding and the
dependent variables controlling for the independent varlableq might
be due to the multicollinearity between funding and the!qndependent
variables. lowever, the percentage of variation in levell of funding
explained by the other variables is only 26 percent; m07t of tha+
variation is accounted for bv.the factors dlqcusqed above. Mores, .
over, the highest zero-order correlation between any of,thu dependine

.variables and level of funding is only .11. <Ree Table L of Appen-

dix A. R : e
i 95 : oL
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levels are somewhat pssociated with project characteristics. For
example, the larger Title III grants tended not surprisinglv, to
be ‘awarded to larger distr1cts, to fund proJects in a greater number
of schools, or.to fund proJects that spent more monev per student.
The larger grants also tended to support a particular educatlonal
method——lndlvidualized _techniques. In this case, federal funds‘
tvp1callv were used to hire: the teacher aJdes necessarv to 1nd1v1d—
uallzlng classroom activ1t1es Aside from these relatlonshlps, how-

ever, the level of funding was not stronglv related to other factors.

.Thus, it would appear——with the exception of 1nd1v1dualizat10n tech-

n1ques——that 'more’ _money does not necessarllv purchase those things
that matter; e.g. it*does’not ”buy more or better staff training{
more ambitious proJects in terms of scope of” change, more effectlve

proJect directors, and so on. " The low association between~fundlng

and;other factors thus reinforces the conclusion drawn from the

~evident low correlation between funding levels and project outcomes.

Namely, local'decisions concerning'resource'allocation‘and imple-
mentation;activities——not amount of funding available--are prime'
determinants of the effect of.the.federal investment.,

Third, the foregolng should not be 1nterpreted as mean1ng that
"money doesn't matter." Our sample cons:sts onlv ‘of projects that
received federal grants; dlthough systematlc analys1s ‘of the effects

of the'presence or absence of federal funds is thus precluded, our

_f1eldwork strongly suggests that special out51de funding does matter

.. to local districts in a number of ways. For one, federal seed monev

clearlv allows districts to undertake act1v1t1es ‘that staff are
anx1ous to pursue but. tnat cannot be supported out of district funds;
For example, Title III funds have been - used to expand and ref1ne_
teacher-initiated pllot proJects for more general 1ncorporation 1nv
district operatlons Federal grants have also served as "'start-up"
funds for new teaching pract1ces many of which requ1re substant1al
initial investment in hardware.or staff development. In short, many

local projects would not have gotten off the ground without Title III

Ifundlng Federal funding also bestows legitimacy on a local project

and g1ves it the aura of "special status,' which can serve at least

.
. '
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" analyze the effects of these character1st1cs on the prOJect s out-
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two functions: one, a "Hawthorne effect" that promotes. enthusiasm
for trying something new, and two, some measure of 'protection' for
pollt1callv controversial or pedagoglcallv untested educational
strategles. ‘ _ _

Federal money, then, does matter to local dlstr1cts, but whether
it ult1matelv 'makés a- d1fference depends on how d1str1cts use it.
‘(Chapter 6 retu1ns to these issues in 1ts d1scusslon of school
district decisions.)

| , 4 : SE L € A _
PROJECT CHARACTERISTIGS | . - ' -2 o -

The 1n1t1at on of an innovation produces an adopted project,

con31st1ng of a er1es of dec1s1ons about what 1s to be done and

how to do it. We f1nd it convenient to divide project character—

istics 1nto 1ts educatlonal method (also called the project treat—'

ment-.or 1nstrucL10na1 technologv) its scope of proposed change,

By
v

and - 1ts 1mplementatlon strategies. ‘This section's main task is to

comes and cont1nuatlon. .
The prOJect s 1n1t1at10n also results in a second "product":
lhe c%ntral office 'staff, pr1nc1pals, and teachers develop ‘attitudes

toward the project that seem to be cruc1a] for its eventual ‘outcome. .

. ".
/These attitudes are difficult to measure, part%zularlv several years (/;

after .the project began. Thev are nonetheless so important that we
will br1eflv explore some of their effects before analvzing the

effects of other more measurable, prOJect characteristlcs.

Attitudes Formed During Mobilization ' _ T

A school mav take up a federallv funded, 1nnoVatlon because it
chooses to or because the d1str1ct "asked" it to. How does’ the

school”s .and the staff s or1g1nal 1nvolvement in the- 1nnovation
1 o

7 i
Teachers and proJect d1rectors also report that the contrac-

affect proJect outcomes?

" tual nature of the grant ‘award is an incentive for staff to "keep

trying" when. under other conditlons they would give up or not put
forth the extra effort. 1, : A :

98
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of the“projects-in our saﬁple, 20 petéent were.originated by
the teaching staff{ at a school. More typically;.district officials
decided on a'prbject and then asked schools'to participate in it |
(54 percent of the schools in oht sample were chosen in ‘this way;
16 percent of the schools were part of a prOJecL that was imple-
mented -in all schools in thp district; and 20 percent of the schoo]s

actively scught to be in the project). We found that schools that

' haq originated the project tended to have a more than average like-

lihood of effectively implementing it; this positive effect was not

very strong, however, nor was it significantly different from schools

that, according to their principals, had actively sought participa-

tion in the project a MoreoVer,’continuatiOﬂ'and teacher change were
not 51gn1¢1cantlv different in schools that 'had orlglnated the pro— '
Ject from what they were at schoois that had been asked to part1c1—
pate. Thus, the aggregate of school level ev1dence suggeqtq .that
”whh' orlglnated a prO]ect does not matter for its outcomes.

This flndlng is surprlslng One would think that originating

'schools would be so'h1ghly~mot1vated ‘that they would produde'bettef

resultéhthan those in prdjects started by district officiais. ‘They.;
did not, fot two reasons. . On thé one hand, some originatingAschools
did not seem to generate -support for the project from the centfal
office. ' On-the other hand, adme‘innovations begun by ‘the special
project staff in the district overcame ‘the ihitial shepticism and
reqistance 6f~brinciba]. and teachers. In short, the origin of a
prOJect seems to matter less than the 1nst1tut10na1 support mobilized
durlng the initial -planning period. Let us review the patterns &f
mobilization that we, described in our narlier research.

Phase I of this study found that federally funded projects

differed dramatically in’ ‘the seriousness w1th whlch they were initi-

ated: Many were started essentially to. take advantage of federal

~dollars, not to cope with a problem or need of. central importance

to the district. .Such Qpportuniétic projects usually ‘failed to bhe

8 & . ' i ST
Where these-variables are entered 1in the-regreSSLons of

‘Table 5.1, their e¢ffects are not significant on’any of the dependaQ%% .

ent varlab]eb. '

fo—
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"implemented effectively and tended to.disappear with the end of
.federal funds; most such projects;were‘remoVed from our surve&

©

sample
Even when the d1str1ct s intent was serlous, the way in which
prOJect support was generated in ‘the' school system varied consider-
' ably from d1str1ct to district. Sometimes prOJect planning .took '
place at the central office level without involving school building

! ) :staff——paltlcularlv staff who were selected to 1mplement the project. .

| Such "top- -down" p]anning, even w1th the best 1ntent10ns, tvp1callv ’
met wlth 1nd1fference or res1stance from ‘the school staff One
teacher made the revealing comment that, "This prOJect hasn't worked
out and its main effecf has been to cause a- close, well -organized"

o faculty to turn te dlStrLSt each other. This was the result of
forcing a program on a school, using an out51de coord1nator unfamll—
iar with the school and facultv, and not hav1ng the full support of

@ ‘teachers. - I personally felt the project ideas were good and could

.have worked if the teachers 1n our school had been involved in the
planning." Or, as another teacher in an unsuccessful project com~
.plained, '"The nroject was planned and designed without the knowledge.
and consent of the teachers at the-school . . + the planner had-
hardly ever been'to our” schoql." Converselv, some prOJects were
Iconceived and planned'at the “grass-roots with only cursory‘reVLew
by the'district federal program office. This style of project.plani
ning also failed .o generate the necessary broad-based 1nst1tut10nal:
‘support 9 As we have noted elsewhere, central office support is:
cruclal,.especlallv during the demanding f1rst year or so’of 1mp]e—
mentation. As one respondent put it, "The supe;lntendent had hetter
" believe in the prO]ect——glve hlS personal backing and support.
Teacher confidence is essential; teachers should see in the begin-
ning that top administration_believe [in the project] and are .
fcommitted-to ie." . . ) ’Q o '
9In our sample, the correlatlon between the pr1nc1pa1 s per-

ception of the extent:of district support for the project and :
whether the project was originated or had been act1ve]v qought bv. -

the school was .05 and -.14, respectlvelv

1090
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F1nalfv we observed, in several cases, a pattern of early
distrlct planning: that we call full mobilization ~ These projects
xdctlvely engaged,the staff from the.preproposa] period;to impieh
mentation, and gained consensus and commitment from teachersrand
principals. _ » ' . |
The sutrvey could .not reliablj'measure_these patternslof mobi-
‘_lization.. Instead, to explore the effects that early motivations \
might have for‘proiect outcomes, we asked principals to estimate
,the prOportlon of prOJect teachers th fe]t stronglv commltted to
. - the project in the first yearL19 Thelr answers prov1de a crude
measure of teachers' overall'initial commitment. M This measure
had a pos1t1ve relationshlp—-and indeed consistent]v had the highest
relatlonshlp of all fa(tors at the school ]evel——to the principal s
assessment of various project outcomes (e.g., percentage of goals
ach1eved, change in teachers, and” ‘change in school organizational
patterns) Moreover, the pr1nc1pa1 §'assessment had a- marked posij
t1ve correlation wath the teachers perceptlon of_the percent of

proJect-goa]s ach1eved (.23), studentrchange (,20); teacher change

N\
* . .
o

. "10The question was: (Init1a1 School Commitment) In the- first
year of the project, what. proportion of participating tedchers would
you say wzre highly committed to project-ideas and methods7

' All.of them . . . . . . . . . 43.3%
- More than half . . . . . . . 29.4%
About half , . . . . . .. . 13.6%"° :
: ’ Less than-half . ', . . . . 14.7% o
~ None . . F S 0 4
Number of responses = 144 )

“ 11Overall commitment tended to drop off{between the beginning
of the project and three or four years later'after the end of federal

’ funding.. ‘In part- this may bejdue to the project being '"unsuccess-
ful," in part to a "burn-out' phenomenon. The specific question was:
(Present School Commitment) What proportion of teachers now using
project methods are highly commmtted to the. approaches and rdeas of
the progect7 '

A1l of them . . . . . . .. . 28.4%

More than half' ... . . . . . 29.4%
About half -. . . . . . . . 17.47% =
Less than half c e e v oo 12,37
None . . e 0 e e 2. 64

Number of responses ' = 155 . . .
: - AT O

<

o . i. ,'_ S .1()1 |
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- (.22),. and continuation of the project's methods (>23). “In short,
'12

. the commltment of teachers has a pervasive effect. This commit—

ment is generated, we believe, durlng the mobilization phase; thus
in terms of implementatlon and project outcomes, the level at which
a project was‘originated (school or district) matters less than the
institutional support generated ‘before implementation begins. .
'-Because~teacher commitment is not a direct policy—input.vari-
able; it is not included in the factors of Tables 5 1 to 5.3.+ It
.is pertinent to ask however, what - strategies (i e., policy-input
var1ables) can be used to " generate commitment. The data do not
‘focus directly on this question but we can explore some hypotheseA
A number of practitioners or planners of innovative projects per-
haps turned somewhat cynical by a parade of d1sappointing change
efforts,<have come to believe that commitment is a well-nigh
‘ "immutable" Leacher characteristic;f_some teachers want to'change
.rand learn nevaractices,“and some simplv'do not. We take a more
hopeful view Our field exper1ence suggests that participation in
the planning process-~though not necessarily at the beginning——does
Aenhance teéchers commitment. (Our ~survey data show a .22 correla-
tion between staff partic1pation in project decisions and commitment
though causes and effects are difficult to sort out~in this: relation-
ship.) For our sample, commitment is not strongly related to such |
teacher character1st1cs as sense of efficacy (.04), teacher experi-
ence (-. 02), and verbal ability: (. 07), but it is related to a vari-
ety of school characteristics, such as whether ‘the school is under-
taking other maJor 1nnovat§ons (. 14) and the _extent to which teachers

fsel that their school is a good school (. 24) This evidence

12When the overall initial commitment ‘of teachers at a school
is used as an 1ndependent variable in the regressions of Table 5.1,
it does not have significant effects. The reason, we "believe, is
- that it enhances teacher participation- in project decisions (zero-
order correlation is ..22) and.working relationships on thé project
(correlation is .26), both of which affect project outcomes. In °
short, the initial commitment of teachers affects the process by
which the project is implemented and thus affects project outcomes
indirectly. Tl . - ) 3

102



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L -82-

suggests that connitment can be generated and is not a fixed teacher
trait, . '

The project characteristic most closely dSSOCLat ed with teacher
conmitment is the scope of'proposed change. The more‘effort the
ﬁrojevt required of teachers, the hiéﬁer was the proportion of com~
mitted tenuhers.(.lé);.projects Fequiring’nn overall changé in
teaching styléfwere more likely to‘havé a higher proportibn';f com~
mitted teachers (.15). ‘Though it is possible to interpret these
data in’ scveral wéyé, our fieldwgrk sugéests the hypothesis:that
complex and ambitious innovations are more likely to élicit the
enthusiasm of teachers than routine projects, Teacherehseem to rise
to chdllénges.l v

Another way to. couch these inferences about commitment -is in

terms of professionalism; that is, a primary motivation for teachers

to undertake the extra work and disruption of gttempting change 1s
the belief that they will become "better" teachers and their stu-
dents will benefit. Our‘strong'impression; gatﬁered,from fiéld_
observation and interviews with practitipners at;all levels of

schdol'districts, is that convincing teachers of the educational

promise of an innovation and of the opportunity for their prdfes~

sional growth is an important factor in generating their support
for a project. ) ®
In contrast .to-: these eqsentlaﬁlv "intrinsic" motiVations, the

lLtLrature speaks of using external rewards to motlvate teachers to:

',hangL. We could not consider this. 1ssue comprekensively, but we

did. examine the effects of extra pay for tralnlng. Tables 5.1 to

'5.3 include "Staff Paid for Fraining" as one of the project's lmple—

"mentatjon strategies. Sometimes projects use this incentive strat-

egv to "get teachers to go along" with a project, or to !'sWeeten
the pill." 1In our sample, however, project teachers’ who received

ahle during mobilization enhances commitment.

let is interesting that specificity of goals and‘commitmentv-
are pbsitively related (.21). Cause and effect are hard to separate

.in this relationship, but the follow1ng hvpothesis seems plausible:

Making the goals of the innovation clear, specific, and understand-

°
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.

pXtra pay for treiniﬁg (about 60<ﬁ3roent.of the sample) were no more
likely than others to report a- high £§rcentage of project goals

" achieved or a change in their claSsroom prattices Nor was pay for

traxning related to improved student.. performance or to continuatlon
of project methods or materials. In particular, Table 5.1 Qhows.
that the: regresqlon coefficients for Staff Paid for Training were
negat1ve or insignificant. This finding lends supportlto the hypoth-
%sis”that;vespecially'for‘the small amount of financial incentives
involved, iﬁtrinsic professional rewards are more important in
eliciting eff#ctive teacher participation.14 A number of,prpject_

'directors h%ée affirmed that althqqgh teacﬁers appreciate ‘the extra

pay, the pav;alone iannot induce teachers tohwerk hard to implement
new strategxes if professional motivation is ‘absent.

In qumﬂarv these gata suggest that moblllzatlon strategies
can generate staff commitment, ‘and therefore should be a prime con-

‘qlderatlon in project planning. Project adoption does not auto-

‘ - .matically inspire enthusiasm. Teachers and administrators qhould
be conVidced of the project's educational promise and scope, and °
should jointly participate in its planning. As subsequent sections
will discuss, institutionel support of’this nature is criticel.to
project implementation ahd'is more difficult to generate once the
project is under way. '

With the above background in mind, we now turn to. the anelysis

of project characteristics that result from project adoption.

4Though we did not ask about release time for teachers in, the

survey, our field experience suggegts that release time is a prefer-—
able strategy to extra pay *for training after school hours. There
are at least two reasons why release time can contribute signifi- -
cantly to teachers' willingness and abllitv to change. One, . the
psvchic and physical energy demanded by a full day of teaching makes
learning hard to accomplish during after-school, evening, or weekend
hours. Secondly, the provision of release time provides an impor-
tant signal to project teachers concerning district commitment to

S the innovation. -More than one teacher has commented: "If thev

‘ (the central of fice) really cared about the project, they would

) g1ve us sufficient time to learn what we need to know to implement
it. Teachers generally are unwilling to take a project seriously
if thev be11eve the: dlstrlct does not.

. , {04
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Educational Methods

, ) W O
School people rarely adopt, without change, an innovation from

outside their district. Whether they wish to "replicate" a specific
project they saw or heard ahout elsewhere, or whether they: want to
apply a general educational concept such as differentiated staffing,

project designers tend at the beginning (i.e., during the mobiliza-

" tion phase) to adapt the innovation to the'local setting as well as

E

to their own interests For example, a masterv learning prnJect
that was successful elsewhere may use materials that are not appro-
priate for the staff.or students of the adopting district. Or,
district staff may like the reading ihétructlon strategies of omne

project, but prefer to use the classroom organization methods of

[

" another. As a consequence, the project adoptedtoften comprises an

amalgam of educational techniques and strategies’, as Chap. Q'des_
cribed, that may be virtuallylunique to its district. - _
Nonetheless, change agent projects also have certain central
characteristics or foci. Chapter 3 Showed that any one of the tech-
niques used by a'project.in our sample can be identified empirically

with one of the following general types of educational. apprdach’

individualization (or student-centered) techniques, ‘classroom organ-

ization change curriculum revisions; community involvement; and use

of specialists for student needs. For the sake of trying to portray

the distinctive character of one. project s educational treatment as

compared with others, Chap.” 3 assumed that each project in our sample

. could have included all of the above general techniques to varying

extents. Each project was thereupon given a score denoting the

extent to which it concentrated on individualization, alscore for -

\ .
 its 'concentration on classroom arganization, and so'on. The quanti-

tative analyses’ of Tables 5.1 te 5.3 use these scores as measures of
the projects’ educational methods or instructional approaches
‘ The quantitative analysis explored two questions. First to
what extent did the educational method of a project influence 4its
implementation, its effects on teachers and students, and its con-
tinuation? The answer forlour sample is that it did to some

extent, but not very much. Secondly, did some educational methods'

N
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have more significant effects on project outcomes than others?. The
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answer is that they did, but the differences are not great.

In particular, because none of the regreesion'coefficients oﬁ‘ﬁl
educational methods 5hown in Tables 5 l to 5.3 are verv large, it
does not seem 1ike1v that educational methods (either individuallv
or as a group) strongly affected implementation,-effect, or continu-
ation. This conslusion holds even under more rigofous-testingL For
example, a bette} test of the overall effect of.educational methods
is to assess directly how much of the variatinn in outoomes was due
to edncational methods alone. This test can be done in several wavq.‘

For example, Rz, the percentage of the variation explained in the

- dependent variables, ranges in'Table ﬁ;l from a high of .50 to a

low of .30. When the educational methdd factors. are not included
among ;he independent variables, the same regressions show a small;
variatinn beiné .02, a significant but not very large effect.15 )

Thus, the educational method factors add little to the explanation .
of project impact and cbntinUation. Another test is to use the

educational *method factors as the OnZy independent variables. When

.the dependent variables are considered to be a function of the edu-

cational methods aione, the percentaée of variation explained is
.07, .05; .08, and .06 for percent project goals aehiened total
teacher change, total student change, continuation of progect meth—
ods, and continuatlon of project materials, respectively. Thus,
even when, the confoundlng effects of other variables are removed,
the choice of educational treatment had only a small effect on
prOJect outcomes

ekause the regressions using.the educational method factors

as the only independent variables appedr to produce an R2 that is

" greater than R obtained by "adding" the educational method factors

to the other independent variables of Table 5.1, we suépect that

educational methods did have some indirect effect on project outcomes.

15 . o . : '
The appropriate statistical tests for most of the. statements

" made in this subsection about educational methods.are F-tests, the

details for whlch are not supplied in this report.
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That is, the choice of treatment was associated with other lmple-, .

mentation choices that affected how the project turned out, For
example, projects cofcéntrating on community involvement were some-
what mere likely to require extra effort fromlteachérs; to Involve
considerable training activities, to use censu{ténts and mectings,
to have teacher participation in project decisions, and to engage
the‘principal's cupport, Some of these local cholices affected
project outcomes, as we will discuss. As another example, indi-
vidualized stddent—centered projects tended to be Ffunded more ?eav—
ily, to he more specific aboutbprojectﬁgoéls; to rely more on skill-
specifichpraining, to have less participation by t;achers, and to

have 1essgﬁnvolvement by the principal. . Through these aséoclations,

the treatment exerted its indirect influence on outcomes.

- -

Some direct effects of educational method also can be seen in

\

the tables. Projects concentrating on curriculum revision had a

slight tendency to be implemented more effectively and to improve

.student achievement more than did other methods. Claséroom'organi—

Zation projects were somewhat more likely to result in teacher

change and to have project methods--not ﬁaterials--gontinued by
16 .

teachers. . . )

This.finding is not surprising in light of the distinct foci
and activities of these educational strategieé. That' is, projects
empha5121ng currlculum development and revision tvplcallv begln w1th
well-specified objectives and focus spec1fiLa11v on student cognl—

tive growth. Classroom organization projects do not ‘explicitly

6More precisely, the appropriate F-tests showed. that Ehe differ-

" ence in'percent project goals achieved between projects focusing on

curriculum revision and those focusing on community involvement or,
the use of specialists was significant at the .05 level; the differ-
ence between projects’ focud{ng on cur:iculum'revision and those
focusing on individualizatiol or classroom organization was barely
Similar results held for total stu-
so indicated that, for projects focus+,
on, the coefficients for teacher change

ing on classroom org

and continuation of project methods were significantly different (at

the .10 level) from . other coefficlents (with the exception of that
for communltv 1nv01vement) o .
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address student'achiovvment, but concentrate on changing traditional
patterng offclnssronm managiment and studentytunrher Interaction.
Consequent 1y, pro}evt% of this nature reqlire the most signiflcant
changes in the way teachers do Lhings-—chnngus In method that, once
nssimilnted y, are likely Lo be sustained.

Table 5.1 shows that projects designed to have a great’ deal of

community involvement appeared to have a direct  effect on promoting

teacher Uhnng03 similar to the effect of ¢lassroom organization
prdjoctq (Thnt is, the regression <oeff101ents for both community
invalvement dnd classrbom organization change were significant and
not much different from one another, ) However, community involve-
ment did not significantly affect continuation of broject methods;
the apparent reasons are the two very different, though overlapping,
wnys.the pfhjects sohght to involve the community., Some strove for
direct parent, involvement as a mnjor5 art of their activitv;.otherq
Luntered on using community resourcos or undertaklng fxe]d trlps and -
invited parents to ohserve and -assist.,

We found that prd]ectq hav1ng d1rect parent involvement as a
majeor goal produced teacher change and were likely to be continued
by teachers after the end of federal® funding~-probably, we suspect,

because project staff had a fairly high level of initial.commitment

. to notions of parent participation in school affairs and governance.

The other tvpe ‘of community involvement: prOJects had a- slight nega-
tive but not 51gn1f1cant effect on continuation. Field trips are
taken more casually; they are typically discdrded.as an "unessential
activity" when soft money goes away. Although Phase I of our
research did not deal spe01f1callv with parent involvement, this-

finding deserves the more detailed explorat1on glven later in

:Appendix C. s

In summary , the evidence of both Phaqe I and Phase II supports
the broad hvpoth951q ‘that the educational method choqen determlneq
a project’ s 1mplementat1on, effect and continuation to only a small
and 11m1ted extent; and much of this. effect comes from, 1mp1ementat10n

ch01ces made during mob1l1zat1on that are assoc1ated with part1cu]ar

. -

types of treatments. Within this general,flnd1ng, however, it does
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'_'have expressed concern that proJects attempting to make ‘ambitious

.narrower objectives would be "safer bets" for federal or state

‘achievedy but they tvp1callv stimulated more teacher change than - ye
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appear. that Some tvpes of treatmen;s ha\: greater incremental impacts

“than- others, controlllng for 1mplementatlon choices. Specifically,

_ projects concentrating on curriculum revision were marginallv more

likely to achieve their goals and to increase student achievement

Classroom organization projects, as well as projects focusing on

parent 1nvolvement were more Likelv to produce teacher change and

to have their methods, not their mater1als continued bv classroom

‘teachers after the end of federal funding._ On balance, however an
- educational treatment d1d not automatically fulfill its expectatlons.

.What it was martered less than how it was done.

; N

Scope of Change

v

A prOJect de51gn factor of considerable 1nterest tc policv— - .

5

B makers and practltioners 1s the scope of clange proposed bv an inno-

vative proJect——that is, the amount’ and complexitv of" change requ1red

of teachers 'in their classroom practice and behaV1or. A number of

et ey

Av those involved in the grants review pMOCeSS"’““*;—T

. -—
T —

and comprehensive changes will run into serious difficulties and may

produce no change at all. In that case, projects with fewer and -

e
investment. Our Phase I analv91s found that the pélicymaxers con— °

cern~is onlv partly justified. Ambitious proJects often were less

successful in absolute terms of the percent of project goals

d1d prOJects attempting less. Teachers evidentlv welcomed the

i

s ’ ’ . a

challenge.-

AN

Requirements for Change any Extra Effort. " For the Phase II

research we felt that the vazious dimensions of ambitiousness"
and 'compléxitv had to be unpackedf ‘We knew f1rst of all, that

proJects d1ffered in the nature and extent of change thev sought to

: br1ng about._ Accord1nglv, the survev asked teachers to indicate .

the tvpe of change required of them'l 30. .percent responded that the

17The specific question and distribution of the 1016 ‘responses
were: (Overall Change :Required ‘in’ Teaching\ Innovatzve projects .



" nature. 18" Simllarly, the zero order correlations. (. 15) (. 12)
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project tr1ed to change their overall teaching style, and 14 percent

that no change was sought.

This variation can be explained to some extent by the substance

 of the innovations’; some of which, by definition, assumed .more change

\ . .
in classroom practices ‘than others. For example, projects that relied
heavily on the use of specialists typically'askedflittle more from
the teacher than help in identifying children who needed specialists'

) . c : . .
attention. The zero order correlation of (-.09) between this educa-

~tional method -and overall teacher change. required suggests’ that many

"of the-1l4 percent of the teachers answer1ng that the project did not

trv to change their teaching style were ﬁnvolved in projects of this

(. ll) between the overall change required and the educational methods

of community invkoement, classroom organization, and curriculum

" revision are not surprising. Projects emphasizing these educational

methods can be expected to assume comprehensive change in teacher

Ampractices by virtue of the fact that they require significant depar-

“:ture -from. trad1tional methndologies and. behavior. Nonetheless, the NN

zero- order correlatihns are low enough to indicate Ehat‘vvera%}———* —_—

change requ1red cannot be taken ‘as a proxy for project type ‘or edu-

'cational method - The data suggest that overall:change .should be

viewed as a local project design choice that. is relatively independ—

-

ent from choices concerning educational method.

.

The same conc]usion holds for a secondzdimension of project

scope: the.extra effort,required of.teachers.19 Again, the projects

vary in terms of the scope of change they try to bring about. Would

you say this project. : . _ -

Tried to change overall téaching style . ... . . . . 30%

Tried to change specific teaching techniques . . . . 56%

Did not try to change teaching style or techniques . 147 .

18 . -

The analysis divided the. question on the scope of teacher

- change into two parts. overall teacher change required and-not-

required. This two-valued (or dummy) variable is the one used in ,
the ccrrelations.and regressions. _ - *

19The specific question and distribution of 'the 1032 responses

.were: (Extra Effort Required of Staff) "How much extra effort did '
" this project require of you durzng the first year youiimplemented

e 110 S |
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A;change Ln overall teachlng style _were no.more.or less 1ikelv to fa11

(or to succeed) in meet1ng their obJectlves or- 1n—promoting student N;*_h;
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varied considerably; moreover, projects could call for cons1derah]o

ef fort ‘with or without also requiring an overall chango in teachlng

(thus, the correlatlon between these' two variables is a low .13).

For ecxample, pFOJeLtS focusing on community involvement were. likely
to require both extra effort and an overall change in teaching style;
individuaiization projects tended to focus more narrowly on specific
arcas such as mastery learning techniques or remedial reading, but

could require a high level of extra effort from teachers

1hus, the two dlmenslons—-overall change in teachlng and extra
effort requ1red——varv 1ndcpendent1v of each’ other Moreover, school"
officials and project dlrectors on similar types of innovations,
varded in the nmhatxousnvss of the roqulrements they 1mposed on
oot . . : ’ -
How does the requirement for change affect prO]ect implementa—
tionsand Lontlnuat10n7 The data in Table 5.1 1nd1cate that prOJects

requiring overall tegacher change had the same effect on the varlableq

"of percent goals achleved and 1mproved student performance as did ' w

” 1

other pr0]ects (the regression coeff1c1ents are not 91gn1f1cant)

(ontrarv to the fears of program grant offlcers, pro1ects attempting

Lhnnge ‘than’ were more- narrowlv focused or less amb1t10us projects.
In other words, aLtemptlng less does not necessariily assure greater

success, o X

Ny

Ther overall change required did, however, have a:major positive
effect on total te acher change (.16). Furtnermore, as Table 5.2
lndlCdteS, prOJects that required overall change apparentiv promoted
(hangc in all the dimensions of teacher behavior measured in our
analysis: the teach1ng of bagic skills (. JO), the ab111tv of teach—

ers Lo recognlze and attend to 1nd1v1dual students' spec1a1 learning

Vo
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problems (. ll)' the way teachers organize their classrooms (.16) 5
nnd the way teachers work w1th students in affect1ve development
(. 15) The findings of Phase-II then, strongly support our find-
ings 'in Phase 1: The more change that is requ1red of teachers, the
more thangegthev will make in their teaching style and behavior. )
Similar results hold for the effects of requiring extra effort
from teachers. Many serlous 1nnovat1ons call for a cons1derable
sacrifice by teachers part1cularlv during the project's f1rst year.
The ev1dence in- Tab]e 5.1 suggests that th1s requirement per se’ did
J not hurt the prO]ect s melementatlon or its prospects for 1mprov1ng
student performance (the coeff1c1ents are.— 00-"and - OO respectively).
‘Table 5.1 elso shows that the more--that extra effor“ was requ1red :0f
teacherq, the more thev Changed (. 17) and the more extensive was con-
t1nuatlon of project methods (. l3) 20 o : s )
» | _ In-light of the- strong effect on *p"her change associated- W1th
'._ambltlous prO]ecg‘* it is somewhat surp..sing that projects requ1r1ngv .
an overall change 1in teach1ng stvle did: not. have a stronger 1nfluente
on cont1nuat1on of methods than the .07 indicated in Table 5.1. ur,
f1eld experience suggests several reasons for this ”drop off'“
- For .one, most of the twenty- four secondarv school prOJects in-
= eeees L QUYL sample aimed at basic changes in .teaching patterns . Such pro-

T Jects»bv thelncverv nature are d1ff1rult to susta1n after the end of

———

-
federal fund1ng For example, a number of these high: school prn]e(ts"“‘ p

involved alternatlve schooIs” Although such prOJects may represont

an 1nterest1ng soc1al/educational experiment or a convenient response
to. parental pressure for educational options; they ‘also" were typi-

. - cally expensive and-difficult to continue on district funds--

20These effects are sharply diminished,"as Table 5.3 shows,
‘when the extent of teacher change caused by the project is intro-
duced as a control variable in ‘the regressions. In other words, N
ambitious and demanding projects.promote a change in teaching style
which=-when it works--is continued by the teacher. - In contrast,

the p051t1ve effects of Extra Effort -and of Overall Change Required
on continuation of materials do not change much when the extent of
teacher change is controlled {compare the last columns of- Tables 5.1

and 5.3). . e
112 o
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' particularlyuin a time of declining student cnrollments The sec-—
ondary level ”school within a school!' projects also requ1red spec1al
resources that were often beyond the capac1ty .of many school district
budgets
Similar problems occurred at the elementary level. _Projects_zk
calling for overall change in teaching style often employed support
strateg1es that were difficult for a. d1strict to susta1n after the
nd of federal funding. For example, the field trips rarsly sur-
v1ved, and the classroom aides that usually accompany classroom.-
organization projects,.such as open education often could not'be
supported with district funds Left with neither federal nor district
funding, teachers often found it d1fficult to continue a project
intact. Instead, they had to adapt project practices to conform to
‘ budgetary realities. ' _ ' _
Another continuation problem for ambitiobs prOJects was'.a "burn—

out! phenomenon. Burn-out seemed most prevalent among teadhers who
were active in project design and management affairs. Insofar as
these teachers were given opportunities to continue to expand their
experience with the project——for exarple, by participatlng in outside
dissemination ﬁctivitles——thev seemed to recover quickly from their
_post- project letdown

In summary,. our data do not confirm the fear that projects

attempting a broad scope of change are likely to break d0wn and are

‘_‘—“-f~~«~llkely_tolbe discontinued Despite a variety of- 1mplementation and '
continuation problems projects requiring-changehih the overall“"'—‘f"+~ife——

~

teaching stvle .of project staff and calling for extra effort result_

in s1gnificantly more teacher change

i*Specificity of Goals. Anothef surprisingly elusive dimension
"of project scope is:the specificity of its.goals. In attempting to
¥ measure that dimension in Phase I, we ran into a recurrent deffi- .-
) culty; .Participantsvfrom diffgrent projects using.similar;treat—
L. | ments;—e.g.{ using.the'same’reading program——described their objec-
tives'in very different terms. That is, the §ame'innovation_could”
- have Veryfdiffuse'or very narrow goals depending.on’the‘percepdion

of the project staff and, more particularly, on.howlmobilization'of




»

the project was handled: In Phase'II consequently, we decided it
was more 1mportant to measure the teacher s perception of how spe-'v

eific the goals of the project were than to attempt to define the

w

"inherent" breadth of an 1nnovation
Table 5. l shows that spec1f1c1ty of goals had a maJor effect on
implementation: The moere spec1f1c the teachers felt the prOJect . .
goals were, the'higher the percentage of-goals,the proJect achieved
(the regression coefficient is l7) One reason for this strong
effect is s1mply that some of the prOJects in our sample, part1cu—
larly remed1al proJects, had a well defined programmatic design and
narrow 1nstructional ~aims, It is. easier, all other things be1ng
_equal to ach1eve narrow gOals, and it is’ still easier 1f the pro—
L ject de31gn f'e programmatmcally specific. - '_\ . SR I
o This explanation of specificity makes sense for prOJects, or
..elements of progects, that can be programmed For example, the
'_development of prOJect materials can be carefullv planned Table 5.1
o ;'suggests that spec1fic1ty in th1s _area promoted not? only 1mplementa-

" ' ‘htion but also - continuation of project materials (the regresslon coef-
"_ficient is .15). Similarly, spec1fic1tv on projects aiming toward
zcognitive development led to 1mprovements in student ach1evement

(see Table 5.2). However, many of the innovations in our sample,
could not be so programmed What expla1ns the . effects of specificity
in these Lases? -

~. y

Our field“experienre suggests that when prOJects emphasize

0 change in classroom organizatlon--change thatﬂis inherently amorphous_~w_wm¢mwm;
__l___rm_and not susceptible to spec1f1cation in a programmatic sense——teach- ,
' ers need clarmty about proJect precepts‘ For_ example, we’ have:seen“.‘_“‘*‘~ e
N . I . .
21The spec1f1c ‘question and distribution of the 1030 teacher
resporisés were: (Specificity of Goals) "In- your Judgment how spe-
cific were the goals of the project?" . _ S .
L 2377 . 26% ., -.22% - 15% . 8% ,4"/,' 2z -
Co T I | | |
PR 7 6 : 5° -4 .3 2 -1
; Very N . : o “Not at _ B
- specific o S ; " _all o
- EETE ' “1il’i . . specific .

5} _. . N
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“similar open education projects that were dec{dedlv differentAin the
extent to wh1ch the staff grasped the philosophy and-. -operational .
'obJectlves of the 1nnovatlon. Even after three yedrs of operntlon,

a lack of Llarltv st1ll rema1ned on some projects; teachers. (ould )
not be expected to continue the methods of the. innovation: in these
casestar . '

The quant1tat1ve ev1dence supports th1s 1nterpretat1on of spec

f1c1tv First of all Table 5.1 shows that spec1f1c1tv had a posl— g
t1ve ffect on cont1nuatlon of pFOJeCt methods (the regression coef-"
f1c1ent is “11).. Secondlv, we created a subsample ‘of projects. that
zheav1lv focused. on 1nd1v1duallzatlon, and a subsample of pro1ects .
thaty. concentrated on classrcom organ1zat1on changes., These sub— ff_;
'samples, wh1ch wlll be d1scussed in more deta1l later, allowed us' . :
‘to . compare the effects of such varlables as spec1f1c1tv for the two
contrast1ng tvpes of 1nnovat10ns. Ind1v1dualizat10n pro]ects ‘wete Qﬁx

" more specific, N on. the average, than classroom organlzatlon pro1ects,

. g _wh1ch also varled cons1derab1v more ‘in spec1f1c1tv.22' Moreover,

"regress1ons s1m1]ar to Table 5. 1 (but us1ng the two subsamples)

AN

show that when clar1tv (spec1f1c1tv) was" chLeved on classroom
. /organdzatlon prOJects, the cont1nuatlon of project: methods greatlv ' R
T ., 1ncreased"1ncreases in spec1f1c1ty on 1nd1v1duallzatlon pFOJECSS
‘d}d.not s1gn1f1cantly affect the prOJects effect on continuation.
Spec1f1c1ty, then, can be seen’ as. hdving two components: pro—-.
grammatic spec1f1c1tv, a factor that’ is fundamentallv a prOJect L
.des1gn issue, and conceptual clarltv,,an understandlng 'that must'“' )

be achleved dur1ng~the .course.- of proJect 1mplementat10n. ConceptuaL;

f“;‘;*j*W“" ”-2%A~tab]e~introduced“later_(Taole '5.8) shows regresslon results Py
h ' for the two subsamples. The statistics for spec1f1c1tv in each of————————

the subsamples were: Ca - . ‘-

Classroom

- . : o Individualization “ Organization
. o . T : Projects © ' Projects
- Mean of spec1f1c1tv of ’ o : B ) . >
”f ' "goals’ v, 6.42 SR _4.06 B
- . Standard deviation of _ P - ’
‘specificity of goals - 71,02 . ' - 1.99
Number of respondents A - 116 ' ' 99 - : ..
.. . ) - . “ 3

El{lC N "
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g  clarity-—the extent to which staff are clear about what they are to
do-rcannot be gnaranteed by the use of packaged materialsfor'lec-

ot " tures From.tdnsultants. _Rather, it must he achieved through &rac-
tical;.convrete training actiuities that permit project staff to
‘understand the s1gn1flcanco of pr01ect prc(opts and strategles for
their own classrooms. In short clurltv is not somethlng a staff
xan be_ g1ven at :the outset, although it can be facilitated by
well speclfled programmatic. statements For proJects attemptlng

}Jcompreh%nslve change ;- we suspect sthat a lack of ‘clarity, rather than
lack of programmatlc speclflcatlon, generates severe impiementatlon

difficulties and the d1suse of the prOJect after ‘the end of federal

o
3

¥ L fundlng ' Y . N _ .

’In summarv, this subsection has'examined<three;aspects:of-the
scope of change mellclt in the design of 1nnovat1§e~proJects' the
.overall thange required. of - teachers ,the extra effort requfred of
them and the spec1f1c1tv of the project’ s goals. " The- ana1vs1s

_suggests that (a) the mor change askcd of teachers, the more they

. - .“:rGSpond (b) asking teachers to put 1n extra effort mav create ‘some-
’problems in 1mp1ementat10n,'but teacher change and continuation are
.-more: likely.to occur w1th this kind of sacrifice; and {c) teachers
can.1mp1ement innovatlons better'if they clearly understand the

project's purposes and precepts..
1 .
o - : . .

Ileementation'Strategies .

_ " Among the most important products ‘of the p]annlng and moblllza—
. T T .
' tion act1v1t1es ‘that lead €6 an“adopted—pro]eet—are~4mplementatlon

N

;v. : strategLes-—a series of dec1s10ns -and choices exp11c1t or 1mp11¢1t

t‘on how to put the project. into pract1ce Although the strategles
chosen aré somewhat assoclated with the type of educational method
adopted, local desxgners exerclse Cons1derab1e freedom 1n the1r

. decisions; for example,’ s1m11ar reading programs may he 1mplemented

quite differently among schools and school systems. Chapter 2

El{l(j oo ' o e o - ..

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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) d1scussed che strateg1es we observed in the field Tables 5 1to 5.3
4show the effects on project outcomes of strateg1es we were able to
measure in comparable ways for the range of innovations in our
sample. As a group: these strategieslhad major effects on the imple-
mentation, impact;'and contfnuation of projects. Moreover,.they
differed in their conduciveness to particular outcomes.

We“discuss below the!findings‘for each strategy listed in the
tables. Two qualifications should be kept in mind as we .do so.
First; our list of strategies does not exhaust the variety of major
ch01ces made by local 1mplementors For example, some strateg1es
were so particular to an 1nstructional approach that they ‘tould not
" be generallzed for our analys1s Other strategles-—e g., selection ,
of staff——were d1fficult to measure, we could not include them °
'u.' ) d1rectly 1n our stat1st1cal analysis, but we examined them in our
;1eldwork, Still other strateg1es, such as local materials develop— )
'ment were measured to some extent but were so h1ghly interrelated )
to other factors that they could ‘not be included in the full: analy51s
shown by Tables 5.1 and 5.3; rather, we explored their effects in the
partial analyses discussed throughout this chapter I ) . 4

..The reader also should be aware of the artif1"ia1 separdtion of 55

4“a ;strategies 1mposed by the stat1st1cal analysis. in reality, the

| overall strategy of each local project comprised a mix of strategic
choices. Our statistical method examines component strategies,.not,.
the. strategy as ,a whole. Our conclusion synthesizes the separate

results into a Judgment about what constitutes an effective overall

strategy

Allocatlon Decisions. Local planners must also decide - about

the allocation of the prOJect s resources. Table ‘5. 1 lists: two .
\\\J pert1nent allocation choices: the number of proJect schools and

N\ 'the concentration: of the prOJect s funds (i e., the number of stu—

,i\*\dents served for the available_progect_fundlng) “Few d1stricts make

allocation decis1ons in the purely obJective manner of an R&D deci—
\
sion model School officials rarely have an. experimental plan in-

mind that\can be stated 1n such terms _as, "We will trv the innova—

tion in scho\ls A and B; 1f it improves student}performance, we will

- »
»
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spread it to schools C and D." 'Instead, oroaniaational'and political
.consideratlons usually govern such dec1sions.- ’

For example, 20 percent of the prOJects in our sample were orig—
inated by the pr1nc1pal and staff in a school. The most "successful"
were begun'several years before they received a Title III grant.

To continue.their efforts,.they prepafed a Title III'proposal with
" the assistance of district personnel. But district of ficials bften
felt the need to be "equitable," particularly:when "federal goodies"
were involved as an assistant superintendent put it.: Thus, because
'the award of a federal grant ‘would bring ”visibllity" to the project
school officials in two of Gur case studies added other schools to
", the original site: In one of these situatlons, ;one school was added
.in each of the areas represented by school board members.
In contrast, approximatelv 16 percent of the proJects in our
sample were ‘district-wide prOJects, most of which 1nvolved curriculuw
" revision and 1nd1v1duallzatlon. Several of these proJects were . pre—
. Leded by earller experience with' the Ainnovation.- Mostl however, did
not have an earlier 'development ‘at a local school' the districts
were atLempt1ng to 1nstall a new program district—wide without the
step by~ step procedure often favored by planners. We do not know
all the politlcal and- organizational elements that affected these

dec1sions.«-It seems clear, however, that a number of districts

._started with an 1dentified educatlonal need ‘but "designed" a. resource
.‘;allocatlon plan whose prime-concern was to ‘obtain as large a grant
"as poss1ble and to distribute it as far as the money wouldwgo.f
In decid1ng on’ site and funding allocations then, districtsi
aré influenced by other concerns besides the desirable educational
outcomes listed in Tables 5.1 to 23 Fornthe range of variation in
o our sample, however, neither the‘number of schools ngr the funding
per student strongly affected project effect and continuation in most

2
cases..

o .t . -

_ 23The number of 'school$ for projects in our sample ranged from
1 to 44, and the funding per student from a high of over $2000 to a
low of about $§12. The correlation between these’ variables is -.21;

118 -



o :‘ . _98"

The eXceptions'to thfs general findiné are noteworthy. . The
greater'the number of schools in a.pﬁoject, the higher was the-pro-
pnrtion of project materfals continued (the regression coefficient
is .12 in Table-5.1). Thislfalationship results frnm‘prqjeets that
firnished new curriculum matefial or edncationa] hardware that was'
adopted as districtwide policy. 1In such cases, it is clear that
tLdLhch complv with off1(1a1 district pollcv and use the ‘materials
purthabed w1th federal monev Yet theee same projects produced

© little if any _teacher chanqu (the Loeff1c19nts of teacher change in
Tables Sf and ) 2. are mostlv negative ‘but not SLgnlflcant) © More-
nver - the cont1nued use of PTO]ELC materlals was not alwavs accom- -

' panmtd by 2 contirued use. of prO]e(t methods (the Cocff1c1ent in
. Tables S5.1-and 5.3 is p0s1t1ve but not’ q)gnlflcant) “In. short qome

districts seem to have used T1tle TII "'seed money' more to purchasei

:g ) ; s up-ro- date matertalq and technolog1eb ‘than to promote baslc eﬁuca-
& " tional reform - ‘ e HJW : | .
: The other 51gn1f10an* relat1onsh1p shown by the tahles 1nvolves
the toncentrat1on of fundlng . The ‘higher the funding> S:} student,
. ".the greater was7the 1mprovement in stuﬁent=outcomes (the cdefficient
2T of totai tudent change in Table 5.1 is°.09)., This effect comes
perarllv from remedial prOJe(tq that focu%ed on individualization,

 were ‘located in schools in areas of lower socioeconomic status (SES),

’

- "

(o oo

“and sought to increase the performange of students who were below—

.average arhleverq " The heavyv concentration of fundlng for these
remedlal prOJELt° paid for claséroom aides. Of all the prdjeets:in.
our. snmple, 77 percent h1red aides or paraprofe551ona1 staff 63 per-
cent of these projects e1Lher detreased or e11m1nated their aides ,

-,after the end 0f federal fundingﬁ ‘All prOJects having a heavy con-
tentratlon of, fundlng per pupil reduced their aides. The' teachers
1n.these progectS'indlcated that:they had not changedltheirv&;yles
very much, nor were the& currently\using’project mrethods or materials
extensiQely (the coefficients of, funding.per'student fer the'eon-

tinuation variables listed in TablesJS.l fo 5.3 were -not significant).

e the correlatior between fundlng level and number of schools is .17;
- the correlation’between fundlng level and fund1ng per student is ..18.

’

119 ° .
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“In short, these remed1al projects improved student performance, but

"we suspect this effect will be short-lived. Succe551ve generatlons‘

of students are unlikely to benefit, and the federal money spent for
aides wilj have had only A fleeting effect- on district practices.

In summary, the Phase II sample omits some of the proJects in

~the orlglnal sample that were 1nadequate1v funded to meet their

purposes - and therefore were discontinued. W1th1n the range of vari- .
atdon in our sample, we found no clear guide.as to the “optimum"
'number of project sites or funding per student.- These local alloca-
tion decisions are usuallv the result of a complex blend of organi-
zational, polltlta] and-educatlonal criteria. W1thout be1ng ab19‘

to control for theqe complexities, we cannot tell whether ”better”

: dec1qlons cou1d have heen made. In any event the lack of strong

-

relatlonshlps suggests that these dec151ons matter less for pro1ect
outuomes than do other local chofhes and condltlons. ’

Staff Tralnlng and Tra1n1ngﬁSupport Act1v1t1es The componente

of staff tra1n1ng wére as, numerous and d1verse as the educational . - °
:qtrategles themqelves Np two proJects appear to have® pursued the
-same: design or mly of training activities, perhaps “because no one

has devised a theorv or model” of what an effective staff tra1n1ng

_program should 1ook llke (or, 51m11ar1v, an effective staff develop-"

ment, or in-service program). The ‘training de51gns actually pursued
therefore are . largelv.”hest guesses. In practice; some of them
were instrumental in-successful project. 1mplementatlon, others turned
out to be 1nadequate 24 e IV R
N "

-To shed 11ght on what constitutes an effectlwe qtaff’tralnlng
program, and how 1mportant it is to- proJect success and Contlnuatlon,
the survev asked . teachers to 1nd1cate the tvpe, amount and format

of the tra1n1ng.thev recelved We “also collected,slmllar 1nforma—

tlon on support act1v1t1es related to tra1n1ng——e g the use of

®

o

4Appro*clmatelv 22 percent of the teachers surveved mentloncd:
tra1n1ng 1nadequate as a problem they Had to deal with during imple-
mentatimn ‘ In terms of frequencv of teacher. response, inadequate
training was‘fhe fifth most cited, factor on the list of 59 1mp1emen—

~taion problems. - oL ' , .
. . b_. , I 2 O\ _— . . : ‘ H
B N \\\\\- . ot
—
ey [ w oy ’ . . Lo
';‘\- TR . : : ° r
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consultants, staff meetings, and the assistance of resource personnel
in the classroom.. Table 5.4 lists these questions and the distri-

bution of responses. Our -fieldwork madé it clear that for analytical

purposes it is not enough merely to record that certain training

activities went on. The same activity may be irrelevant in one pro-

Ject and useful in another,ldepending'on the Rind of project or the

. way the‘activity was. carried out. For example, staff workshops'mayr

be ‘useful in a program attempting to implement mastery learning
techniques but irrelevant to staff who are working to put a new
student -counseling program into practice Or, outside” consultants

on-one project may be able ‘to provide concrete, useful 1nformation

. to -teachers, while on ‘another they convey glib generalities that - the

teachers dismiss as a waste of time. Consequently, we also collected

1nformation aon the qualtty of the training strategies..

Because there is no_consensus on what constitutes quality"
training, we asked teachers to rate the utility of the training and
support act1vit1es they received (see Table-5 4 for the specific>
questiOns) ) ThlS assessment of quality in practice, as opposed to

quality in the abstract (or, what is useful as opposed to what

" "sShould be" useful) was then analyzed in terms of project outcome -

factors and teacher continuation of project activities The results '

are presented in Tables- 5.1 to 5 3. The following discussion will

ralso consider the relationship between the quantity and quality of

' these variables and explore what quality might“consist of.

The regression coefficients in' Table 5.1 suggest that well-
conducted ‘staff training and staff support activities inprOVed pro- -
ject implementatiori, promoted’ teach@h»change, and increaséd the
continuation of project methods and materials These variables
alone (i.e., without’ other factors such as the institutional setting)
account for a substantial portion of the variation in.project effect
and continuation. From one ;erspective, of course,kthis is not a

SUrprising finding After all, teachers have to acquire the new

' skills or behavior if project related changes are to: influence stu—

dent performance or be continued. Even so, the varying contributions
X 4

R 7L E
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Table 5.4
STAFF TRAINING AND SUPPORT QUESTIONS e

K

(Amount Precraining) About how many hours of training sessions (lectures or morkshops) did you
attend before you bugan implementing the project .in your claaamom" . .

1 NOME ovvvnvernevnenenenennnns et e e 16% i
2 Eight or fewer hours (consider 8 hours’ one work day) .....oou..en 20 - )
3 Nine to 24 hours (consider 24 hours three work days) .......... .21 B
4 25 to 40 hours (¢onsider 40 hou:s one work week’) ................ 20 .
S More than 40 ROUTS ..vevevevtvivnennneneenenenn e Weeeves 26
Q L]
! R No. of responses = 1000
(Pretraining | How useful were these sessions for dealing with the pr_oblcm.ji that
arose durtng the’ a0 ‘ ’ - .
23% 2% . 9% 7% 2% ' - C :
1 I | 1 .| o BN . L
' s . _ No. of responses = 840
: 5 4 3 2 1 e
Extremely S © Not at all - o . P
useful : R . useful : - : : o S

Yy

(Amounc F‘Lrs,c—uar Trm.ning) Abouc hou many huurs of traunng quswn. (Luntum: and uamahopa)
3 end during the first JF’(ZY’ you were actually zmplemenunj the project in your classroom’_' 8

None .'..'"’...’ ........... pree et ree e el 1'1:2’ L
' _ Eight or fewer hours : Cereeiiiias veve.. 23
Nine to 24 hours .....;.cceviiinnnnnn e, e, Tieeees 27
25 to 40 hours «...... et et iieieer e rie i AT 17.
~ More than 40 hours .......... A B 19
No. of'responseé = 951
° . 3 .
(Firsc-Year Training Usefulness) How yseful were these sessions for dealing with the problems “that
arose dum.ng the project . . . - ,; : L
. - 16% 22z, 25%. 19% 10X 5% 2% ' '
: N . . - F S t 1 1 ) ’
o ' . _— No. of responses = 836 -
om0 6. 5 4 3y 2 i _ :
s *Ll:xgemely N . Not &t all :
useful : " ugeful
(Amount Training Later) About how many hours of training sessions (Zuctw‘es or workshopa) did you
attend a)te'r f}xr’ first year you implemented the project? - . . -
L ONOBE - e eeertese e e T S Lo..o262 N
T 2 ELGHE OF “FEWET hOUES .o nuvvrnntneeneen e e e et ee e e 27 -
R B 3 eNine to 24 hours w 22
4 25 to 40 hours .............i.q 13
* 5 More than 40 hours 12
. . No. 6!’ responsgs = 974
. » . . . . v v .
(Later Training Usefulness) " How useful were ‘these sessione for ‘dealiny with the prohlems that arose )
during the project? By ’ :
132 25%  24%  20%- 12% 4% 3% ) .
1 i ® B
L —1 - : 1 N .I ) No.. of responses = 7732
LT 6 5 4 .02 A Co -
" Extremely . Not Jteall
useful ) useful | .
. t
(Amount Classroom Observation) -About hou mueh time did you 8pend obseruzng the pm;ect 8 mechodﬂ in’
other .teacherg' clasarooms before you began implementing the pro.ject zn your classroom"
D T 652
2’ Half a.day or-less : 15
: 3 One £0 EWO dBYS seuvevvurrennesl 12
" 4" Three days or more 8 .
‘No: of responses = Y93
* s 7
\ 12 4 v
o . . R s, : '
Q . S : AR ' .. % :
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Table 5.4--Continued = - : .
. (Observation of Other Classrooms). How useful was this expericnce for a.'u.'lling WELTE the Mroblemg, a0 s

| that urose during the preject? - ' . : s
: . ¢

17%  19%  25%  19% . 12% 63 1% - : ' S

1 1 | ! | 1 } : . .
- - - - No. of responses = 349 <
7 .76 S 4 3 2 .1
Extremely . . ' Not at all .-
Il useful ' useful
’ I e . ) e i .
- " (Amount Classroom Assistance) During the first year you actually undpl.:'mcntwi project teehniques

in your classroom, about how many times did yoi receive assiatance or advice from pesoures: pdesons
or projeat staff who came into your zlasarcom to observe and mike sugiestions? .

' 1 None e ettt et e e et i i 177
. 2. 1 or,2 times ........... T, [N e e P €.
: 3 3 0 5 LAMES. cvveerrnecennsirnnnnninenns e et e .. 26
4 6 to 9 times . ........ R 16
% S 10 CO LS BIMNuS veeeveeeeernennneencaeeeennsaeeoscaesnnnsaeanansns 14
; 6 More than '35 EimMeS ....lii.c.ieiiiiiloniiniiiiianan [P il
. T < No. ‘of r'cspnnsns = 985 .
’ Lo - = N ’ '
(Classroom Assistance) How usefil were theoe visits jor dealing with the problems thit aroie Jdur-
ing the project? M : : . . :
Lz 19% 22% 0% L1Z T 10% 3% '
L | 1 l i 1 t
. . No. of responses = 808
7 [ 5 4 3 2 1 :
) Extremely * - ’ Not at all
useful ¢ ) useful
_(f\!ﬁount Consultants) How many times did you receive craining advice o demoasteations o con-
sultants from outside the district as part of the project?
. . Y ©
L NONE .iiiirrrrenneesonnnnnnnns ..... S eheesaeaas s eaans 297
2 Almost none .......... feereeeaeee e, e P 13
3. A few times .......... e iee e e e 0
"’ 4 Quite a few Times ... viiennnnennnnnns e SRS e Y
) S Many CIMES ..vuevenieuneeeaenanecesososansanseasosasaaasecssssnns 11
. N No. of responses = 1001
(Consultants) How useful were these conpultants to youw in implementing: the project? o .
4 11% 19% . 27% 18% 10% 117% 47 . : .
S | I f I I | ] : 3 C T
- - 0 - No. of responses = 724
R 6 S 4 3 2 P : '
. Extremely - Not at all
useful , : useful
. - X 1 . : - B
(Amount Project Meetings) How often did yow attend mectings with other profect teachers to
discuss the ideas of the project and how best to salve problems that might -occter?
1 NEVEE tueeiiieiiiiaeianain PR S IR T Y .
e 2 Only a few times a year ..........c.cceumeenunn e e v 28
3 Every couple of morths S S 1r #
4 About once a m™ ave..e... T e, 19
5 Severas. times % month ..l...cioeeiiiiiin.n SN 28
* . ' -~ . . No. ofresponses = .983
"(Project Meetings) How useful were these mectings for dealing witisthe pi-&alumg that arosal
. N _ 4% 224 i26%  20% 8% -7% 2% B
A L 1 | L L9
: K R - No. of responses = BS8
7 6 5 4 3 2 L - .
Extremely . . Not at all )
useful ‘ .- useful
° - _ 7 ’
=
) . “.:' . . ) ' . . L o ' ‘ .
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made by training activities can furnish useful insights for program.
planners N . .
Tra‘ntnq Hpce7u'd Training activities were usually skill-

specific, such as instruction in how to implement a new reading pro-.

- gram. ‘They could occur pEﬂOf ‘to prO]ect 1mp1ementat10n in the class-

‘ior (: 12) (See Tables 5.1 and 5.2.)

- a small (and not s1gn1f1cant) effect on teacher change (.06) and ‘on.

rooms, durlng the’ f1rst vear of melemenratlon, and/or after the
first year. These activities had strong positive .and direct effects
on'theﬁpercentage of project goals achieved (.12) and on student
performance . 13) in- the areas of both achievement (. ll) and behav—

23 However, tra1n1ng had onlvv

cont1nuat10n of prOJect materials (. 05) Moreover, Table 5.3 shows
that the p051t1ve effect of tra1n1ng on cont1nuat10n of prOJect
methods losés its s1gn1ffcance when implementation effectiveness
is controlled for; thus; the effect of training may._be 1nd1rect-—
namely, sk111 -specific tra1n1ng 1mproves prO]ect implementatlon,
wh1ch in turn enhances continuation. : Sklll -specific tra1n1ng, in’
summary, apparentlv affects pTOJect 1mp1ementat10n and student out-
comes, but does not affect the longer-term projectioutcomes of
teacher -change and cont1nuat10n

‘These f1nd1ngs can’ be‘put.lnto perspective and.interpretéd by

cdmparing them with other activities that support project trainingl

- Tables 5 1 to 5.3 show the effects of each tra’ .ug support‘activitV'

~

classroom ass1stance from d1str1ct resource people or prOJect staff
use of outside consultants, observatlon of the prOJect in other

teachers' classrooms, and staff meetings. - The tables also indicate
(by hracﬁcts) the combined Fffects of'these activities. (The "staff

support activities were combined by taking a sfimple sum.)™ The

‘rationale for examining .their effect in combination is drawn from.

our fieldwork, which suggested that particularly effective projects

.
d

-

25 The varlable called 'Tralnlng Recelved" in Tables 5.1 to 5. 3
is the sum-of the usefulness of training received in three time
periods (before, during, and after'the first vear of implementation).

. In preliminary analysis, we tried many ways to combine these vari-

ables; the simple sum proved to be the most fru1tfu1
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Lf . : _
adopted a tra1n1ng strategv that included all, or most, of these

support activities. We will first discuss the f1ndings ‘for. the com-'
bined support activities and then examine the role of individual |
components. e : i: . .
Staff Support frategtes Taken together, woll—conducted staff
suppoft strategies had a major positive effect—-as did staff train-
ing——on percentage of proJect goals achieved (.18) and on student
performance (.27) (see Table 5.1). 1In contrast to training, however,
staff support stnategies also had strong positive and direct effects
on the longer-term project ouLcomes. teacher cthange (. 15) and con-’
_tinuation of project methodS'('28) and materials (.22). It seems
clear that well- conducted support strateg1es not only re1nforce the
contribution of skill- spec1f1c tra1ning, but also make their own
contribution to fostering teacher change and to promot1ng staff
acceptance of project mater1als Our f1eld experience suggests why
these contr1but10ns are possible and indeed necgssary-to success—
ful proJects y . .
First, both tra1n1ng and support activit1es promote the "task" ,

learn1ng requ191te to the implementation of specific innovative ‘
techniques, but thev aid learning in different ways. Training
generally focuses on instruction in specif1c skills the teacher

needs in applying the innovation, e. g for progects stressing indi-
' v1dualizat10n, teachers need to master the procedures of criterion -
'referenve testing or the logistics of diagnostic prescr1ptive tech— o
n1ques. Then, however, they need to adapt these procedures to the .
daVrto;day realities of thelclassroom. ,Support activities, partic-.
ularly visits from district resource people or- prOJect staff, can. .

- provide feedback to make these classroom corrections Through |

. these support ‘activities, skill specif1c tra1n1ng can be 'individ—
! ; ‘ualized" for the teacher in terms of timing and content mod1f1cations
» ' ' 'Staff support strategies also can aid teachers in understanding
;and’applying complex innovations in ways that standard'training—;in
terms of both its _content and form——does not ‘or cannot usually do
.effectively. For example, projects aiming to change the usual pat—

terns of classroom organization require a high level of mutual

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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adaptation. There are.few-"recipes" for implementation of.differ;
entiated staffing of open classroomfprojects,: Adaptation in this ‘
igééé typically impliesja translation of general principles and.atti-.d
tudes into classroom practice-éa process that can benefit more from
drawing ‘on outs1de consultants, from observing other classrooms :
already applying these complex and necessarilv abstractly defined
> methods, and from_on—line assistance of district and project peo,-
than it’can benefit from standard training"‘Without such™ assistance,
teachers ‘would be less likely either to implement the innovations
effectively or to change their own pattern Jand style of teaching,_
nor would they be likely to assimilate the methods of the innovation
in ways that assure its cantinuation As one teacher commanted' .
"By being_part of_the project, -1 have gained invaluable knowledge.
‘Because it was a think—plan-do—revise type of learningt~it waskmuch B
- more valuable than'any graduate.class and enabled me to.makelréal
changes andjimprovement.ﬁ,' v -
. Staff support strategies also lend "moral support" to teachers,
'valuable for bolstering their confidence and maintaining their enthu—
siasm Teachers need. to feel that thev are not working alone, and i
to be reassured that whatxthey are doing is appropriate and legiti-~
mate. We Vill see later on ‘that other factors also contribute to
:teachers affective needs, but support strategies~—classroom assis-
‘tance from district resource or project staff, the use of outside
'consultants, classroom observation, and project meetings--can make
their own unique, dual-contribution to both teacher morale and to- '
~the reinforcement of the instrumental effects of other task-related
factors. ‘ | » |
In summary, staff support strategies combined with skill-
specific tra1n1ng appear .to have provided the feedback, conducive
climate, and information to. .support project strategies, teacher
- learning, and staff morale.- Taken together, staff support strategises
'apparentlv contributed to the longegrterm project ‘outcomes of teacher
change and continuation. _Below we examine their individual contri—

butions.

CZassroom Asszstance Table 5.1 suggests that classroom
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asqlstance from rcsource personnel had maJor effects on student change
(.14), on 1mplementatlon (. ]1) and on contlnuatlon of methods ( 09)
and smaller p051t1ve cffects on teaLher change (.08) and continuation
of materlals (.02). Ne capn: obta1n stlll ‘other estimates of the par-
txtnlar effects of clasernm a551stance by considering tralnlng and
support activities to be the only lnputs determlnlng project outcomes
Table 5.5 presents such estimates; 1t showq the effects on the depend-
‘ent v1r1ahles (in termq of standardlzed regresslon cocfflclents) of
variablies measuring both the usefulness of tra1n1ng and support
activities. and the amounts of these activities. Table 5.5 further
breaks -down the training variable according .to whether training
occurred bcfore classroom'implementation, during the‘first yeat of
(IR implengntation, and/or after the.firStlyear. Comparison of Tables 5.1
and 5. 5 shows that ?lassroom assistancc had similar effects on most of
the dependent var1ah1es w1th or w:thout controlling for otRer proJeLt
<charatter1st1cs or 1nst1tut10na1 rdctors
we-earller suggested the reason that’ classroomtassistance.is 50
important for the percentage ot goals achieved on,d project, the S
aanntzof'student rmprouenent,‘and_the continuation of tﬁe_project's D et
methods. Skill—specific training‘or workshop sessions usually cannpot o
IGHCLCLPGLC the form and- tontent of all 1mportant staff needs, espe—
;«lallv as they rL]ate to partlculdr Llassroom prohlems leewise,
staff oftcn cannot perce1ve what thev need to know until the need. ¢
arises. _ For both reasons, the xtaff needs are not a]wavs predictable
or synchronized with schcduled tralnlng sessions, :-ClaSSrOQm ass1s—
tance,- particularly by local resonrce personne}, can make up for
these 1nLv4tab1e def1c1encles - ’,' . y
ROk IL is interesting that a number of the coefficients of the
nauné‘of ¢lassroom assistance tend to be negatlve.(though not .sig- -
_nificantly) in Table 5.5. At first glancemznegatdvefvalues seem to
run counter to intuition, butJupon reflection thev suggest'an import-
.ant hvpothe51s ahout the relat10nsh1p hetwetn the quant1tv and quality :
of training and staff support Figure 5.1 is a graph of the percent— ‘
‘age of project goals achloved as a function of the perceived useful-

‘ness of classroom assistance; the various lines represent levels of
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Table 5.5 T e
g * AMALYSIS JF TRAINING AND SUPPORT ACTIVITIES
Standardized Regression Coefficient for:
Percent - S
Project . Total * Total .. Continuation Continuation
. - 7 Goals | Teacher ¢ Student  of Project * of Project Practicality
Independent Variables Achieved Change  Lmprovement MﬁMH " Materlals  of Training® - 5
R S . . . .
. Whether project had: - _ . , : . X o,
S . Training before first vear. -6 =06 \ f.OZ* -06 -.06 —.12*
BT Training during first year =00 -0 -07 . =09 -0 -8 v ;
Toaining after fostpear <08 -0 -0 w0 o L -
Clagstoon assistance - . ~16" =00 -0l ¢ 05 R
. Outside consultants C-06 03 =04 -02 . 03 L -l
- Observation of other classrooms =00 -.06 . -.01  -07 =04 0
Project meetings o =00 - =00 .05 -0 =04 I
Quanzity of: S . o SRS o 5
} Training before irst year = .02 A" -.08 09 NI -.07 N
' . Training during first.year.. —— -,04 - 04 -0 0 -0 -.05 :
Training after first vear | Do 06 06, 05 08*: o=l '
" (lassroom assistance =02 D6 -0 =03, =00 -0 ' a
: Outside consultants - . 1) NN 17 AN N 1 =01 FEN L R ‘ v
\ . Observation of other ¢lassroons -0 .03* r.OJ* ,-.00* =06 " 08 o
Project meetings A LR N
- Usefulness of:. | ' A :
- - Training before fiestyear 080 b8 0 0
‘ Training during first year AT e I .09 N r .3
Training after first year ' -.00* =02 11 -.01*7 Ce0 16*
¢+ Classroon assistance | D .13* 10 .04* .10* 06 . 03, ' o
.Qutside consultants 2308 1) w08* =00 20 . /
Observation of othet classrooms , -0 % .03 0 09, o .01*
;. Project meetings ,my;OBﬁ\ Q60 09 S
) B o .1‘, ‘?‘\“n{ : l_-\.‘ ‘ L
R : L P Y AV | Y L | e
., Nunber of observat ion R L | 498
3 g . . o ' ‘ , : . o a H
- Significant at the .10 Tevel usinﬁ 2 standard two-tailed t-test. - ' . o
"Defined and discussed on p. 112,
\ 4 -0 n
\ ‘ A 129
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Fig' 5.1--Effect of classroom a331stance on percent pro_]ect goals. ‘
- achieved quality versus quantlty of ass1stance
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‘assistance (The 1mpr0vement is on the order of 50 percent in goals

and- the frequency of projects meetings, .-

the amount :of assi:stance'26 The graph illustrates-the significant

0
1mprovement in percentage of goals ‘achieved resulting from usefhl /

{
achieved, going from an average percent achievement of about 35 perh

.cent for assistance that ‘'was not . usefulfto about 85 percent foﬁ/verv

useful assistance )'"However, it also shows that the differences in

"ythe amount of ass1stance do not matter when the assictance/is per-
ceived as helpful or.very helpful but they do :atter when the

asslstancc is pcrceived as not- helpful In sho numerous visits

to the classroom by 'district ‘or project staf do ‘more harm than )
good when- teachers do not feel they are bedng helped.

° The 1nferénce from these data-—a l1ttle high-quality support is

better than a great deal of low—qualit7/support—-also applies to the

other support activities, part1cularlr the use of- outside consultants"f

Outside Consultants., Table 5.5 shows that the usefulness of
outside consultants has pos1t1Ve-eff cts on all the dependent ‘vari-
ables, whereas the frequency of empl ying outside consultants has
negative'effects; This suggests that it is better to use no outside .
consultants than to use poor ones,” and much better than to use ‘poor.

' 27

ones frequently. When consultant$ were good, they were very good;

when ‘they were bad .they were an obstacle

What makes for a. good outs1de consultant7 How do.tHEy help

rproJects7‘ And how do bad consultants hurt7

Good -consultants can help bv prov1d1ng concrete, practical.

advice ‘to project teachers-—showing them, either in their classrooms

or in "hands-on" workshops, how to adapt project methods or mater1als

‘to their own situations. Good consultants help teachers ‘learn how to

" ge did not improve the .success of the project.

26The graph of F1g 5.1, which was drawn from regressions,

'1llustratés the relationship between quantity :and quality. This

relationship can be more fully examined by analysis-of-variance
techniques that make no assumption about the card1nality of the
independent -variables. These techniques were used in prelimlnarv
analys1s and they ‘confirmed the ‘conclusions drawn in the text.

27

The" dummy variables showed that the use of consultants per

I3
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solverproblemq forfthemqelves“ nther thnn solve probléms for them.
lneffOLtLVD consultants often furnish advice that is tno'abstrn(t to
.be usetnl ~ Many project tcachers Lommented on the. irrelevance of
consultants to thOiYLPFOJGCt. For example, in making a recommenda-
-tion for improving project implementation-in.the future, one tcncher
advised, "Be sure consultants know the (project) goa]g and some
spotific things to tell the teachers and not a lot of worthless
generaltzdtions and theory." Another tcather romarked "I found
.moét.[ofvthé consultants] to be comploto]v Incktng in their exposure .
;+ to, fam{iihrity with, and will'ingness to come in. and work with young
children. Many were good ph110qophica11v, but not pravtl(allv in
C _ the day- to-dav approach and follow—up "Even vhen their adv1qe is
concrete, consultants often unintentionally “preempt" staff learning
_Qpportunitfes,with tooﬁgrent a show of expertise. OVgrreIiﬂnce on
gutside consultants; then, pften.ptetents teachers from learning
"tg'do it for themselves." One éuperintendent attrihuted-tne'failnréﬂ
of a project to this. factor ''The first year, teachers camc in ftom
9o . -other communities and worked with our teachers The following vear,',
our teachers were alone and Lt was. impossible to fully 1mp]ement the
program. Thus, the negative éoeffic1ent in Table 5.5 can be seen
as a result of both t?o 1¢tt1e and too much help from. conqultants
Pro,}ect Meetv,nqs . Pro_yect meet1ngs play'a somewhat d1fferent
and more auxiliary role in promotlng effective progects than. does
the use of outsxde conqultants Two of our tables seem to present
contrad1ctorv ev1dence in"this regard. According to Table 5.1,
meet1ngs are not s1gn1f1cant and tend 'to be’ negatlvelv re]ated to
. pr01eLC outcomes but Table 5. 5" indicates positive though not veryq
’ " , ) strong effects. of meet1ngq on project outcomes., This statistical
dlqcrcpancv has, two sources. First ,: there is the issue of qUantitv:'
versus qua11tv (Table 5.5 controls for quantltv and ‘Table 5. 1 doeq
'not). Frequent meet ings that teachers do not perce1ve as useful are’
assoc1ated with 1esa effective prOJects (Pre11m1narv ana1v51s of
var1ance strongly showed thlS to, be the case.) Our f1e1dwork sug-

gests that meetlngs are unproductlve when they dwel] primarily on.

detallq of. project adm1n15trat1on and recordkeeplng and rarelv

o o 132 \\ o
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include opportenities for staff to share their problems and report

“on progress.  Such meetings do Little to enhance classroom imple-

mentat1on and teacherq find them [rritdting

y o

- K4
Fffective pr01oct meetxngs support teachers in carrving ouL
)

their tasks and meet thcir alffective needs. As nne‘teacher,commented,

"Regular monthly megptngs?are absolutely critical for.reinforcement’
and building interpersonal relatLonships for, co-workers.

Because prOJect meetings can be Lhe forum for such crltical

%
§

factors as teacher participation in pIOJec; decisiops and project
director 1eadership, their uqefulneqq Is correlated with these
factors and prov1des little 1ndependent (ontribution to’ prO]ect out-
comes. This multicnllinearity is the second reason that Table 5. 1
shobws a slight negative effect of meetings whereas Tahle 5.5, whlch
does not control for’ teachcr part1c1pat10n and other factors, shows
a slight positive effect ' c

‘

In sum, effective pro]ects tend, to ise meetings in con]unctlon
w1th other effective practices dnd attitudes. Such meetings fac11..Li
tate & number of activities that are 1mpprtant.fo implementation--
e.g;,’ongoing aésessment of pfoject.ectivitiee; staff shéring of .
problems and solutions, and the/Building of a'"project identity."

b ervafion of ..Other Classrooms. THe statistical difficulties

cloudlng the effectq of meetings also obscure the effect of classroom

.observatlon on pFOJeCt outcomes. Again, Table S.J.Shows,largely

1n51gn1f1cant coefficients for classroom observation, while Table 5.5

indicates positive and significant, though not very strong, effects.

The correlation of classroom observation with other factors--spe-

Cifically,j.ZO_with community inyolVement projects and .24 with

classroom orgahization projebts—-exnlains»much’of Ehis-discrepancv.
Most projects: in our sample did not employ classroom obsérva~

tlon. for those that did (approx1matelv 35 percent) one-half.day;

or less of observation did not prove-useful,:whereas three days or

- more proved extremely useful. L “

Classroom observations can be valuable in'giving‘teachefs a
"feel' for the innovative strategy they are trying to 1mplement.

Obsetrving the real thing" for perhaps three or four days is
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particularly useful to teachers who are about to imp]ement inherently
amorphous innovations,“such as change;in classroom'organization (open

: classroéms, team teaching, differentiated.staffing? and the iike).

‘ Teachers will learnﬁlittle from too brief:an observation, however,
and may even find the experience intimidating if they watch an expert
teacher smoothlv running an innovative .classroom ("I could ‘néver do
that"). o . ( _ _

Guality of Trqining What constitutes qualltv in training
and support activities? Some of the answer 1is hinted at in the pre-
ceding discussion. One component clearlv suggested by our field

ﬂ | . observation is the ' concreteness of staff development activities
or what'wefcall pract%cality.- Instead of focusing on abstract
classroom implications of the project, ‘consultants and workshops’
dealt with nuts-and-bodts issues, such as what to do when. ‘Although
teachers no doubt'were interested in the theoretical underpinnings
of their projects, they needed timely and concrete assistance with
- . their immediate classroom problems. Of ‘the teachers in our sample,
22 percent mentioned lack of.familiarity uith project methods as a
problem during‘ppoject implementation;—a result to be'exoected if
. the project in fact represented: a practice new to lhe district
t§1m11arlv, 21 percent of the teachers mentioned inadequate training
as a problem manv ,of them may have had the same complaint in mind
as.the" former group the failure of their training to help them
gain pract1cal ﬁamlllarltv with pro1ect methods. .
We asked teachers the extent to wh1ch project training and
support act1vities focused on pract1cal problems, and found a wide;

spread distribution of responses.28v Tdble 5.5 suggests that

28The specific questlon and distribution of the 973 responses
.were: . (Practicality of Training) "Considering dll of the: traanzng,
advine and aséistance you received as part of the pPOJPct how much
did it focus on the practzcalgproblems you deaZt with in zmplement-
ing the project? .
~= The tralnlng focused on practical problems

9x . 21% - 24% - 20% ____13°/ 9%+ .. 4%

' ! I R i 1 ! ] 1
. 7 6 5 B 3 2 1
‘ ' Completely _ - Not at all
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prhctlcnllty is a major oomponent_of the usefulness of mecetings,
classroom assistance, and the standard training consisting of lec-
\ : .
tures and workshops.  In other words, the nore practical they are,

the more’useful. .

Though important, -however, copncreteness is not enough‘for
teachers to rate tralning and support activities as 'usefulﬁ 29
‘they must be timelv as well A workshop on the construction of
reading materials w1ll not be very useful 1if it is held three weeks
= ' after teachers have ‘had- to develop the. materials on their own. But
just as planners cqnnot accuratelv foresee the most useful content
lof trainlng and support activities, neither can they predetermine
the best- sequence and timing of training activities. Again, staff
meetings can be the answer'iflthev“provide teachers with-a timely
forum' for identifying their training and support needs.

Teacher Part1cipat10n in Project Decisions Besides making

choices about training and staff support activities, teachers may
~he’ allowed to participate_ln decisicas about projecg operations.
Tvpically, they are not' involved in.major policy decisions made
during.mohilization.and institutionaliaation bv superintendents and
central office“administrators-—e.g., whether the project should'be
adopted and how project resources should be, allocated Although
teacher partic1pation in those early Slanning activities can be

benefi01al, as another section discusses, teachers aro more likely

.
v

to deal with.dacisions related to day—to-day implementation problems

¢

29The ev1dence suggests that practicalitv is a component of -
- usefu'ness, not vice versa. Thus, practicality explains much less -
of the variance in the dependent variables than does the combina- .
tion of: tra1n1ng and support activities. For example, practicality
alone explains 11 percent and 20 percent, respectively, of the vari-
ances in continuation of methods and in percent of project goals
* achieved compared ‘with 24 percent and 29 percent explained by the
combined support and training activities. Moreover . the contribu® .
) tion that practicality adds to the explanation of these'variables
N beyond those made by the training and support wariables is an
insignificant (by an F-test -at .0l level) .002 ,and .02, respec-
tively., We can thus infer (a) that practicallty is a component of
usefulness but (b) that usefulness has other dimensions. To repeat,
concreteness alone 1s ‘not enough :
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and, more particularly, with the dddptdthH nf the 1nn0vution to 1Ls

setting. The ltatter form nr partltjpation Lq tho %uh]v<L of the

'
i

following, analysis.

Decisions and chofces would not be necessary during imp lementa-
tion 1f projects‘were always, and predictably, implemented as ori- ©
. ‘

3

minally planned, Most of thom; however, gndefgb modificntldns in
thcir'nriginal'strntegiow or object ives, and these qdapthtions are
\dlmOHL.ﬂlwnyS seen as positive improveménts. As one téacher observed;”
”AvLuuLly;'n much’ better. program developed to suit our needs than the
one originally written." The projects in our sample varied consider-
ablv in th-vhr et to which nddptntion of ‘the project's methods Gr;
materials took place, with most ponchers_%ndicnting Lhat their pro~
ject had been édaptvd a fair amount . 30 The xtenL to which teachers -
N
felt they had pnrtl(ipatod in dedisions concoerning thcso project

addantlons varlod even more, with as many s 40 percenL of. the -

31
'toa(hvr% "nnsxderlng themselves to hiive heon relatively uninvolved.

v : . . v

30Thc spec1f1¢ queqtlons and dlstrlbutlon of the 975 responses
. . were: (Materials Mod1f1cat1on) To what extent were project materials
A : modi fi=d, or ALfferent materials substituted, during the course of
the projeat? S " L .
7% 13% 27% 2572 - 11% . - 10% 7%
1 1 . | S 1 ] ]
. 7 6 ' 5. 4 -3 ' 2 1
To a very large _ - S © ~Not at ..
L extent : ' . .all,
: (Wethodq MOdlfl(atlon) To what exteit were prnJect meLhode modz-
[iea diving the «wourse of the project? .
' 4%. 7 13% ¢ 2772 23% 127, 14
: . - { L 1 | S | ]
. ~ T 6 .5 _ 4 3 2.
¢ . To a very-large ° _ T R Not at
extent o e - -jﬁ“;all
. 31'I‘he specific question and -distribution of the 1030 responses
were ! (Part1c1pat10n in Project Decisions) To what extent did ‘jou
participate in deczszons concernzng modzficatzons in the proaect9

: : - 10% 16% 177 =~ 16% 11% 122 .. 187 & ¢
T T S R i 1 1 1 1
N 6 . 5 b 3 2 a
-To»ajbery’lérge : : - . e . . Not. at
. extent ‘ : L 3 : S-all’
136 : :
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iaputs van s1gnxs¢cant1v improve’ implementation. One participant

not fulfilling .expectations. leewlse, project directors ‘and

. . . A}
principals have often noted that _project teachers are in the best

~-115<

Table 5.1 indicates that\the more teachers. felt they were part1c1-
patxng, the higher. was the percentage of £ dLa achieved bv the pro—
ject (.09) and the more extensive was the'contlnuatlon of.hoth the
prO]eLt S methﬂds (.12) and its materials (. lO) "

The strung positive effect of teacher nart1¢1p1t10n on the per-,

Lentage of thc prO]cct s goa]s achieved su/gests that teachers'

in.a highly suwccessful reading project astribed the project's

SUCCess prima}ily to SUCh§§i:ff input: "The pfo%ect changed .a lot

overx%né three vears, not be.Quse the bhasic goafS'changed.bur

because everyOne'was encoufaged to. rcﬂtriHufe new ideas and it B ,
1ust grew and got better. "The goal of xmprov1ng tea(nlng has . ‘
aJwave been kept foremost——]ust .he ways of gettlng there "have

changed." S ' S -

Nonetheless, we have often heard school cistrict managers

» : .
‘advocate staff participation, beca.se it QQCIST193 the stafi’s "emo-

tional''--or po]JtLLal——need not .to "be ”dlctated to." Too wften,

the resulting participatory devices are_mere.window—dressing'that .
few teachers take seriously. - '

. Our.data and field obéervatidns.indicate thaf real teacher
barticipation in imnlementatian dccjsions can help solve mény prac-
tical problems. Fof_#xample, a number of district officials have

commented: that tcaéhers are often more astute . than- ventral office

"specialists in. selcgtlng material apprOprlate for staff ahd stu-

dents, and in pinpointing why a partlcular cducatlona] strategv isT

‘position .to perceive their training needs and identify the most

effective way to meet them.- . One elementarv school pr1nc1pa1

<

.advised "Give the classroom' teacher a strong role in planning

anv project' that 'he or she is g01ng to be working with, Then-

listen and change when thlngs do not go as pZanned on.paper."”

The hvpothe51s thut teacher particlpation has 1nstrumenta1

value—-l e., 1t 1mproves the 1mp1emented prOJect——does not deny the

'affegtlve value that part1cipation has. for teachers.: In our sample,
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=teacher part1c1pation usually involved frequent formal and informal
. lnteractlons among ‘the project staff and, as expected was associated
with good worklng relationships among teachers 32 Its positive effect
. on contlnuatlon, ‘however, resulted from another of its salutarv bere—
 fics: the development of teachers "sense of- ownershlp

One field .observation strongly underscores the importanLe of a
sense of ownership. When teachers come to regard a project as .therrs".

'(as opposed to "the project director's" or "the superintendent s")*
they werk hard to 1mplement it, integrate its strategies or materials
'1nto their classroom practices (often in areas not directly related

to the project)z and take pride in their accomplishments _They become
excellent emissaries for the’ project and for 1nnovat1ve efforts gener-
ally.z Such teachers are very likely to keep on using project methods
or materials whether the project is fovmally continued or not.

"The sense of.ownership was an important bv-product of localhmate-
rlals development activitles, wherein teachers developed their own
mater1als either from scratch or by redes1gning or resynthesizing com--

_merc1ally available materials. Projects that }ncluded local develop-.
ment of materials (77.perceht) achieved - somewhat higher scéres on
stgdent‘performance and'teacher'change'than,projects which did. not,

- but -the most important result was that the teachers were more likely

e . . R
T to continue both the materials and the methods of the innovation.33

. 32A great deal of social-psychological literature on small group
behavior points to the interrelationships among participation, inter-.
action, and good working relationships. The next section explores
the effects of good working. relationships. Teacher participatior and
‘the frequency of project staff interactions was correlated .40 for
our sample. The question dealing with the frequencv of project staff
interactions and the distribution of the 1036 responses were: (Fre-
quency of Staff Interactions) How much did you consult with progecf
teachers on an znﬁonwal basis? y :

%

LY 23%° . 16% 13% - 8 5% 3%
o | ! 1 I 1 1 1
7 6 5 4 3 2 1
E;A great - o . . Not at
"7 deal : - all
33 :

o This assertion is .an inference from two pieces of ‘evidence:
first, the uncontrolled (bivariate) relationship between whether a
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the percent of goals achieved. Second participation appears to
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In summary, teacher participétioq appears to benefit implementa-
tion and to promote continuation of project methods- and materials in

at_least‘twd important ways. First, because of their close day-to-:

‘day involvement with project operations, teachers are in a unique

position to.previde feedback about project activitfes and suggest
effective corrections or modifications. These'"realitv-basedﬁ modi-‘
fications appear to promote effect1ve project implementation and thus
endew teachers with a sense of ownership that inspires them to Qork
hard for project success.and to continue using project metheas or
materials. A : < :

The Strategy of Mutual Adaptation Thus far, we have rev1ewed

the various effects of the 1ndividua1 1mp1ementat10n strategies
thosen‘by local pfanners, These strategies are not chosen without
reference‘to each other; they combine to make up the.proieét’s over- .
all implementation strategy. Although the '"mix" of 1mp1ementat1on
activities could and should differ from prOJect ‘to project, our Aiata
also suggest that certain features are requisite to any effective
implementation strategy. - We examlne them below

An 1mp1ementat10n strategy that focuses onlv on sklll speciflc
training is not adequate by itself" to promote  the 1onger term out-

comes of project continuation and teacher change. True, such tralning

project did or did not develop its materials and the extent of pro-
ject continuation and methods (.16) and materials (.13); secondly,
the significant, though weak, value of the partial correlation of
local materials development w1th the continuatlon of project methods
after the strong effects of -participation, frequency of staff inter-
actions, and the extensiveness of modifications to the project are

controlled: :
' Partiel Correlation

: , with Continuation Signif.
Independent- Varlable ' of Methods .. at
Extensiveness of modifications =.01 ' .83
Participation in project decisiens i .18 - .00
Frequency of staff interactions = : .19 : ~ .00
PrOJect had ‘local mater1a1" . L
“development . . .07 .04
R? = .35 | |

-N = 563
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ls neéesSafv for task learning during . implementatinn,‘and is poqiti&ely
related to change 1n student performance and the pertent of project '
Jgoals achieved. Our data suggest, however, that’ these gains may prove
transitory nnless traininglis COmb1ned w1th other aff qupport ‘and
. part1c1patorv strategles, partlcularlv teacher partltlpatlon Ln deci- J
.51onmak1ng and lOLal materials development t1me]v staff mtetlngs,'
and tlassroom ass1stance from resource personnel These components
can prov1de the cl1mate and feedback necessary to mutuxl adaptat1on.
In sum, local planners should fake a flex1ble approa-h that prov1de
the information necessary for implementation, and the . project support
and'Staff involuement neceseary for adapting'and.assimilating that
1nformat1on o _ . ' - '
We have now explored three ,of the Lhange agent prolent s thar—
o acteristics: "educational method, scope of proposed change, and
. , implementation'strategies. fTo'intetpret the cffects of these char-
acterietics; the discussion made -“reference to the schoal district -
f: context of the ptojects{ We turn next to this context;vtho.insti-

" tutional setting..

INSTITUT I(')'NAL’ _SETTING

Tables 5.1 to 5.3° conf1rm a v1ew held by practit10nere to be a
commonplace truth " The- 1nstitut1onal setthg—-the qualltv of the ;
staff the leadership of adm1n1qtrators and project d1rectors, and
the organ1zational climate of schools—-powerfullv affects prOJeLt
1mplementat10n, outcome4 and continuation We - do not wish to
belabor the obv1ous here, although it may be appropr1ate to do so
conS1der1ng how - frequentlv federal and state programs neglect the
importance of the institutional settlng. Instead, we wish to d1ffer-
entiate among the effects of the various components of the organiza-
tlonal setting, so -that pol1cv can be baqed on a more pleclse notion
of what can and canndt be changed and how features of the institu-
tional setting can be expected to influence the results of federal

chenge agent policies. _ A ®
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-Org;nizatlonal Climate

Phase I found-that organlzatlonal climate can impose subtle vet ,
powerful constralnts on 1mplementation ; For example, if pFOJECt
teachers sensed that the1r principal was 1nd1fferent ‘to prOJect '
goals ‘and thelr own efforts ‘even -a skilled project director might
be unable to rouse them to make the extra effort needed for: pro)ect
, Success. The results were likely to be lackluster at best, whereas
theesame project could score impressive successes at a site where
_ leadersh1p was, dvnamic and morale was high ' '

Accordlnglv, Phase II made a closer scrutlnv of. three v1tal
facets of climate the working relationthps among project‘teachers,
the role of the pr1nc1pal and the effectiveness of the project
director The’ follow1ng discussion explores the effects of these
factors, the1r 1nterrelat10nships, and the extent to which they are.'
_ 1mmutable or amenable to change.

nglitv .of Working Relationshi ips AmonggTeachers Working

relationships signlficantlv affected project outcomes. 34 Table 5.1
shows that the better they were,\the higher was the percentage of-
prOJect goals ach1eved (.22). They were also-positivelv related to

the continuatlon of proJect methods (. 13) and materials (.15).

Our f1eldwork suggests two related reasons for these findings. =

For one, close coordination among teachers is necessary in projects
featuring curriculum revision, team teaching, or differentiated
staffing 'Without it, the cooperative planning and staff inter-
dependence that are fundamental to such innovations could not occur.
Second, even if an innovation does mnot require teachers to-work

together, the development of a eritical mass of -teachers allows them

34’I‘he question asked of teachers-and theidistribution of- their’
1030 responses were: (Quality of Working Relationships) How would
you deseribe the working reZatzonsth among teachers on this pro-.
Ject?

367 327 19z 11z 3%
1 S I 1
Excellent *® 'Very = Good " Fair Poor '
* . Good ' '
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to openly -’ Ghare their 1mp1ementat10n problems and solutlone, ‘and.thus

P

learn from each other. . Good worklng relatlonshlpshalso enhance
morale. Mcrai'support can be.lnvaluable for - teachers, partlculariy
in the difficult and exhausting first year of a project. .

How do'good working relationships develop on a project* To

some extent they result,from teacher. partlnlpatlon in prOJect deci-

'sions .and the frequent 1nteract10n of staff . (Table 5.6 shows that

the correlations between the q « ity of’ workrng relatlonshlps and

' these factors-are 3§'and '50 respectrve]v ) "The data also suggest

that they depcnd on organxzatlonal clxmate in regard to which. the

’ 36 : .
survey -asked Leachers a series of three quebtlone In addition,

. 35Gond working relationships among the project.staff are nega-
tively correlated with the difficulty of . 1mp1ementat10n——that Ais,
the better the working relationships, the less difficult was imple- '
mentation. - (Indeed, it has the highest negative correlation of all
the factors used in Table 5.1, whether 'one considers bivariate rela-
tionships.or partial correlations.) This correlation can be  inter-
preted in two ways: (1) good working relationships enabled teachers’
to overcome'dlfflcultieq, or (2) projects difficult to implement
could not develop good working relationships. Both of these alter-
natlves undoubtedly occurred in our .-sample. T ' :

36The survey asked: Please indicate wherher you aqree or dis-
ag rep with each of'the following statements ~

» Neither A
Strongly - Agree nor Dis- Strongly No. of".
Agree _ Agree Disagree agree Disagree Responses

(School Good Place to Work)
1w general, this =~ -
school is regarded

‘as a good place for

teachers to work

‘compared with other

schools in this. S '
district e, W27 36X 167

1% 982
ey v

(School has Croup Serlt) gy e
There's not much L -
group Splrlt in s . :
this school 4. 11 15 - 3} 13 978 .
{School” was Task-Oriented)
This is an effi- :
cient, work- : o :
‘oriented school ..~ 29 . 46 16 6 3 980

142



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a - ._. _121_

Table 5.6 » ’ -

CORRELATIONS OF $SCHOOL CLIMATE AND PROJECT RELATIONSHIPS

¢ Variable Number

Variable . . : ‘ ’
" Number - ’ Variable Name (1)L (2)  (3) “a) (5) (6) (7). (8) (9) (0)
(1) School good place to work 1.00
(2) tchool had group spirit .40 .
3) Sthool was task-oriented . .39 .45
4) {Effectiveness of principal .44 80 137
(5)  Principal support o .28 .28 .30 .41 . .
'(6) gualitv of working relations L18° .29 .32 .15 .43 ) . - -
7 Frequency of staff interactions - .08 .18 .22 .04 .19 .50
(8) Participation in project decisions © .12 .09 .05 11 .15 .33 .40
(9) * Teacher encouraged to modtfy project .08 .11 .13 .11 .17 .28 .37 .60 )
(10) ° Methods modification . ¢ .06 .10 .05 ..10 .10 .10 .23 .44 .51
an -’ Materials modification . . . ".07 .00 .06 -.03 .13 .27 .-30 .46 .36 .58

.NOTE: Number of observations is 826.
because’ Phase I documented the importance..of the prihcipal to the
climate of the school we asked teachers to evaluate hcw.effective_a
']ob their pr1ncipa1 was doing.- 37 ~Table 5.6 shows that these measures

are hlghlv lntercorrelated as we expected and also that they are all

,related to‘the-teachers feellng about-the quallty of the project's

working relationships. - Thesehdata suggest that change'agent pro-

“jects, even when they involve only a portion of teachers at a school,

are influehced'hy the climate and leadership of the host school. )
Table 5.6 also displays the.correiations ~among the qualitv’of

project relatlonships and various measures -of teacher participation.

The assoc1at10ns among these var1ab1es can .be made explicit by us1ng

the statistical: procedure of factor ana{vsis, which groups the various

measures, according to thelr 1ntercorre1ations, into underlving dimen-
sions."” .Table 5.7 presents the results of the factor analysis; it ('

-indicates two slgnlfxcant factors which because -of their "loadings"

. 37The specific question and the distribution of the 986 responses
ware: (Effectiveness of Pr1nc1pa1) Overall, how ef?écttve a job would
you say your rrincipal is doing at this school°

©28% 31% 167 177 3% 3% . 2%
L S L | 1 | S
7 6 -5 4 3 2 1
Outstanding _ ~ Average - " ‘Below

average
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' W Table 5. 7

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL CLIMATE AND PROJECT RELATIONSHIPS

'Rotated Factor Loadings®
) Interaction !
_ . "Project » School of School
- ' Variable Name | Adaptation _Mvrale and Project | Commonality
' School good place to work . ..075 -.744 ~.028 ©.560 .
’ .. Schopl had group spirit " .061 -.699 .52 | L474
" sSchool was task oriented o ;008 . " |-.478 L1170 ©.489
" Effectiveness.of princ1pal . -020 ~. 771 ZLQQ?. .595» - a
. Principal suppoxt : .025 =484} F_LQZQ b 415
Quality of working relations . " L117. -.227° 8194 - I - 736
Frequency of staff interactions - . 280 .012 .763 .661
Rarticipation in project decisions : " 1. 744 -_.049 o W312 .654
'-Tedcher encouraged to modify proju(L : .678 -.097 .293 . .555
Methods moditfication . .857 -.038 " ~.059 .739
Materials .modification o .778 " -.009 .066 -.609
Sum of squares : ' 2.454 2.354 " 1.678 . 6.486 LR

?Loudings refer to. the correlation between an educational technique and a facror of -
general educational method. The boxed entries indicate high loadings on a factor that.
serve to define the méaning of the factor. Commonality and sum of squares are qratis—

tical- mudbul‘c’ Indicatc the technical validity of t:he analysib _ .

could bejcalled préject'aduptai%on'and'sahool'mordlé, and a third
significapt factor that apparently feflects the inﬁerrelationships'
bétween ﬁhe p:ojecp-and the school. . The quality of project working
relééiohéhips.is the main variable defining the third facfor. (Thé
variance of prdjéét working.rélatidnships is also explainea by’theb
first (.12) and secend factors'(;ZB), wifh the‘largest.weight‘coming
from tﬁe'becond factor--i.e., the séhoél Elimate.) In short, good
project working relationéhips come froﬁ géod schools and from adaﬁ—

~

v tive pfojeccs.

: 8Mofe generally, we:suspect that a project's working relation-
ships are a function of organizational climate, implementation, and
‘the interaction between the two. Therefore, project outcomes are
both effect and cause of the projéct's working relationships, and,
consequently, the estimates of the<effects of ‘the quality of ‘working
relationships on project outcomes are subject to a positive bias.
The same type of bias is present for the other organizational cli-

~mate variable, principal support and project directdr effectiveness.
We could have eliminated this problem by not ‘using these variables,
but. that seemed too costly for exploratory. purposes. Instead we
retained thése wvariables and examined the sources of their variance

Q . i; _ ) S l;i/l
e __ ' 4
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1n’ summary, our data indicate that good working relationships

among teachers enhance implementation and promote continuation of

39

project methodg and materials. Good: working relationshiRS'and

teacher participation in project decisions are correlated: the

bldevelopment of the one helps the . development of the other. '"And, in

add1t10n, the qualltv of the school s organlzatlonal cllmate—-whether
teachers feel their school is a good school to work in has esprit de
corps, is efficient, and is managed<effect1vely_by the pr;ncipal-- '

influences the quality of project relationships. The correlation.

hetween participation in project decisions and good staff working °

vrelationships draws attention to the implementation strategieévchosen'

for the project, the influence of the general school climate--a back-

ground facqor not direcfly related to project operations--underlines

the signifi(nnce of'district-qite selection. Good préject working

relatlonshlps can deve]op in "average" schools when teachers part1-

cipate in prOJect adaptatlon dec151ons, and, converselv, "good"

" schools can develop good project working relationships without

teacher participation in. decisions.. HoweVer,'projects combining’

a-supportive organizational environment with a strategy of teacher

participation in project adaptation seem most able to implement

effectively “and continue their 1nnovat10ns

Role of che,Pr1nc1pa1 _ Our previous reports referred to the

" in recognition of his or her

pr1nc1pal as the gatekeeper of Change
vital role in either fac111tat1ng or 1nhib1ting innovation. Phaqe II

ddta corroborate that f1nd1ng, and further suggest that prOJect con-

'tlnuation depends critically on the pr1nc1pa1 s supportf

other than that ekplained by project implementation. See App. B for
an analysis 'of covariance of many of these variables that examines
how much of the variation:-can be exp1a1ned in terms of the teacher s

.school or project.

39A number of teachers viewed the promotion of good working '
relationships as one of the most important .benefits of the project.
One teacher said, "Thn.project did so much to get teachers working
together that I believe that accomplishment. alone would have justi-
fied the.project." Another commented, '"The most important thing for
me .is that this project has worked to bring our faculty closer

.together in terms of phllosophv, concepcs- and our everyday dealings.

with each other

-.‘:. J. - '.]»4:5s
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The Phase ITI survey asked teachers to indicate’ the att1tude oﬁ
the1r principal toward the project. 40 Few of the projects in which \
.pr1nc1pals were perceived to_be Unfavorably inclined toward the 1nnof‘\
;i ‘vation scored high on any of our outcome measures (see Table'S.l); |
Some projects with neutral or indifferent principals scored well,
particularly in the percentage of goals ach1eved but these proJects
tvp1callv focused on 1ndiv1dualization or curr1culum revision, and
had highlv effect1ve proJect directors who cowﬂensated for the luke—
warm pr1nc1pals Projects having the active support. of the pr1nc1pal
were the most likelv to fare well. 41 " As . Table 5 l shows, the more
support1ve the prlncipal was perceived to be the h1gher was the
percentage of prolect goals achieved (.11), the greater the improve-
ment.in student performance (. 13) ‘and. the more extensive was con-
t1nuation of project methods (.12) and materials (.09).
Pract1tloners and policymakers are well aware that princlpals
are cr1t1cal to the qualitv of school life as well as’ to project
outcomes. But these data allow us to.go beyond conflrmlng this
" general truth to explore more detailed questions about’ the different

(and more or less effective) roles plaved by principals in 1mplemen—

tation and continuatlon
) o

. 40The specific question ‘and d1str1bution of the 993 responses
were: (Principal Support) How would you descrmbe your current prin-
ctpal’s attitude toward the project?

37%  19% 15% 8%  16% 1% - 1% 1% 17

L | L | [ I I L

9. .8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 -
Extremely C Neutral or - S ' .. Very _
favorable , _ - indifferent ' g unfavorable

41We refer to the measure of the principal s att1tude as the
"principal's support" .of. the project becausé it-is highly correlated
.with the teachers' responses to.our questions about the support given
by the principal and how helpful the principal was. For example, the
correlation between the question referred to in the preceding foot-
"note ‘and a question asking about the "helpfulness' of the principal’
- was .79. As.we suggested in an earlier footnote, because principal
support may be both cause and effect of project outcomes, the coeffi-
cients in Tables 5.1 to 5.3 may bé positively biased.

146 -
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N Though principals.in our sample were as supportive or.favorahlf
inclined tBWard one typé of innovation'as to’' any other, their support'
.for a proJeLt——and their actlons in it--mattered differentlv for
d1fferent k1nds of educatlonal treatments For example, we explored
the difference that a principal's support mlght have for classroom
organization projects as compared with projects emplovlng 1nd1v1du—
_nllzatlon techn1ques Table 5.8 shows the results of regress1ng our

prOJect outcome measures on most of the relevant factors used in

. Table 5.1 for two subsamples: prOJects_focus1ng on }nd1v1dualization

and projects'focusing on classroom organization 4~" The row report-
_ing the partial-correlations for Pr1nc1pal Support indicates that
(a) support1ve pr1nc1pals s1gn1ficantlv 1ncreased the prospects for
continuation of both tvpes of projects, and (b) supportlve principals
s1gn1f1¢antlv helped the prOJect s 1mplementation and increased the
extent of 1mprovement in student performance for Llassrocm organlza—~
tion prO]ects, but had a smaller (and not sign1f1cant) éffect -on the
implementation of proJects focusing on 1ndividuallzation
Let us first discuss whv the principal's’ support is so 1mportant
to cont1nuatlon, 1ndependent of what kind of innovation may, be
1nvolved At the end of federal funding, the princ1pal must take.
a stance toward the proJect and make a var1etv of dec1s1ons tha't

‘ exp11c1tlv or 1mplic1tlv influence what happens to. proJect methods

\ and mater1als w1th1n the- school. ' In particular, the pr1nc1pal is

ch1eflv respons1ble for establlsh1ng the school s educational poli-
cles and phllosophv A proJect that is consonant with. the school's
general operat1ng stvle would be more likelv to be sustained or
:spread than one that was not .-For example, we observed an open'-
classroon that operated in a verv trad1tional school as part of a

\

dlstrlctwide open—classroom project. Once the umbrella of project .

[

42The shbsamples were created using the factor scores for Indi-'
vidualization'Techniques and Classroom-Organization Change.’ One sub-
sample consisted of all prajects with a score of at least 1.2 stand-
ard deviations on the Individualization Techn1ques factor; the other
sample consisted 'of all projects with a score of at least .9 standard
deviations on the’ Classroom Organization Change factor. A total of
" 9 projects fell 1nto both subsamples



. Table 5.8
‘ I w | |
COMPARATIVE INFLUENCE OF PRINCIPAL AND PROJECT DIRECIOR O
INDIVIDUALTZATION AND CLASSROON ORGANIZATION PROJECTS

! cependent Variable
g Percent Project Goals Achieved |Continuation of Project Methods
| o Classroom . | - Classtoom
. - | Indtvidualization | Organization | Individualization | Organization
, Independent Variable |  Subsample . | Subsample |  Subsample Subsanple
Principal support . - 16 '  JgHek Kl R
Project director effectiveness 18k LT -0 - M
. Funding level of project Y (PR L. Cd6 .| -1 y
Overall change required , 1% -6 05 A3 L
~Extra effort required . - =0 -06 10 1o o
- Specificity of goals . - 07 08 s ]t "
~ Number of project schools i | .05 05 -0y -.06
Staff paid for'training . X R BN =09 I
- Traindng veceived - | ¥ SULNNES PR U [
-+ Participation in project decisions| - .02° . -06 15 15
* Quality of working relations B v N O 16
Elementary school ' s ,.21* | -.03 | =04
School size . . A0 X I Y I |
. School socioecorbmic setting - =08 R B Y, ; 19
}54:8' - Efficacy. (teacher) . - .09 S L1k 09 A1 S o
- Experience (teacher). -.00 06 -0 | -.08,
Verbal ability (teacher)  ~ | . .09 T /A (N
1 Rz/corrécted S SRS .70 T YT I % X A Y N
Number of, observations = 116 RN - AR R ) [ I 99

NOTE: Significance for a standard two-tailed t-test:

k=10 lével; ¥ = 05 level; #%% = 01 level.

.
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authoritv was removed, the principal made it clear to the project

C=127--

teacher that he .wished to see her classroom returned to-the tradi-

‘ tional pattern; he also- stronglv d1scouraged ‘nonproject teachers who -

~_expressed interest in trying some of the open educ¢ation ideas in

‘their classrooms, In the same:project, however, the: principal at

'another school stronglv supported the open-classroom approach. . After

the project ended, she encoura ged its use in other classrooms bv

-allocatlng discretionary money to, ”knock down walls" and to purchase

the manipulative materials requ1reda In short, the princlpal gives

sometimes subtle but nonetheless strong messages concernlng the

[N

”1egitimacv -of Lont1nu1ng prOJect operations 1n the school—-a

' message that teachefs cannot hekp but receive and interpret in terms

of the1r professional selffinterest. Although project methods or

_materials can be continued to some extent "behlnd the c1assroom

door,” it would be extremelv d1ff1cult for a teacher to continue
them fullv w1thout the pr1ncipa1 s explicit support

Pr1nc1pal support for'a project i's" important be(ause of the

'staff turnover experienced by most schools } If prOJect strategiesoi
are not “to w1thor away over time; the pr1nc1pa1 wil] have to famil-

-iarize .new teachers with prOJect concepts and technlques One superé.h,

intendent observed, "A large- turnover in staff [makes it hard to]
sustain volunteer activitles._ 1f vou get a principal who isn t 1n'
agreement.with.project philosophy, it can be difficult to keep a.
program in a school." Converselv, the enthusiasm of principals can .
be an;important ~element in 1ntroduc1ng the prOJect to-new sites.

A super1ntendent commented "This project has reallv been sustained
through the discussion and enthus1asm of principals. Thev were tre-
mendouslv enthused - at f1rst partlcularlv, so the project spread to
other schools. :' S _ .

Whereas the principal plays a maJor and unique role for project.

.continuation that is essentially similar for all types of educational"

treatments, the principal’s: functions 1n 1mp1ementation differ across

types of innovatlons For example, individua1i7ation techniques

Vrequire teachers to master specific procedures for diagnosis and’

. prescription. Tvp1callv, these technlques are extens1ons of existing
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_classroom practices, not fundamental changes that 1ndirectlv or dir-

ectly affect school operatlons in general. " In th1s instance,_pro—
ject d1rectors are best able to supply the detailed, practical "how

to do it' advice teachers need to adapt. the techniques to their

classrooms. Furthermore, the principals could. confiné thelr efforts

to exp1a1n1ng the new techn1ques to parents and teachers not 1nv01ved
in the prO]ett and to lending encouragemént~to progect-partlclpants;
\For two reasons, however, the principal must be much more active
in che implementation of complex and comprehensive innovations. For
one, the principal’s cooperation and administrative skill are often
indispensable to projects such as_those involving innovative changes

in classroom organization, which entail the accommodation of pre-

) vious procedures to new routines and practices, such as nongraded

P

svstems, the use of parent or senior-citizen volunteers, new stafflng

.arrangements, and - 1rregu1ar class snhedules. Second,wcomprehen51ve

innovations such as open education usuallv embody a particular edu-
cational phllosophv (child- centered education, for example).' Unlike
individualization techniques, which can?usually fit into a broad
spectrum of educational approaches, these classroom organiaation
proJects can be viewed ‘as a radical ‘and undesirable departure from:
the school norm unless the principal act1velv supports them and runs
1nterference with d1sapprov1ng nonproJect teachers or parents. Imporf
tant as the project director is, it is” unlikely that classroom organr
ization'projects_could be'implemented-without the principal's active
support, '

One'indication'of principals' active involvement is their

S 43
.-attendance at teacher tra1n1ng sessions.—, Their part1cipat10n

» . v i [ AR

43 The speciflc question asked of pr1nc1pals and the distribu—
tion of the 160 responses were: (Principals Attend Training) What
proportion of the teacher training sessions fbr this progect if.
any, did you attend'? . B

27% 212 23% 13% .' 147 2y
L | S B T ~'::g-j§§t
All Most Some A-few - None training:”

session
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updates their classroom skills and knowledge, and thereby better
equips them to lend advice and a svmpathet1c ear to teachers. At
a less expliclt 1evel,ltheir attendance imparts some important mes-
sages to teachers--notably, their personal commltment and their view
. of the project as a team effort in which everyone is expected to
cooperate and work hard. Their attendance therefore helps -to under-
" mine the "deficit" model that sometimes colors staff tra1ning activf
ities and builds~resentment; moreover, it bolsters the notion that
participation in the innovative project will foster professional
growth._,. ' " ._
Principals' actlons in a prOJect reflect their general style of
school management. We asked teachers to. evaluate the overall effec—
‘tiveness of their pr1nc1pals and received a wide range of responses;
28 percent rated their princ1pals as outstanding,' and approximately
25 percent evaluated them as average to below average (see footnote
37). Inm reachlng these Judgments, teachers were clearly assessing
principals along a number of dimensions. To explore the basis for
the teachers’ evaluatlons, we also asked them to characterize their
lpr1ncipals in.terms of four management styles that are often men—
tioned in the organlzatlonal literature as important leadership
attributes: the principal as peer, as a provider of moraZ'support,
- as an instructional leader, and as an administrator‘(see Table 5.9
for the specific questlons) . ' . .
What mix of roles or leadership styles characterizes an "effec-
tive'" principal? Table 5.10 displavs the "weight'" of "each management °
style in the teachers’ evaluation of their principals effectiveness
The data, which must be treated’ as only suggestive because of the high
intercorrelations among the responses, indicate the following:.
‘, 1. A total of 83 percent of the teachers said their principals
generally treated them as equals. Principals who were judged not to -

relate to their staff in this manner were somewhat more likely td-be ,

.t

44Elementar_v school principals were evaluated‘significantly
higher on all of the dimensions than were junior or senior high
- school principals. '

152
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Table 5.9

TEACHERS' EVALUATIONS OF PRINCIPALS

"

Educational researchers and practitioners have often commented on the key
role played by the principal in the life of the school. In the following
set of questions, please indicate whether you agree or disagree with eac}'
of the statements about yowar schonl's pmnm.pal .

Ncither . .
Strongly .~ Agree Nor. Strongly = No. of
Agree Agree Disagree - Disagree Disagree Responses
(Peer) ;
In general, our prin(ipal ) . . )
treats me as an equal ....... . 407% 437 8% B ¥4 -2 ¢ 985
(& ral Supporter)
Our principal is interested B . .
in me and my problems ....... .38 - 42 .13 6 . ) S 980
_tIustructional Leader) ' :
I think of our principal as
2 source of new materials, ) : ‘
ideas. -and methocs o......l 18 31 32 B T 6 985
(Adminie tratur) ) a
Our principal! spends most of
. the day handling administra-
- tive coacerns and discipline
rather than dealing with
X issues of curriculum and . -
- classroum teaching methods ... 9 24 26 : .30 11 992

'evalpated as Tbelow’average"'inweffectiveness._ But, gene:ally.sneak—
ing; variation in this partieular'management style did not signifi-
cantly affect teacher assessment of prlncipaiheffectlveness, control-
ling for other leadershlp attxributes.

2. Although teacher perception of an egalitarian climate within
the school did not appear to be necessary to effective school. manage-
isment, the extent to which teachers.beIieved the principal was inter;
ested in them as personé_contribnted éignifizantly to tneir evalua-
tinn.of principal effectiveness. The data ciearly show that the more-
teachers felt :that the principal was interested in them and £héir.”
.. problems; the nighef thev rated their principal} ‘ :

‘ 3. The other management stvle stronglv related to perceived
effectlvennss was the principal as an instructlonal_leader. Althougn.
somewhat less than half of our_sample of teachers éaw their principal .

as functioning in this role, the more the principal was. perv ce1ved as

a source of new ideas, materials, and methods, the higher the

W
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Table 5.10

TEACHERS' EVALUATION OF PRINCIPALS' EFFECTIVENESS
REGRESSED ON’ PRINCIPALS . MANAGEMENT  STYLE'

Dependent Variable

_ ~ Prigcipal Effectiveness _
: : - . " . Regression ‘Standard .Bivariate
- Independent Variable ’ Coefficient Error Correlation

Principal's management style

(according to teachers) was: L L
Peer 09, .06k - .56
Moral supporter o5l .072 - .69
Instructional leader CL49, 057 .70
Administrator . - 11 .044 -.49
“ NOTE: R2.= .59; N = 448. .
* = gignificant at the .01 level.

pr1nc1pal was evaluated as an effect1ve school manager.

4. - About’ 1/3 of the teachers. thought the1r pr1nc1pal functioned
primarily as an administrator, spending most "6f the day handling
administrative concerns and discipline. Principals who were per-
ceived to operate in th1s role tended to be rated as average oOr,

In .summaty,. these data provide 1nsights concernlng the complex
and difflcult role of an- effect1ve princ1pal in today's school sett1ng.
The tradltlonal notion of the pr1ncipal as s1mplv the building admin—
istrator who "runs a tight sh1p appears 1nadequate, so. does the con-
cept of a nonauthoritarian~but.essentlally passive manager. These
data suggest that the effective principal,combines“an active role’in
shaping the school's instructional program with a personal and sup-.

port1ve relatlonshlp to the staff ' Taken together'with the evidence

'concernlng ‘the pr1nc1pal s role in- innovative prO]ects, these data

'also suggest ways in which part1c1pat10n of principals in change

agent project activities can enhance their overall effectiveness as

" school managers. - Specificallv, their participation in project train-
.ing sessions can enhance the1r pedagoglc skills and build mutuallv

rewardlng 1nterpersonal relations with the staff. p

154
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The Project‘Director Our data leave - 11ttle doubt that aa

.effective pro1ect d1rector greatly enhances the imp]ementation of,

special projects.. But in sharp contrast to the findings about“

principals{hproject directors ‘had no significant effect onlcontinuA

ation'for our sample of projects. . . _ -
We asked teachers to evaluate theﬁeffectiveness of their pro-

ject director 45 The distribution of their answers ranged widel:r;.

-about 1/3 said their project director ‘had been extremelv effective,-

while about 1/4 rated the project director as average or less.

Table 5.1 shows that, controlllng for the other factors 1nf1uencing '
the innovation, the more effective the projeot director, the higher
was the percentage of project goals -achieved (the -coefficient is .25)

‘and tlie greater was student improvement (.12); the effectiveness of

- project directors made little difference for continuatlon of methods

(.03) or materials «. Ol) _

. Why does the project director "matter" for project implementa-
tion but. not for continuation7 The answer can best be understood in
light of the different tasks and activities in the -implementation .
and. continuation phases A central aspect of implementation is

teachers’ acquiring new skil’s, behavior, and attitudes—-task-

’ spec1fic learning that an effective project director can greatlv

facilitate The director's special skills and knowledge can clarifv

project goals and operations minimize the day-to-day difficulties

‘encountered by classroom teachers, and furnish ‘the concrete informa—

tion they need .to learn. The high. correlation between specificitv

of goals and project director effectiveness was 41 The high

.correlation between useful assistance in the classroom and project

- \
5

director effectiveness was a4, R

45The specific guestion and distribution of the 980 responses

were: (Project Director Effectiveness) How effective has the project
‘dzrector been -in helping to zmpZement this project?

347 - 21% 16% 12% 5% 6% 4%
- 1 : ] | | 1 l
7 6 5 . 4 3. 2 ' 1
Extremely B o : o ﬁot at all
-effective Ny ' ' - : effective

’
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Once federal funding ends and continuation begins, however,
task-learning is no.longer a major staff.activitv. (If teacherS'
have not learned project strategies and methods by then, ‘it is

'unlikely they ever will.} .The activities central to continuation
comprise integration of project precepts into routine,classroom o
activities and, in some' cases, the modification.of Standard insti-

- tutional procedures. 4Thus, in this phase, the specialized skills ‘ L
and knowledge of the project director became iess.important to pro- /
ject teachers than the institutional support of‘the”principal and i
other district staff. In fact, it is not unusual for proiect !
directors to assvme an ent1re1v new role after the end of federal /
fundlng Many either resume their former position in the district,
go on to head innovative projects in otherldistricts, or, in .the /
instance of Title III "validated" projects, launch upon A’ heavy /
schedule of.project diSsemination.. : . -

- M

Thus, the project director affects continuation indirectly,

through ‘the implemented project. When the project“director has ?een.

[

effective, the task-learning central to implementation- is compl
‘as the project enters its continuation phase. Otherwise, 'project

activities are 11ke1v to falter badly or break down cnce federal

-Support ends SR ; . x

i

e

*Structural Chiracteristics of Schools ‘
Because our eample'was not ‘representative of all th. various
kinds of schonl setting$,~we gathered data on a wide variety of
o Schooi characteristics and'controlled for them in the analysis. For
eXample, we collécted irformation on the aLademlc ethn1c, ecouomic;
“.and soc1a1(makeup of «the school's student,populatlon, the @iZe of
.“thé Schoolgand'étability of the staff, and the school's experlence .
with other innOvationé ' (Sim*lar data were gathered at the distrlct 4
leVel.) None of these "background" or structural rharacterlstlcs
- strongly afrecteu anv of the project effect or continuation measures'.
Our nonfrepresentatlve sample precludes ourldrawing generaiizations
about this lack of significance. We suspect lhOWever~ that these

background characteristics matter less for project outcomes than do

ERIC
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other factorse-the attributes of the staff the leadership nf the
o ' principal the effe(tiveness of the pro1ect director, and the organl—
7dtional «climate of the school.

! T Perhaps the most important structural characteristic with respect
to introduelng and HUSLainiﬂg change is whether the school is at_thcﬁ
elementarv or secondarv level. Our original Phase I sample contained
projects at 81 junior or senior high schoo]s, we eliminated 61 of
them from the Phase II sample because they were totally diseontin—

_ued.46 The remaining secondary school projects are unusual in that
they generally attempted comprehensive:change; moreover, several
were among the best and must interesting innovations we have seen.

- Yet chanée is harder to obtain and continue at the secondarv school
level... (Table 5.1 shows that- elementarv school projects were more,
llkelv to achleve their goals and to produce teacher changer con-
tinuation of methods and materials was also somewhat more - likely,
but not significantlv S0, “for elementarv schools.)-

For example, serondarv school teachers are oFten character170d
as subJect—orlented .in contrast to the 'child-centered' orienta-
tion, attributed to elementarv teachers. Such a'particularistie
perspective is 1ncompat1ble with many of the changes attempted bv
comprehen31ve 1nnovat10ns—-changes that attempt to min1mi7e the;'.
distinctions between academic disciplines. As one teacher partici-
pact in a secondary level team—teachlng project repnrted "No one--
adm1nistrators, teachers, consultants——was ever. able to determine'
how to meet.the requ1rement of-writing 1nterdisciplinarygun1ts and’
at the same-time maintain'the:integrity of the individual disciplines.

v. . In my opinion, this was an_impossibility." Or,-as'a‘superintendent-

.commented~regarding diffiéulties that had been experienced on a
_secondary career-awareness prOJect ”[High'school]'teachers afé
's1mplv unwilllng to vacate- [what thev see as]'their responsibility
‘to subject matter in adJusting to suppleme1 tary materials. Sec—

ondarv level projects that requlre a significant amount of change,

6Because the Phase II'sample'pool was supplemented by projects
-not in our original sample, the total number of secondary schools in
the Phase 11 sample was 29. ' : :

o S - 15T
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in short, appear ta. be particularly digficult to sustain.

=135~
47

4
.

\

Teacher Chnractezisticq . : |-

Moqt'rcqcarrh on "teacher effects 'foplores the relationsﬁip
hetween various vlassroom prd(ti(es and Rcacher'behavior.ﬁnd student
pcrfurmanze Perhaps becausc the perqona@ attributes of teaLhers do
not appoar amendh!e to manlpulation bv pO]lLV, teacher Lharacter—
istics per se have not re(elved much atteétlon 48 Nonetheless, a

"

convent ional wisdom' has developed concernlng the cffects of

vnrious-tdncﬁer attributes: that older teachers. are less willing

“to change, that the best ideas come from younger teachers, that

teachers with high verbal ability are more éble;td achieve cognitive
gains, and so on." Such heliéfs, in addLLion\to 6Ur own observations
in classrooms, suggesﬁ th;tlghe personal chaéafteriétics of projéct
teachers could have significént impof: for the implementation and
longér—terh outcome of federally supported innovations. Are some’
teghher attributes significantlv and consistenfly associated with
"successful" projects? With co&tinuation of. project strateéies?

To ‘examine the relationship betweeﬁ teacher characteristics'and
project melementatlon and continuatlon, we colleated data on sev-
eral teacher attnbutes most often cited as SLgnlhcantlv affectag
both student performance and the outcome of Lnnovatlve projects:
age,-educatlonal background, verbal ahllity, yeaqs_of experience,
and sense of* efficacy. '

We dld not use the flrst two 1n our f1na1 analVSLq Age was - o

N

highly correlated with experience, and where 1t was not a proxy for
years of expérience, showed no identifiable or conslstent pattern

of relationship to other variables in the analysis., Teachers'

i

47Volunie II, pp. 54— 55, disdhsses the probléms\of innovation
for seccndary’ q<hools _ S o o \

ASWitﬁ some notaHle exceptions. . See, £.g. Jam%s S. Coleman
et al., Hquality of Educational Opportunity, OfflCe of Education,
Nat10na1 Center for Educational Statistics, Gnvernment Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., 1966. -Also see Eric Hanushek *Education

Tand kace, D. C. Heath, Lex1ngton, Mass. 1972 and Richard Murnane,

The Impact of School Resources on the Lparnznq of Znncr rity Chil-
dren, Ballinger, Cambridge, Mass. - 1975. : \
'{

11_58-' T
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educational buckgrnund——the quality of their undergraduate institu-
t {on. as SpULJfILd bv' the schoot qual1tv index in Barron's Cuide to
Lolloges and inversltiee——was not useful for the ana1y51s because
of its lack of| variation for our sample. the vast majority of the
ted(here we surveyed had attended state colleges or universities in
the Jreas wher;>thev were currently teaching, and those institutions
had approxlmatolv the same qualitv rating on Lhc Barron index, ‘
The three remaining Leacher strlbutos——Vcars of experience,
sense of - uftlcacy‘ and wverbal ubllLty—r51gan1cant1y affected project
_nntcomcs; We found that yeare'nf experience. and teacher sense.of
.efficacy had strong and sigoifiuant,,bor very different, effects on
most of the dependent variables. 49 Qpevificollv, the number of years
of teacher experience whs /”Wtf/{LL“ related to ald of the dfpondent
varldb]es with the OX(Glenn of t94(hor (ontlnudt]on of pIO]PCt
materials and change in sgudent achievement, where there was no
signifivént'relatidnship'(see Table 5.1). 1In orper words, the more .
_experienced a project teacherflthe less likely was.the‘project to
rachieve its goals (-.13), and the Iees likely was the project to
improve student performance (-.09). Furthermore, more experienced
teacheré were less likely to have changed their own practlces (-.15)
and less 1ike1y to contlnue u51ng proJect methods after the end of
federal funding (-.07). * “
 The teacher's sense of efficaey—fe‘be]ief that the teacher can
help even the most difficult or unmotivated students--shows a strong
p051t1Ve relatlonshlp to all of the dependent variablee in our ana]v—

50
sis" Tndeed, the reger51on COfolLlentS of the effects of a. sense

)

qurlableq can have opp051te effects in a multxple regre351on.

if they are highlv correlated However, teacher experience and a
sense of efficacy’ were correlated only .06 in our sample (seé App .- A).
Neither variable is highly correlated with -any of 'the independent
variables used in Tables 5.1 to 53, nor is there any significant

~ pattern of multicollinearity. Moreover, App. B shows, by means of a

» highly sensitive statistical procedure, that sense of efficacy, vears
of experience, and verbal ability were not significantly related to
the project-or the school in which the respondents taught.

0 : . o
Ouar “measure of- teachers sense of efficacy was based on two
qucstlone One -asked "whether the teacher felt that "when it comes

. :
i,

| 159
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of effivacy are among the stfongest relationshtps'identifjcd'in our
analysis. As Table 5.1 1ndiéutes, teacher sense of efficacy is
positively related to the percent of project‘goals-achieyed, the
nmndnt of -tcacher change, improved student performance, and continﬁ—

ation of both project methods and materials. Teachers' attitudes.

about theit own professionai'vompctence~ in short, appear to have

major effects on what happens to projects and how effective they

51
are.

- Teachers' verbal ability, unlike the preceding 'attributes, was
significantly related to only'one of the dependent variables, total

. ' . : 52 - :
improvement in student performance (.12). However, when student

. right down to it, a teacher really can't do much [because] most of

a student's motlvatxon and performance depends on ‘his or her .home.

environment. The other asked whether the teacher thought that "if |
I really try hard, T can get through to even the most difficult or
unmot ivated students.” Responses to these two questions were ‘com-

hined ‘into a single measure of efficacy--the extent to which the
teacher believed he or she had the capacity to affect student per-
formance ‘The' 'standard discussion of efficacy, on which we»based
our 1n9truments, is in J. B. Retter, ”Cenerallzed Expectancies for
Internal Versus External Control of Re1nforcement " Psychological
Monographs, Vol. 80, No. 1, 1966. .« .

SlA Rand study of the School Preferrved Reading program {in Los
Angeles drew heavily on the instrumentation and design of the present
"Change Agent" studv and reached similar.conclusions. Specifically,
it concluded that, "The more efficdcious the teachers felt, the more
their students ‘advanced in reading achievement.. This measure was
strongly and significantly related to increases in reading " This

'-study_found no relationship between teacher background. charactér—
-istics (race ‘and ethnicity, college attended, undergraduate major,

whether anv graduate training was received, amount of -college
instruction in reading, and teaching experience) and students'
achievement. See David Armor et al., Analysis’ of the School Pre-
ferred Reading Program in.Selected Los Angeles Mindrity Schocls,

The Rand Corporation, R-2007-LAUSD, August 1976, pp. 23-24. 1t is
also important to note that this Rand study used, as:the dependent
var1able, the. change in 1nd1v1dual studénts' scores on a standardized

_readlng test.

2Teachers' verbal ability was measured by a self—a&ministered'
Quick Word Test consisting of a fifty4question,‘multiplg—choice,
vocabulary-type test. We wish to thank Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
Inc., for their permission to use Level 1I of the.Quick Word Test

(QWT). - See Edgar F. Borgatta and Raymond:J. Corsini, Quick Word

Test, Harcourt Brace and Jovanovich, New York, 1957. We chose QNT

160
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pbrforManvu is broken, down into {ts nognitiﬁo and affective compo-
nents, thﬂ\dnta Indicate that most of the effect of teachers' verbal
ability was on cognitivv'nchjovomcnt; it apparently had no signifi-
cant effect on students’ nffoctivv‘dovelnpmcnt (sce Table 5.2).

In summarQ, the teacher's sense of efficacy had a strong effect
on project continuation. Years of experience, on the other hand,
was negativelv related to most of the prbi(-(-t outcome measures,
Toachers' verbal abilitv had no rcldtlnnshlp to prO]O(t implcmentn—
tion, out-ome, or continuation with Llw e:u*eptmn of its pesitive
carrelation to improved student ilvhi(*ven¥n1t.

The powerful c¢ffect of a teacher's sense of efficacy raises the
question of whether it might be possible to enhance it Cllrﬂllgh"'\;i‘ll’i—
ous project or school activities. Because we did not mbnﬁurv this
teacher attribute before the project hégan,‘wovunnnot say yhethc}

- : prn}cct uctivitius-(such as training) may. have vhahged it. Our
‘impréSHion is,-however, that it reflekta tcachers school expericnces
as well as their personalities. If 80, staff devolopmcnt stfntogies
aimed at tcauhora and thelr environment might increase their qense

of . offl(u‘v 1n any event, glven the important relatlonsh;p between

as a measure » of verbal abilities. because it has high rellahllitv and
(OFYDldte highly with more complex measures of intelligence. See

-C. Nunnally, "Review of Quick Word Test," !hr'ueuenth Mental Meas-
e ’/‘zmzf YL’«?I‘Z’O()]‘ PP . 378-3709, .

The response rate of 93 percent for the QWT was ‘only slightly
Tower than the average response rate acrpss all questions in the
teacher survev. The distribution of responses Wwas skewed toward the
higher quoreq with a mean of 42 (maximum score was 50) and a stand- '
ard dovtarlon of  5.6. Approximatelv.l percent of the respondents
were excluded from analysis because thev seemed not tc take the test
seriously. The self-administered. QWT is opén to cheating. We used
several  cross-checks within the data-set to examine this p0551b111tv
For example, prineipals rated teachers on five dimensions, and the
only one highly correlated with QWT results was the teacher's ability
to "spuak and write clearly and use the Fnglish language effectively."
These Lhe(ks, along with comparisons with preliminary results of the
QWT used in the Gary Income Maintenance Experience (1nformat10n sup-
plied by private (orrcspondenve with Richard J. Murnane), leads us
to believe that cheating was not substantial. See also Richard J.
’Murndne' "Correcting Mecasurement Errors on Self- Administered Tes ts-
The Case. of Verbal Abilitv Tests Taken by Teachers,’ paper presented
at the meeting of the Econometric Society, September 1976,
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Q “
this teacher attribute and. the success of innovations, further

research on'ways to enhance teachers' sense of cfficacy would be

appropriate,

Simf]@rly, the negative effect of years of experience on imple-

mentation and continuation should be a major concern of pollcymakers.

Rather than continually learring and renewing thomse]ves, many

Leachers seem to get. into a rut after thelr first three to f1v0

vears of tPA(hing For many teachers in our sample, the passage

of time on the job seemed to diminish their capacity toichange'and

perhaps dampen their enthusiasm for innovations. We suspect this
unfnrtﬁnatc effect is less an intrinsic characteristic of teachers
or the teaching "role'" than an organizational defect in the way
schools manage themselves and the profeséioha] development activi-

ties of their staff.

'
'S

Qummarv of FfFeLt of Institutional Setting

9

In qummarv, a number of fd(torq in prOJectq institutional set- .

t1ng were found to have major effects on outc. w¢. In general, how- .

ever, school background characteristlcs per suv had little signifi-
cant relakionship to. implementation and outcome. Projects conducted
in wealthy schools, fer example, were no more or iess likely to
succeed, all other things being equal. With the exception of 'the
problems encountered by secondary scﬁools, the type of school
mattered less than did the school's climate and leaderehlp and tho

characteristics of the project staff

Leadership.was a strong influence at both the sbhonl and project

level. An effective prOJect director was crltlca] to successful

1mp1ementat10n principal Ehpport was 1mportant to 1mp1ementdt10n
and especially to continuation. The quality of working relation- .
ships; or the c]i4ate of the project, was also significantlv related
to both the percent of proyect goals achieved and to contlnuatlon.
The teacher' s sense of efficacy--the extént to which teacherq
felt they could reach even the most d1ff1cu1t or unmotlvated student
in their’ classroom——emerged as an 1mportant variable in, our analysis.

It exerted major positive effects on all our outcome measures.
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Teachers' years df‘experlenﬁe had a significant negative relatiop~
ship to project success. Teachers' verbal nbflity was related to
improved student performance, but did not.seem to affect other pro-
ject outcomes. ' 'bb

These institutional factors appear to he amenable to thu lnFIu—
ence of locul planners. For example, in light of the great meortdnLe
of pr1nc1pdlSL pldnnors could strive to identify candidatu schools
where projects will be assured of pr[ncipa] supbort, or devise
strategies for eliciting princtpalm{ support before projects are
implemented., Furthermore, a number of project implementatlon strate-
gles--staff traiﬁing'in particular--appear’to offer a vehicle for
influencing the quality of staff wbrking r?lationéhips and pnssibly
even teachers' sense of efficacy. 1In short; our analysis suggeéts
that planners. and policym&kers 40 not have to take institutional

factors as '"given," but as features subject to judiclous selection .

=

and shaping.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AT CLASSROOM LEVEL

This chapter has examined the effects of three categories. of

factors: the federal input;-prpject chatacteriétics, and the insti-
tutional sétting——on the effects and continuation of change agent |
projects at the classroom levei. At theubeginning of the chapter,
we presented an overview of the findings that listed each major
reselt in turn. The fdllowing'summary takes a different-approach.
From the outset, we assumed that the teacher's;continuétion of a
project depended on the complex interplé? between, on the ohé hand:
characteristics of the project.and Lnstltutlonal @ettlng (1nclud1ng
perqonal characterlstlcs) and, on the other hand, the effectiveness
of the prOJect S, 1mplementat10n and the change it produced in tea(b—
ers. To provide a sense of theqe systemic relationships, the remain-
der of thls chapter reviews the classroom-level findings by orderlng
the various effects of the factors in terms of their pr1marv Lnflu—
ence on each of the dependent variables '

In particular, Figs. 5.2 and 5.3 will -be usnd to- qummar17e

findings about the teachers' continuation of project methods and
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project materjals, respectively. These diagrams, derived by compar-

"ing the "reduced form'' coefficients in Table.5.1 with those of the

reéursivo coefficiénts in Table 5.3, portray the system of reiation*
ships among both independent and dependent varlables used in the
earlier analysis. The diagrams ldentlfv, bv Lhe use of arrows,
factors that had a "direct" and significant .influence on each depend-
ent variable:. percentvproﬁé;t goals achieved, teacher change, and -
continuation. An astefisk denotes a factor whose effect on pfoject
cbntinuatioﬁ seems to haveé resulted from its effect on percent pro-

ject goals achieved or on teacher change.

Continuation of Project Methods

The continuation of project methods by classroom teachers
depended p*lmarllv on how well’ the project- was 1mp1emented durlng
the period of federal fundlng, and eqpeciallv on how much change was
produced by the pr0]ect in the stvle and behavior of teacters. These’

relationships are not surprising be(ause-effectlve ‘continuation, .or
. . 9 . . .

.

53Thé diagfams offer, in.effect, causal models based on our i

beginning assumptions and the data analysis; they are interpretations,
rather than fully tested models. Consistent with the study's explora-
tory nature, they should be treated as hypotheses. The diagrams were
constructed in the following way. All factors that had a "strong"

"significant effect (i.e., at the .05 level) on continuation (control-

ling for percent goals achieved and teacher change) are joined to -
continuation by a direct arrow. 'The diagram reflects some subjective

 judgments. For example, the introdu¢tion of percent goals achieved

into the regression causes a drop in the effect of '"teachers work
together'" on continuation of project methods from a highly signif-i-
cant .13 in Table 5.1 to a barely significant. (at .the .10 level)
effect of .09 in Table 5.3; moreover, when "dlfflculty of implementa-
ti-»’ was also taken into account'in preliminary analyses, the coeffi-
civn of 'teachers work together'" dropped even further to an insipsi-

‘fic ¢ .06. Considering the strong .22 effect of "teachers work

together' on percent project goals, it made sense to interpret tho
effect of "teachers work together" as being a direct one on imple-
mentation but an indirect one on continuation of methods. .Factors
having direct significant effects on either percent project goals »r
teacher change are shown bv"arrOWS Some of the judgments implied

in these diagrams required a varletv of preliminary statistical pro-
cedures and’ tests, particularly F-tests. In keeping with the summary
and exploratory nature of this sectlon. the results of. the statistical
tests are not discussed.
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assimilation, means that teachers must lears project approaches and

.ihtegrate ~hem into their classroom routine. ' Nonetheless, it is

important to note rhat the evidencb strongly supports the study's_
beginning hyrotheses: effective implemen;ation and teacher charg
were essential to_continued'nse.of an inngvation:§4 Factors tha£
contributed to imp]ementatibn and teacher changé could also be
thought to have indirectly promoted project continuation.

What influenced ihplomenfétion?_ Implementation, i.e.,.the
pervéut gnais Bchieved, was promoted by projects having Specific
goals (or, more particular]y,.by the clarity with which teacﬁers.
perceived project goals and operations) . by we114executed training,
by an cffective prbjcct director, and by giod working relationships
among'the staff. In adﬂition, effect ive implementation wiS more
iike]y.in vlementary schools and in larger schools. All‘these vari-
ableﬁ,.shown on the left side of Fig. 5.2, exerted their primary
effects on implementation, but implementation w&s additionally
influenqed by factors that also contributed to other proiect out-
comes. Thus, Fig. 5.2 indicates that teacher parficipétidn in pro-
jeet decisions and principal support promoted both effective imple-
mentation and.continuation of project metﬁods. .

Teacher pafticipation-had a critical instrumental value for

'implementation,_achievement of project goals, and continvation of

.

4This summary does mot review the findings for improvement in
student performance. However, the effects of implementation. and
teacher change on student performance were not the same as their
effects on continuation. For continuation of preject methods,
teacher change had a much stronger effeci (.3#) than did percent
goals achieved (.17), as Table 5.3 indicatcs. This pattern was
reversed for student performance (as well as continuation of project
materials), with goals achieved having. a .27 effect and teacher
change having a .18 effect. These data point to the dilemma dis-
cussed in the text. Namely, improvements in student performance
can be enhanced in the short run by putting resources into effective

.project implementation (particularly if the project includes skill-
- specific staff training and ‘has efficacious teachers); yet, the con-

tinuation of such improvement for successive generations of studerts
may require a greater emphasis on promoting teacher change as well
as those activities (e.g., stdff support) that enharice the teacher's
learning of new methods. : o

s

Tk
fa
-



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-145-

project methods. We found that teacher suggestions can help a pro-

ject turn out .etter, and their partisipation in project decisions

" can give them a sense of "ownership" that greatly improves the

chances fnr <ont1nuat1on of project methuds.

‘The principal's 1nf1uence, as expected, strongly affected .

.implementation and continuation at the classroom lev=1l, The prirci-

‘pal's unique contrlbutlon to 1mp1ementation seemed “o.lie in giving

moral support to+the staff and in creating an organlzational climate

that- gave the project "legltlmacv The principal's support seemed

2n almost necessary cendition for project continuation. This rela-
tionsbip is understaﬁdable, seeing that the principalbtypically'sets
the cducational style of the school. Teachers are unlikely to con-
tinue a full array oprtoject methods'without the sanction of their

principal, even if the methods wpre'successful and had been assimi-

" lated. To do so would not only bedifficult in 1ight of the some-

,tlmeq subtlt, sometimes blunt means that principals often employ to

establish a unlform "school qtvle,' bnt also would appear contrarv

to professional qelf—luterest Princ1pa1 support, then, Qad a maJor

' effect on continuation that was independent of project act1v1t1es

or qutcomes. The principal amply merits the title of gatekeepe{
of change." ' ‘ _ _ |
Teacher characteristics affected both implementation and,the
extent. of teacher change, as Fig. 5.2 suggests. More accurately,
they defined the parameters within which ptoject outcomes became
possible' Efficacious teachers were assoc1ated w1th more effectively
1mp1emented prOJeCtS and with more project-related teacher change; '
more experienced teachers seemed to be less flexibledduring imple-
mentation and less sﬁsceptibie‘to change. .
The_remaining factof'that'p:omoted implementgtion was staff

support strategies; Fig.. 5.2 shows they alsp.made'major contributions

55Though teacher characteristics did nnt have strong, direct
effects on project continuation,.controlling for implementation and
teacher change, they had powerful effects on student outcomes: The
more :2fficacious teachers were and.the higher their verbal ability, .
the greater wag the xmprovement in student performance (see Table 5.3).
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to teacher«change and prnject continuation. - They were so central tn

all prpject outcomes, in fact, that a summary of their role is best |

deferred until after we review variables that promoted:teacher change.
What factors influenced the extent of- teacher change, in addi-

tion to (1 = <ontr0111ng fnr) tcagher characteristics? _The more

effectively the project was implemented, the greater was the extent

of teacher change. Though this relationship was expected,_ite magni-

tude was lower than anticipated. Whenens-pnorly implemented projects

werce unlikely to result im teacher change, the amount of change for

cffectively implemented projects apparently depended on other factors.
In particulur,-the right-hand side of Fig. 5.2 indicates that the
substance and scope of the innovation had major effects on the extent

to which teachers changed their stylds or ¢lassroom approaches.

Thus; complex innovations, such as classroom organization change or .

projects focusing on parent involvement, were more likelyv to promote

" teacher change" than werokother.tvnes of proiects; even when thé

effectiveness of the prO]ect 's 1mrlcmnntat10n had been taken into

account Similarly, 1nn0vat10ns requ1r1ng change in the overall

ﬂt;achlng style of project staff and calling for extra effort requlted

N

in more teacher change

Both teacher change and 1mp1ementatlon were 'nfluenced by another
1mplementat10n btrategv--a factor that by 1tqe1f appears to be a "key
polxcy lever" to the continuation of project methods : wel]-executcd
staff support‘Strategies; The project activities thét accompany
training--i.e., classroom assistance, regular meetings, useful out-~
side consirltants, obserﬁation in other classroomq-¥had as a group,
strong significant effectq on- the pcrcent of project goalq a. hieved,

on the amount of teacher nhange, and on the likelihood that_p.coject

methods would be (ontlnnod (Sklll-speCLflc training, in con.. .3t,

‘had an indirect effect on continuation of methods, through its posi-
: L o - : . . 6

tive relationship to the percent of project goals achleved.)5 If

56WOL1 executed training of teachers directly improved student

outcomes, but not continuation of prO]ect method and materials - (sec

ATable 5.3).
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continuation of project methods is seen as assiwmilation, the impor;
tance of this factuy beccmes clear. Assimilation tequiredithat pro-
ject approaches-— ¢he information conveyed through training sessions,
'fb; exawple-~be 1ndividualized for each tezacher and integrated into
“glnsstoom practices Tmplementatlon sapport activities that were .
cnndnvtﬂd in a practical (orlconcrete) and t1melv manner prOV1ded
the means whefebv teachers received feedback and adv1ce they needed
to make the pro1o~t work for them in theLr classroom.’ In short
‘strategies that supported mutual adaptatlon therebv promoted lmple—

"mentat1on, teacher change, and contlnuatlon of project methods.

Continuation of Project Materials

Plgure 5.3 depicts teacher continuatlon of prOJect materLals as '
belng dlrettl\ 1nf1uenced bv more factorq than was teacher continua-
tion of project methods. That is, such factors as funding level,
number of project schools, or specificity of praﬁéé} goals directly
affected continuation of'project materials regardless of (i e., con-
trolllng for) their effects on 1mp1ementat10n and teacher change,

the same relationships did not hold for continuation of prO]ect
imethods Thl suggests that teacher continuation of prOJect materi-
als not onlv was a somewhat dlfferent process but also that it was
ea51er for teachers to continue to use: prOJect materials after the
end of federal funding.
' Specifically, the continuation of project methods. often repre
sented or requ1red a fairly comprehensive change in classroom
- practices, whereas the continuation of project materials did not.
Project materlals——a new reading syllabus, for example--can be 1nte—
grated 1nto claqsroom practlces w1thout any change in fundamental
classroomn procedures ‘On this polnt then, 1t is not surprlqlng '
that prlntlpa] support had a weaker relatlonshlp to cont]nuatlon of
materials than it had to conthuatlon of- project methods.
. . The extent. of continuation of prOJect materials depended more
on the substance and design of the progect-than did the continuation
of project . methods. In particulatA continuation of broiect materia]s

was negatively related to the size of the federal grant and to change
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_1n classroom organlzatlon, but was pos1t1ve1v related to the number

of proJect schools. . However, ne1ther the expens1ve prOJocts nor the

c¢lassroom organization projects placed much emphasis on materials;

the former typically allocated_a'Large portion‘of their funds;for

classroom aides while the latter concentrated primarily on methods
(e.g., open classrooms, differentiated staffing) and regarded mate-
rials as only ‘incidental or instrumental to project objectives. 1In

contrast, prOJects that ‘were 1ocated in a relativelv 1orge number

“of district schools usuallv achieved this broad coverage’ through

dispersion of hardware or teaching materials. Indeed, ‘the district
objective in many projects that encompassed a large number of schools
appeared to be to bring these schools "up to date’ in terms of cdu-
ciational technology.f' ’ '

Specificity of prdject goals had a stronger’and more direct

effect on continuation of materials than it did on continuation of

methods. This difference is understandable because of two aspects.

of specificitv. On the one hand, teachers needed claritv about pro-
ject precepts and procedures if thev were to ass1m11ate an 1nnova—
thn and, thus, to continue the proJect s methods, because this form

of- spec1fic1tv, clar1tv, can be achieved onlv during 1mplementat10n,

its effect on Contlnuation of methods was indirect, dependlng on

how-effectively the project was 1mp1emented. On. the other hand, the
COntinuation of project materials required specificity in a program-
matic sun<e; uniess teachers knew specifically how project materials'

fit into the dﬁs1gn of projects involving curriculum revisions, for.

.example, they, were unlikely to use the materidls after the end of
federal funding.. Specificity in the programmatic sefse is therefore
less something to be acquired during implementation than it is a '

.characteristic of the innovation and its initial design.

Most of the remaining factors shown in Fig. 5.3 had. similar
effects on continuation of both project materials and methods. For
example, teacher participation in project decisions directly promoted
the continuation of project materials, perhaps because of'the.”owner—

ship” teachers felt concerning materials they helped to develop as

.part of project implementation. Finally, well-executed staff support

™,
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strategies exerted a central influence on the continuation of project

materials, as they dld on project methods.

In summary, contlﬁuatlon of project. materlals depended more on
project design factors--e.g., the number of proJect schools and the
projectvemphasis or focus an. new materials——than did the continuation
of project methods. Furthermore, continuation of proJect materlals.
appeared to depend much less on the principal's support. Project
matérials, unlike project méthods, did'not»necessariiv reflect a ;
fundamental ghange in classroom practices or a particulat pedagoglcal

point of vlew, and could be-smoothly integrated into ongoing class—

.room routines. Nonetheless, well-executed staff support activities

- were réquired'to promote the adaptation.and integration of project

materials.
In contrast, continuation of project methods was harder to

achieve. It required bhoth.effective implementation and ar innova-

. tion that promoted teacher change. Teachér participation support

from the principél and staff support strateglea that promoted mutual
adaptatlon all p]aved critical roles, directly as well as indlrectlv,
in helping teachers to assimilate new practices. Consequently,

these three factors should be the prime concern of policymakers

seeking to promote long-term educational reform.
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- Chapter 6
'DISTRICT LEVEL ANALYSIS

- Thus far we havelexamined factors that affected assimilation and
continuation of project methods and materials by classroom teachers.
But assimilation is only part of the-picture of the fate of a-project;
the other part consists of district-level decisions and activities.
How and why do diStricté decide to continue or discontinue a change
agent project? What happens to "continued” innoQationsb Are they
still treated as ”special projects” or are they incorporated 1nto the
district s standard operating procedure? What strategies. promote in-
corporation? This chapter first treats these district-level questions
and then-draws'together classroom and district considerations to offer
an overall assessment of the fate of change agent pro]ectq after the

end of federal fund1ng

MEASURING CONTINUATION STATUS ,
- When federal funding ends, the distrlct must decide whether to:

continue ‘the project, and what level of support to give it if-it is
continued. Tt is difficult to_neasure levels of support in com-
parable terms because of the variation in'types of projects, their
settings, and the kinds of support rhey require For example, a proJ—
ect rel ylng on paraprofessional staff and one 1nvolving computer-
assisted ins’ tion will probably require_dlfferent Kinds -of support.
- For tne'saL ot st{cistical.analysis, we had to code. these diverse
decisions/into comparable, albeit crude, categorles——namely, the proj-
ect was discontinued reduced, maintained at ‘about the same level as
the last year of ‘federal fundlng, or expanded beyond the federal funding
level »
In Phase I we asked super1ntendents to predict the fate of their
‘ projects. For Title III projects, 21 percent predicted expansion,
22_percent expected. continuation at about the same level; 44 percent

indicated the project would be cut back; and+13 percent believed it

“
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would not be contlnued at all. 1 ‘We obtalned comparable measurements
of the status of these prOJects two years after ‘the end of federal
'A?fu1ding by piecing together a variety of district contlnuatlon deci-
* sions (e.g. the change in number of prOJecL schools, in the number
of teaching and paraprofese10nal staff,_and in financial support).
‘Table 6.1 compares the superlntendent s estimate of_expected continua—‘
~tion with our estimate of continuation. - ' X

Suﬁerintendents appear to have been optimistic.. We found less
contincaﬁion than they hedaexpected. But they Qere eccufate in their
"rank ordering" of brojects. That is, all the projects discontinued
at the end of two years had been expected to be either discontinued
or cut back; all the projects actually cut back had been expected to
be cut back or ‘remain-at their federal granc.level; etc. Assuming
superintendents were generelly éincere in their original estimates,
the decay in the continuation status of projects after two years at-
tests to the vulnerablllty of "continued" prOJects.

PrOJects had their scope of actlvitles reduced in a variety of
ways. ~Some reductions amounted to an adjustment of the project after
the end of federai_funding;other reductions were true "cut backs"
and were coded accordingly. . For example, tﬁe number of project,schoois
decreased in some districts--usually, according to the superintenden;s,-\

- oecause of.lack of interest of the staff agnﬁarticular schoolé,'although
they also mentioned budget difficulties.' When the original teaching
staff.forAa project was cut back sharply, we coded the loss as a reduc—'
tion in the project. Personnel other than classroom teecheps were

likely to be reduced, even on projects that were otherwise secure;

1Since the original sample was not representative, these percent-
ages should not be taken as estimates of the population of all former
Title III projects. '

2The distribution of changes in support personnel for 98 of 100
Phase II prOJects was: : .

. ‘Stayed . .
. Increased Same Decreased Eliminated
Training personnel or : S : '
‘'specialists other than : :
classroom teachers " 13% 32% . 33% 227,

. Aidee or paraprofeésional : : » A :
staff L 122 26% 43% . . 19% -




L -152-

Table 6.1
CONTINUATION STATUS. OF PROJECTS

.

. Originéi Sample Phase I1I

Original Sample Measured Abaut Sample
Measured in Two Years After Excluding
C Last Year of End of Discontinued
Continuation Status  Federal Grant. _ Federal Grant . Projects
L\pandud : g 21% 11% 13%
Maintained at federal ' .
grant level : 222 C21% 357%
Reduced _ 447 : . 232 52%
Discontinued ' 137% 45% =
‘Number of responses 73 : 158 o 96
Not codable : 21 Co 46 .4

NOTE: The first column represents the responses of superintendents
to the following question: Do you expect this project will be expanded,
continued ut the present level, eut back, or not.continued at all after

termination of federal funds? _ .

"The second and third columns represernt a coding from & variety:of
“different questions in the Phase II telephone survey and superintendent's
and principal’s questionnaires. The sample for the third- column excludes
71 dis¢ontinued projects and 35 nonclassroom prOJects from the original
sample but .includes 12 former Tltle III progects not in the or1g1nal

sample.

we did not .consider these projects to have 'been cut back nnless the loss
of support personnel appeared to have serlously hampered the progect
(for examplea the parent-~involvement component of one project relied on
home visits by paid aides. who were not supported by the district after
the enn of f:.eral funding). Most of the prnjects had theif'budgets
trimméa or glininntgd; 35 pérgent récéived"continued support from sup-
.plementafy funds, primaril& from the local school'district:budget: over
one-third of the projects in our unusual sample reneived state or federal
funds for the dlssemlnatlon of the project out51de the distrlct We con-
.sidered projects to be cut back in their fundlng only if other evidence
in the initerviéws indicated that they had financial difficulties.

In summary, nt the end of federal:funding district officials de-
cide how much and what kind of support to glve a progect . For the sake

of statistical ‘analysis, we Loded this continuation decision into the

s o ‘ o ’ 1

-3
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four categories shown in Table 6.1, and thus constructed a dependent

e reliability of ouf

3 : . U
variable. In addition to questions about th

coding, the interpretation of this variable is not straightforward.

‘For example, is a projéct that has been oat'back less likely to be

sustained than a project maintained at the same level? Or, do teachers

. b N 3 -
use 3 project that has been expanded extensively or less? Questions

.of this type will be considered subsequently. Nonetheless, the reader

-should view the following analysis with the same caution as the authors:

Its purpose is éxploratory and the findings are no more than hypotheses.

FACTORS AFFECTING THE CCNTINUATION DECISION

.. In contrast to the classroom-level analysis, one could list a

multitude of possible factors that impinge on districts' continuation
decisions. At the classroom level, we were 2xamining forces impinging
on individual teachers; despite the lack of a weil-developed theory, we

could identify major factors derived from our empirically grounded con=-

" ception of the local process of change. At the district level, many

‘people with diverse agenda are engaged in a complex interplay that

subjects the decision to a host of idiosyncratic situations and influ-

_ ences. Instead of attempting to, account for all these particularities,

we used a simple conceptualization of the decision based on the Phase I -

research.

We conceive of the district's decision on continuation to be a

functioq of.four_general factors: the likelihood of the prbjeéf's

' ‘future educational effectiveness, the importance of the educational

need it serves, the resources it requires, and the organizational and

‘political forces that.inhibit or promote it.

Table 6.2 presents the results of a multivariate statistical

3 , . - .
! "We' assumed these categories were ordered and assigned an interval

 scale to them.; A statistically superior byt very costly procedure -

would have been to consider the categories as being nominally defined’
and to have used a series of dichotomous or polychotomous probit analyses.
The crudity of: our measurements, as well as the exploratory nature of the

analysis, did not justify such expenditures. We also divided the data

into four subsamples corresppnding to the four categories of continbation
status and compared them in terms of characteristics of various indepén-
dent variables.. These comparisons provided evidence for some conclusions

discussed in the next section. '

176
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Table 6.2
o* ~ FACTORS AFFECTING CONTINUATION STATUS
. ’ .
Standardized Regreésion
Coefficient for
Continuation Status
Model I: “ Model II:
Includes Excludes
Perceived Perceived
T Educational’ Educational
. Explanatory Factor Effectiveness? Effectiveness
Perceived evducational ¢ffectiveness ' . 38% -

: - : CAaE ' k%
Centrality of the innovation .22 _ .34
?roject resource allocation » _

Funding level during grant period (log) -.16 ' —.17**
Funding per student ‘ ' ~.28%* ~-.29
Number of project schools : R ¥ .13
Project covers elem. and sec. schools -.26%% . : -.28%%
Adequacy of district finances .02 .03
Organizational forces o . 4
Initiate project for outside funds -.18 - -.19
Initiate-project if can be continued : .24 .22
Project supported by principals .18 ° S S
Superintendent's tenure .18 .15
Local political considerations
Extent of political-social difficulties _—.04* ‘ - —.06*
Difficulty from student test scores o .24 . .20
, Percentage of population white . -.06:; -.10
" <« School district enrollment (log) -, ' .22*. .24%
2 | . 1
"R : .44 49
Number of observations - : 88 88

a, . . : . o )
The estimating procedure for Model 1 is two-stage least squares with
"perceived educational effectiveness' as an endogenous variable. The
estimating -procedure for Model II is ordinary least squares.
‘Significant at_the .10 level: ' -

** . ‘ -
Significant at the .05 level.

N 1797
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analysis relating the continuation*status-&f the project (two years . - .C)

v

after the end of. federal funding) to operatidnal measurements of these’

factors. 4 The remainder of this’ section interprets the effects of. each’

factor in turn. S ST T SR Lw

5

Perceived Educational Effect1veness or: PioJect ”Success . o J“;}Mw,

Virtually all federally funded 1nnovations produce evaluatlon docu=-
ments that report on the project sf success But these eva1uat10ns o _”14

P typ1ca11y bear 11tt1e resemblance to what really happened on the prOJect B

Moreover, regardless of their accuracy, school d1strict offic1a1s sel- * ks M
dom take these reports serlously Instead -through formal and 1nforma1 .‘ T
discussions w1th prOJect partic1pants they develop a "fee11ng" for how- - “a o
effectlvely the prOJect wasulmplemented and ‘thereby evaluate the prog-‘
e(t s potennlal : , ‘ . ) .

‘

We used a statistical'procedurehtb measurelthis evaluation ‘ Using

idata collected in Phase I, we considered the superintendent s report on d“
the percentage of the prOJect s goals ach1eved to be.a function of , '
principals' and. teachers perceptions of implementation outcomes. 'Be- ,

cause more 'than one principal, as well as several teachers, could have .f'. -u“

been involved in;an innovative prOJect we assumed that ‘the superinten—-. ';,w

dent integrated their responses--which sometimes disagreed——by averaging

the pr1nc1pa1s responses, averaging the teachers responseS‘ amd

weighing the disagreéement between people” at thé same level. We call . )

4The dependent variable used in Table 6.2 is the continuation -
status of the project two years after the end of federal funding.
Table 6.1 shows the distribution of this variable. The independent
.variables were measured in the last year of federal. funding; Ghap 5, ,
Vol. II, describes their measurements in more detail. : e

“The statistical procedure whose results are shown by the first ‘
column of Table 6.2 is two-stage least squares. The first stage was
used to estimate the perceived educational effectiveness of the project,
as described in the next .section. R2%and the t-statistic for this pro-
cedure have somewhat different meanings from' those in ordinary least- '
squares regression. See P. Dhrymes, Econometrzcs, Harper and Row, New
York, 1970. Because the estimates from the two-stage procedure are -
sensitive to our assumption about how to calculate the project's per-
ceived educational effectiveness, the second coiumn”of Table 6.2
presents regression results, using ordinary least squares, without

perceived: educational effectiveness.
. o

RSP )
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- assumed to be unrelated. (or exogenous) to the superTntendent's per

« . _156-

a
K X .
v . -

the result1ng measure the est1mated educatlonal effect1veness of the
prOJect ‘as ‘percéived. by the superintendent, -or, more 51mply,.1ts per—

-

ceived success.

The reader may infer from Table 6.2 that perceived success had a
positive effect on continuation status. Much of this effect, however,
can be.attributed to discontinuation. (A comparison of the.four sub-
'samples, using analysis of variance techniques; showsuthat the average.
perceived success or discontinued-pfojects was significantly less than
- the average perceived success of the other three, groups" takeu sepa-
rately or combined.) That is, projects poorly implemented oz nardly
implemented at all were usually dropped - This finding is uot sur-
,pilsing, but it is important to reallze that- perceived success did not

determ1ne cont1nuat10n status to a greater extent Indeed, the data

3

5 o
Statistically, we creatéd the. estimated educatlonal effectiveness S

measure by estimating thé following equation: Percent prOJect goals
achieved accord1ng to superintendent-= a : :

1 (avg. princ.'% goals achieved) +'b2 (avg. princ. difficulty of impl.)

b

b3 (avghiprinc. impl. as laid out) + b4 (var. princ. % goals achieved) L
bs'(var. princ..difficulty of impl.) +-h6 (var.:princ. ‘impl. as laid out)
_b7 (avg. teacher and goals achieved) + b (avg. teacher change) '

9 (avg. teacher difficulty .of impl. ) + b10 (avg teacher-impl; as laid ouf)

11 (teacher variance % goals achieved) s

-

b

b

b12 (teacher variance teacher change)

b13 (teacher variance difficulty of impl.)

bl4 (teacher variance impl. as laid out)

This equation forms the first stage of a two- stage least- -squares estima-
tion in which the above independent variables are instruments and educa-
tional effectiveness is endogenous. See Chap. 5, Vol. II.
Insgead of this complex procedure for estimating perceived success,
. We could have simply used the superintendent's answer, but that answer
may be inextricably related to the superintendent's view_of the prOJect s

:zzcentrality (as well as to his or her own characteristics). The refore,
.'we would introduce statistical errors (a simultaneity bias) into the -
'analysis if we used both variables as explanatery variables for a proj-

ect's continuation.. Instead, our "measurement" is an estimate of the
'superintendent S answer. about success, based on variables that can e

for-
ltion of centrality or his or her- personal . characteristics
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show that, on the one hand; a number of 1esa‘"successfu1" prbjects
were éxpanded and, on the other hand, numerous "successful" projects
were reduced at the end of .federal fundino. In ¢ aer words, if a
-pfoject was not drepped, then its cont (.oom status-—and:perhaps the
.level of support froﬁ the district--de on factors othar fhan its

perceived su:iness.
by

“Centrality: imerrance of the Educational Need the Project Served
zEnirtality: | Am J 2d

- OQur origin#l sample contained a number of Title ITI projects that
did not appéar to be central toithe primary educational needs of the
district. For example, one project con51sted of field trips to ‘the
local zoo. Such projects may achleve a high percentage. of their goals
(thé z00 project d1d) ‘but’ the eV1dence in Table 6.2 suggests chat they
were-unleely to be continued.
e partlcular, the Phase I' survey asked superintendents to rate
the project'in terms of how close its goals were to the distfict’s major
o educational objeCtiQes;6 We used the responses as a crude operatlonal
measure of centrality. Tablc¢ 6.2 indicates that the more central the
project, the more likély its continuatlon. This effect of centrality

N

resuits in part from the positive correlation between centrality and

6The_specific question asked .of superintendents in the Phase I
survey and the frequency of their responses for Title IIT projects were:

(Centrallty) How would you rate this project in tenws of how eclose
its goals are to the major educational. .objectives of this district?
Would you say very ﬂﬁose, moderately ﬂZose or not very close?

Very close .. vvvneee it nnnennn, 697% .
Moderately close ............. 29%
Not very close ............ eee 2%

Number of answers was 112.

The Phase I survey asked the question somewhat differently with
the follow1ng distribution of 96 responses:

: (Centrallty) To what extent would you say this project was zntendpd
to deal with the major educational problems of this district?

35% - 327 17% '%‘ 5% - 5% 0%.
' | | | | | |
7 . 6 5 . 4 . 3 2 . 1 _
' : Not at all

To a very
great extent-

B

brnd
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perceived qucaess——i e. . ancillary projects JZre llkely to be poorly o
implemented and not considered succbqsful 7 But centrallty still had

a significant, positive effect even when success is controlled for,

as it is in column'l of Table 6.2. The reason is that insofar as an-
cillary pfojects were contlnued, they were particularly prone to being
reduced. For example, no cases in our sample that superlntendente con-
sidered anciliary (i.e., they were not rated as being "very close' to

the diStrict’suéducational objectivesi were given any supplementary
district funds or assigned any central office staff after the termina-
tion of theit federal grant. '

L]

Project Resource Allocation g

. The next group of factors listed in Table 6.2 1nv01ve the project
resources during the peric . of federal funding. Chapter 5 discussed
the effect” of these vafiables on project outcomes and oohtinuation at
the classrpom level. We found that, for our sample,'the three vafiables—-
fuhding level, funding per student, and number of'project schools——djd
not have major effects on alassroom outcomes or continuation. (The ex-

ceptions to this general finding were: (1) More concentrated funding

. was positively associated with student impiovement, and (2) the instal- -

lation of p~ojects in more schools was positively associated with the

. . a
‘teacher's continuation of project materials.) Table 6.2 suggests that
these * #+murce .allocation variables had a greater effect on the continua-

‘tion decision at the district level.

- The project's funding level during the perioa of "its Title III

'grant had.a neg=tive but not quite significant effect on its continua-

tian. Specifically, the more egpensive the project was, the more .
likely it was to be cut back when "soft' money had run out. Title III
pfoiects with a high funding per student werealikely to be reduced,
particularly in terms of a decrease or elimination of aides to the
feaching staff.. Projects that spanned both elementary and aecondary

schools were likely to be discontinued or reduced to a less inclusive -

7\Iotice that the effect of centrality of continuation is diminished
when perceived success is included as an explanatory variable in Table 6.2
(compare Model I with Model II).
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project——e.g., to onlf one junior high school. These comprehensive

innovations not only spread their financial resources‘thin, but they
also seemed to: be trying te accomplish too much too soon. 8 »In ~con-

trast to the innovatlons that spanned grade levels, proJects located
. in more than one or two district schools generally had a firm early

commi tment from district officials They were rarely discontinued,

though some were reduced in their project support activities.

The. next factor in Table 6.2 is not a project resource variable
but a measure of .the district's financial situation. We asked super—
intendents in both the 973-1974 Phase I survey and the 1975-1976
Phase II survey to give us their.assessment of the district's current
financial situation. .Though district finances generaily*giemed to
uorsen‘between the two surveys, neither significantly affected the
continuation status of the former Title III projects.lo. In other.uords,

8See Vol. II, Chap. 4 for a discussion of these comprvhensive
innovations. . o

9Table 6.2 shows that the regression coefficient for number of
project schools is positive but not significant. The data seem to re-
flect two counteracting tendencies. On the one hand, the projects
covering a number of schools--mostly curriculum development }unova.ions--
seemed ' to have resulted from official school district policy and thus
were incorporated into the standard operations of the disrrict. For
this reason, they were not likely to be discontinued. On the other
hand, these projects tended to reduce vital staff support fur tions.
In short, they experienced difficulties in being sustained, as the next

section discusses.

10The following frequency of responses ‘was given ia the Phase T
and Phase II surveys:

How do you view the present financial situation in your districi?

Phase I Sample o Phase.IIfSample
Only Projects Only Projects -
All , in Phase II . .All in Phase I

. Finances Projects Sample i Projects .Sample

More than adequate ‘ 25% 122% ' 2% 23

Adequate - 27% 24% 30% 27%

Barely adequate 417% 45% - 35% , 59%

Inadequate A . 9% T 33% 31%
No. of resbonses 182 83 - 97 : 83

Table 6.2 uses the data of column'l, but regressions using the data of
column 3 also show an insignificant effect.

182
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reiat1velv poor distr1cts were no more likely to discontinue projects

'than were adequately financed districts.

The foregoing should not be taken to mean thar imoney does not
matter. - It does, as the next section discusses. kriler, this finding
is cons1stent with our f1eld observation that d1stricts an Juggle the
budgeting of their educational program in many ways accordlng to their
organizational and political prlor1t1es. '

In summary, the end of federal funding resulted in a downward
adjustment\in thevallocation of resources for many projects particu-
larly the more expensive ones. Innovations that had used soft _money

to. reduce the student to-adult ratio (e.g.. by hiring aides) had to be

cut back to live w1th1n the district budget' projects that had spread

their resources tb1nly across grade 1evels had to be eliminated or
sevefely reduced in scope. These f1nd1ngs, which seem predictable,
raise the d1sturb1ng question of whether, school people were’ unaware of,
the potent1a1 f1nanc1al difficulties before they sought a ‘Title III
grant. Chapter 5 suggested that the Title III program had in fact

stimulated local innovations by providing an. opportunity for LEAs to

"use "uncommitted' money; ihese results about district-level continuation

decisions raise doubts about how wisely LEAs allo - od thjs.temporary

. money, even when viewed from the standpoint of .t! - school system's own

self-interest. Does the acceptance of temporary federal "seed money"

'imply a built-in continuation problem? The analysis in this section

scratches the surface of this issue; the next section will explore it

more deeply.

Organizational Forces

The uext cluster of’variables in Table 6. 2'pertain to local orga.
zat.ocnal consjderations. Our f1eld investigations convinced us tiat the
bureaucratic patterns of sohool systems have pervas1ve effects on the
fatn of innovations. But those patterns 2re hard to measure in compa-
rable ways across many d1fferent types of school systems. For the sake
of the present exploratory analysis. we selected several variables to
represent critical organizational ~haracteristics. ’

The first two variables concern the district's attitude toward

pousd
o
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specially funded projects, or the motivatidn underlying broject edop-
tion In both the Phase I and Phase. II surveys, we asked superinten-
dents to tell us the extent to which various considerations were

involved in their decision to adopt a prOJect. :(Table 6.3 lists the
specific questions asked in -the Phase II survey.) From our fieldwqu

in Phase:I, we hyeothesized thet LEA officials typically had one of two
general attitudes in seeking a federal grant: at one extreme, an
opportﬁnistic attitude in which special projects were treated s add-
ohs, t0‘be initiated only if resourees frpm outside the district were
.available; or at fﬁe‘ﬁfﬁer extreme, a proﬁleﬁ—solving attitude in which
funding was sohght'for projects that were intended to ettack a ﬁrinrity
need and were sleted for continuation at the time of the initial grant.
We were impressed in qur_fieid visits not only by the apparent importance
of these attitqdes.but also By the way they seemed to eersist regardless
of what happened in: tﬁe classroom Despite our inability to measure
these attitudes with precision, the findings of Table 6.2 tend to rein-
force these fieldwork impressions.

In particular, the variable called '"'Initiate Project for OQutside
Funds”Qfourvsurrogate for an opportunistic attitude--affected continua-
tion negativily, though not quite significantly.‘.The variable called
" "Initiate Project if Can be pontiﬁuea"-;our operational measure of the
problem-solv ng attitpde--affected‘continuation positively. (Table 6.3
gives the wording of these questions.) - Even if" our interpretetion of
these variables as ‘opportunism’ versus problem-solving is faulty, the
statistical eyldence.adds credence to two hypotheses: First, initial
‘attitudes towerd the proj=ct mattered for its continuation; second,-
project was more lil2ly to be ‘continued if LEA officials intended from.
the outset to 1ncorporate it. ,

Ir addition to the 1n1tial orientation of the central office staff
the'prlnc1pals attitudes toward a project affected its continuation,

as Table 6.2 indicr?;s.ll Considering the bureaucratic role of principals--

llIt is important to note thit the measure of principal support
described in Chap. 5 is based on an aggregation of teacher ratings, viz.,
‘the mean across schools of the mean of teachers within a school. Be-
cause this variable was not created from answers given by superintendents,

isd o
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"the gatekeepers of change"e—this finding was expected, but two dif-
ferent organizational dynamics may have contributed to this effect.
Some reducfions in projects consisted of a drop in the number of
schools continﬁing‘them. Most -of -these projects (54 percent in our _
sample) were originally started by district officials who had "asked"
schools te participate. At the end of federal funding,;however, some
districts no longer recruited schools. Instead, they often seemed to
take the laiséez—feire attitude of letting the principals decide the

fate of the pfoject within their schools. Some principals, especially

_those who had not been at the school at the beginning of the innovation,

chose to let even "successful" projects wither away.

. Principals’ support also could enhanceithe project's continuation.
In some instances there-was a ""lighthouse" effect. The prejeyt_spread
to other schools because of its prior "success" in the district. The
possibility of such "spontaneous!" diifusion is often talked about by
policymakers and practitioners. For our sample, however;'diffusion.was
infrequent--it was mentioned by superintendents as a reason for the
project's expansion in. only four cases--and it was not spontaneouS'
Committed project pr1nc1pals actively proselytized their colleagues

Whereas it was relatlvely easy to trace the principal s influence
o courlnuatlon, we found it difficult to analyze the superlntendent s
in!iuence. The variation amoug superintendents inr critical character-
istics (e.g., whether they were "insiders" or "outsiders," whether they.
focused on politics or on internal operations, and the kind of "cabinet

members' they chose) was too great to capture with a sma11 sample of

districts. Moreover, it was hard to separate the effects of personal

traits from those Jnduced by such dlstrlct .characteristics as its size

‘and urbanization. Nonetheless, both this analy51s and the classvoom-level

it reduces chances of spurious correlations with other questions:answered
by the superintendent--e.g., centrality. However, this procedure may
have artificially increased the correlation between principal support

and the progect 's perceived success, which was aggregated from teacher
and principal answers. Thus, the regression coefficient for "Project
Supported by Principal" is .18, which just fails to be significant at

the .10 level in Model I. However, it is significant in Model II, where
the effects of "Perceived Educztional Effectdiveness'" are not included.
The positive correlation of .28 between the two variables accounts for
this discrepancy. ' ' '



~163-

Table 6.3 . e

' QUESTIONS ON THE.PROJECT}S ORIGINS

Te

I'm going to read a list of considerations. Using the scale on the card, how
" important was each of these constiderations in the district's decision to sub-
mit (NAME OF PROJECT) for Title III funding? First., school board interests:
Was that extremely important, not at all important, or somewhere in between?

Just. give me the number that comes closest to how you fzel.

Not at - Number

Extremely All of .
Important . Important Responses <
School board interests 21% 16% 21% 26% 10% 3% 3% 93
Community demands 12 13 17 22 18 13 5 - 94
State or federal )
agency suggestions. 3 i1 18 23 11 15 19 92
Staff interests .40 42 10 4 4 94
Need to remedy a deficiency : ' .
in educational pru.tices 53 28 8 5 1 3 1 94
Staff development concerns 33 36 19 . 5 3 1 2 93
' Desire to experiment 16 200 21 16 9 6 12 94
“*0Opportunity to obtain . ' B
. outside funds 28 20 16 18 8 3 6 92
*Likelihood that the project '
could be continued within
‘regular district budget 17 36 23 10 5 4 4 92
Prior experience with . R _
the project's methods. 10 10 19 23 10 14 15 94
Heard that the project ‘ - ' .
worked elsewhere . 5% 7% 9% 13% 9% 17% 40% 94

. _ L
" NOTE: “The-two-variables-marked with an asterisk (*) were used in the
regression analysis shown in Table 6.2, where they are called "Initiate
proiect for outside funds'" and "Initiate projsct if can be centinued."
The remaining variables were also used in a wide variety of preliminary .
analyses: these variables were not significantly related to continuation,
except for one variable--viz., the more important '"state or federal agency
‘suggestion' was to the initiation of the project, the less likely it was
to be continued. '

Yoz
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analysis make it clear that superintendents committed to a change
effort can,strongly affect an innovation.

~ In terms of data analysis, we could exami-e only:one characteristic
of the superintendent that seemed to matter consistently: the'superiq-
tendenc's tenure. Table 6.2 indicates that Title ITI projects were
somewhat\(though not significantly) more likely to be continued if they
uwre in districts where the superintendent had been in charge for a

number of years. We attribute this weak effect to two tendencies in

_the.data. First, 13 percent of the sample projects received new supér-

intendents during the life of the projects, and the new superintendents
seemed somewhat.more concerned with starting their own projects than
continuing .those of their predecessors. Secondly prOJects that werer“ﬂw

expanded ‘had- a dlsproportionate number of longer—tenure superlntendents.

'Perhaps it is easier to .expand projects in stable situations.

In summary; organizational or bureaucratic dynamics of a school

system have pervasive effects™ on both prO]ect adoption and continuation.

Whereas this hypothesis should come as no surprise, it does challenge

an implicit assumptlon in the "seed money_‘appronch to educational
ehange--namely, that the educational'merit of a project, demonstrated
during a trial beriod; is the principal condition of its continuation.
This assumption is naive, because of internal LEA bureaucratic considera-

tions and because. of locai political forces, which we turn to next.

Loc~al Political Considerations

The idiosyncrasies of local political pressures on school districts
make analysis of what happens to federally funded projects a very chancy
affair. We asked a'large number of questions in both the Phase I and
Phase II snrveys about these political forces but, aside from one or two
variables, we could not identify comparable political factorsu that sig- .
nificantly affected the continuation of Title IITI projects in our
sample. 12 However, school districts as public sector organizations are

particularly Vulnerable to issues of substance and politics pressed by

their constituencies, and to fluctuatlon in the good will of their main

12The political effects on bilingual projects funded,by Title VNII,

ESEA, were more noticeable and more identifiable. See Vol. VI.

- -
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source of support, the taxpayers, and of their vested supervisors, the
scheol board.

The quantitative data provide at least some indication of the sensi-
tivity of school districf decisions to political concerns about continua-
tion. During the.period of our data collection, school districts all
around the country were concerned with the decline in student test ®
scores. Table 6.2 shows that the more strongly superintendents beliewe:!
tﬁ}ir districts had difficulties with community reaction to test sIor
the more likely was project continuatioxif13 These instances of conti
tion primarily involved "remedial" individualization projeets. The most
interesting aspect of this finding, however, is that many of these con-
tinued projects wer: ~nt perceived as particularly successful. We wonder

if district officials felt under pressure to demonstraté they were "doing

something" about pfoblems.

K}

13 '
The superlntendent s survey asked about student test scores as
one part of the follow1ng question:

Here is a list of some sources of conflict or difficulty that have
faced school administrators in the last few years. For each one, wou7d
wou tell me whether it has been a magjor concern in ihis dzstrzﬁt not a
zoncern at all, or somewhere in between.

-

- , Not a

A Major Concern No. of
. Concern . ’ : at All * Resnonses
‘Teacher demands L 29% 22% 18% 12% 7% 6%- 6% 100
Desegregation and/or : . o
- racial conflict . 13 8 6 13 ¢ 17 37906
Reactions to student . : ’
test scores : 15 16 20 18 6 8 17 97
Community groups' demands 7 12 29 21 11 15 5 160
Reactions to the cost of : . i
the schools ) : 19 23 ‘26 13 6 9 4 " 96
Divisive reactions to edu- ‘
cational issues such as fun-
damental schooling, sex edu-
vation, discipline policy, .
cte. _ , ’ 7% 11% 20% 20% 14% 23% 5% 92 -
' ) IS (SO R SR I S |
7 .6 5 4 3 2 1
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The positive éffect of school district size on continuation
(Table 6.2) is another intérestinglfinding that can be.interpreted in
several ways. Our earlier répotts (see Vol. II, App. C) offered the .
hypothesié that larger scnool districts have more organizational and
politioalb"slack;” They can jugglé their discretionary funds, and they
can continué a.projéct at '"'one end of the district! in relative isola-
tion from other schools and communities.® In any event, school district
size was poaitively related to (a) whether the project recgived district
funds after the end of the Title III grant (.14), and (b) the extent to
which community groups favored continuation of the project (.13). ,
" In summary,‘the distriét continuation decision did not follow an
R&D ﬁodel in ‘which alternatives were assessed according *to their edu-
.cational valué Clearly unQuccessful" projects were 1ike1y to be dis- "
‘cont1nued hut the status of continued projects depended on the central-
ity of the innovation, on its relative cost (though not on the district's
) financial situation), and on organizational-political considerations,

rather than simply on educational merit.

SUSTAINING INNOVATIONS

- A district decision to continue part or all of a project is not,

as we have suggested, the "end of the story," or even an accurate fore-

cast of the proJect s fate after federal funding ends. All the projects
in our Phase II sample were continued and most were judged as.highly
"successful"; yet, after the close of their Title IIT grants, many still
experienced difficulty in being sustained. '
 .For example, the Phase II superintendent's interview inquired about
the 'former Title IIi projects' chances of being sustained.14 Because
14The specific question-and diétribution of the 98 responses were:.

: (Likelihood of Being Sustained) For those schools currently using
project activities or methods, how likely are they-to sustain them?

o 42% 26% 18% $14% . 1%
L | . | | | L \
7 ] 5 4 3 2 1 i
v . - Very ) - Not at
<. likely . ' all
: iely

[
oo
@
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these projects had been through their th;ee—year trial period, had
been relatively successful, and had been continued one night ekpect
that v1rtually all- of them would be considernd to be safe and stable.
Yet less thdn half of these conrinued pFOJeCCH were so rated by the
uuperintendonts. Mortover, the correlatiqn between the project's con-
{tinuation status and its likelihood of being‘sustained (according to N
the superintendent's assessment) was onlyﬂ:éS.y The distfict's decision
to continue"a project--whether eunanded, reduced; or at the same level--
did not in short; appear to guarantee its long-run sﬁrVival'

Why not7 To explore that queqtion, the Phase 11 survey asked
superintendents to tell us?® "In general, what difficulties do you
think schools mlght encounter in sustaining proJect activities or
'methods7"' As was.to be expected, given the nature of our sample, none
of the respondents cited disappointing project outcomes or perceived
failure.15 Instead, most of their answers fell into'tnree Broad-cate-
gories representing different aspects of the internal pperation of the
school organization: finances, personnel, and politics. Table 6.4 -memms i

. indicates the frequency with which these factors were mentioned. .

f:‘> . X , s

<

‘Financ1al Difficultles

The most frequently mentioned district problem in sustaining a

special project was financzal--insufficient resources to carry on the

project at the desired level of operation.16 However, the financial

15'The correlation between the superintendents’ perception of the’ g;“;“““"

projects' likelihood of being sustained and the superintendents’ per-
cception of the percent goals achieved by the projecis was only .12. Thus,
whereas the "failure" of a project predicted discontinuation, the dif-
ferences among relatively "successiul" projects may be unrelated to the
problems they encounter after continuation. »

‘16Though more than half of the superintendents indicated financial
problems with susta1n1ng the innovatisn, these problems oecurred,fgn
both more and “less expens1ve projects. Thus, the superintendents' per-
ception ofmthe project's likelihood of being sustained. was only weakly
and negatively related to its funding level during the period of the
Title III grant (~.i2) or to its funding per student (-.09). nNor was
the superintendents’' perception of ~the projer:s’'. likelihood of being
sustained strongly related to adequacy of the districts' overall finan-'
s cial situation (the correlation was .16). These data are consistent

with the interpretatlon explored in.the text: Aside from the need!for__

1990 | C ®
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Table 6.4

. " DIFFICULTIES 1y SUSTAINING PROJECTS
FROM SUPERINTENDENTS' VIEW

Numbg r of

Type qupiiﬁisglgj‘ Times Cited?®
Financial .. e 0 it et or e i easons 58
Personnelb
Staff turpovVer "o Lo, 18
Staff resistanc® o ... ..., 12
Adrn nistrgcive Te qdchth cees Y
Staff "hurnOuL” e e, 3
Total, pe rson™l Lo L et ' 33
: Mo Political .t e e e 12
® : Ditficulticy Wt‘rt Mapageable « o veuenn. - 10 . 2
Other ...... S e e 3
. . . '”‘396 of 100 chp“hdehls answored the question:

" general, whal J?JJL(u/fL( 8 o you think schools
micpnt ereoun ber V2L Yo bl [nw)/u<4 <1af1cn ties v

methods? !
3

T .. hBovau%o sOme r‘\pondunts gaye more than one
reason for pvr&oﬂnol difficulties, the subtptal
of the itemg ¢1te¢® oxcevds the “;,Urp of 33 given

~in the rxght/hand Coumn,

o

.
.

difficulties per(elved bY. tl’l"’"’\‘Q central Offlce respondents took a number
of dlfferent forms. A few of the f1nancia1 problems cited by super1n—

tendents resulted from the 2%t that the dlstrlctq UnderLOOk T1t1e 111

pFOJG(tq g_aL_Lhey,could/noﬁ ?U“vlblu afford to continge on their own
%E;nds, exampleq are prOJBCtS thay relled heavily on aides, field.trips,
spec1a1 nlternatlve faciliti®S, or access to outside computer facilities.
More common were flﬂancial difficultieg arising from unantlclpated
or ""hidden" operating costs. A jumber of gsuperintendents indicated that
project operations were in j€%Pardy because the district had not Planned

for such technological mdintfMance costs as those for repairing cassettes

that were central to a read1ﬂg program or for updating the materials in.

R _ ' /\/\/_—\_,_———\,, —
! school disfricts to have a géllerylly higher level of monetary support
» the finuncial dlfficultles eNCoyytered by change agent prOJects are s
primarily management and budg®t allocation questions.

O
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science kits that formed the core of a Title III science instruction '

4

project;
The most freqnent source of financial problems, however, was the
districts' failure to set aside funds for the support services neces-
sary to s&stnin the project. Manyqdistricts seemed to assume that,staff
development activities purchased by federal funds were a "capital
¢ investment" which, like textbooks, had to be paid for only once {(in
.sof t money). This assumptinn failed to take into account either staff
turnover or spreading of the project heyond its originél cadre of Vol—
unteer toachers. Moreover, in several instances, materials were de-

o veloped iy me school and then d{sseminated to others without the - i

. trainiu : lpport actlvities that had made the original project work. . ;
In shor: ., years after the end of federal funding, many superinten—
dents and cenltral office staff realized that they needed 'to maintain'or

1ncrease etalt development in order to sustain the innovation. But

beruwp Histrlcts had not taken steps to incorporate project staff

s Ttraelootag requirements into the distrlct r_regular in-service activities,
or to provide for it in the district budget in oither ways (throngh
training of district resource personnel, for'example) they felt unable
to afford the éentral vehicle for sustaining the projeéct : o 1_{

A fourth cause of financial dif ficulties is not so much a factor Y

identified by the superintendents; but rather a theme that ran:through
their responses to this open—ended question. That is, districts had} R
trouble sustalning prOJects because they continued to view them as
"special prOJects after federal fundlng ended. ' Contrary to the experi--'}(.f -
mental or developmentdl assumptrgns that underlie a federal seed “foney" L
strategv, districts generally “do not make provisions to 1ncorporate theﬂf{j
projett once it has proven its merit. Even 3n our sample of relativelyt; ; -

"successful" projects,.few districts appear to have replaced previous’

practices with the new practlces. Instead of routinizing the chanéé_,

agent strategies, districts instead tended to perpetuate the ’special

project" status. Doing so sometimes helped solve organizational:and

political problems in the district--problems’ relatlng to equity between ﬂ¢:¥'

schools or parental opposition, for ~example--but- nonetheless m de the;f

- project extremely vulnerable as budget dellberatxons proc=eded t?i_”

"¢
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much easier to trlm funds from special’ prOJects than from what fhe ~

distriect’ represents:as its educatlon program operating’ budget

~an area still held somewhat sacrosanct by school board members, parents,

and school, administrators alike.

° In summary, though a few, of the financial difficulties associafed

.

with sustaining pfoject operations were the result of events that could

not have been anticipated by'district administrators (such as the unex-

pected withdrawal of the Catholic séhool partner from the_project), the

. vast majority of fhe problems were questions of budgetary allocations

that could have been predicted and could have been planned for. One im- . .
plication that-cleafly emergea'from the pféponderanée of essenfially

foreseeable financial dlfflcultles 1s that, even within this relatlvely A

" select and spec1al samplc, dxstrlct admlnlstratorq often exhlblted a

budgetary management sfyle at cross-purposes with the asgumptions- ‘funda-

‘mental to a '"'seed® money" approach to educatlonalachange or reform. A

"seed money" approach presumes that when projects are successful, the

district will then replace existing practices with prdject:strategies

or make them a permanent additior to the district's repertoire. Our
data indicate, however, 'that such postfunding strategies were seldom
followed; instead, projects tended to retain their special status and

their vulnerability to the financial fortunes of the district.

Personnel D1ff1cult1es )

The second maJor diffieulty involved district personnel. Like the -
financ1al problems, the personnei:problems were varied but more or-. less
predictable. .The ores mostafreqpentiy cited related.togsfqﬂf'turﬁdver,
Either through transfer or retirement, project sﬁaff'dispersed over time.
and diluted the enthusiasm and exéartise that projects need. Some dis- .

tricts tried to deal with this problem by intervening in teacher-transfer

Apractlces, but qu1ckly ‘found that 1nflex1ble union guldelines made trans-

fers for the sake of malntainlng project act1v1t1es difficult if not im-

possible. ' Furthermore, very few dlStrlch hud planned ahead - to contlnue
- LN S

-

‘training . 1n pro1ect methods or materials. ' - ‘ R o
A .

Staff resistance was mentioned with almost the same frequency. &

Particularly where the district attempted to spread or expand project
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1
operations beyond the originai core of'teachers, officials met resis-
tance from teachers new to the projeCt Staff resistance was also a
frequent]y ment1oned—-though apparently short term—-problem for prOJect
1mp1ementat10n durlng the perlod of federal funding. For the orig1na1
proJect staff, however tra1n1ng and other support serv1cds in addit10n
_ to active part1c1pat10n 1n proJect development helped overcome or temper
. - teachers re51stance Yet dlstrlct off1c1als typically d1d not provide
these same devides to teachers new to proJect operations after federal
' fundlng had ended 17 » ‘
‘Another maJQr proolem was Zﬂadpr"htp A number of superintendents

noted that the lack of principals’' support made it ¢ifficult to sustain

. - 8
or spread pro ct@operationsg}_n,Tﬁewabsence_of leadership of’ support-

at the'tentralfofficerlevel was also seen as a problem. At the-end of
federal funding, project directors, whose, salaries'had typicallvhbeen
paid out of soft money, often were promoted or reassigned, or left the
d1str1ct for ai"better position. Because districts generally either
did not replace them or a551gned ‘their function-: to a middle*management
adm1nistrator already burdened with other responsibi11t1es, the usual
‘result was a vacuum of techn1cal expertise, bureaucratic know—how,‘and
concern for the proJect o . : R

The personnel problems associated with sustaining proJect opeta- .’
tions, in short, generally appear to be the result of the district's
- fajlure to provide the necessary support particularly in the area of
training and central office leadership, that proJects continue to re-

k
quire after the end of federal funding.

LI Political Difficulties i : ' C s

Ed

With few exceptions, the district's political problems had to do

N . ° .
7Sor'newhat rélated to theé issue of teacher resistance is the fact

that, as at least three superintendents noted, the original project .

Staff were bored or "burnt ‘out. The same support activities that

could ameliorate res1stance on the part of staff new to the project N

could also help to recharge" the original staff. -. .- S SRS

" : 18The correlation betwween principals’ support for the proJecf and
‘the- super1ntendent s perception of the project's likelihood of belng
sustained was a significant .28.

ERIC
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yith,school board or community acceptance of the project. Projects .
occasionally conflicted-yith new board initiatives--e.g., an open .
classroom project uas'seen as incompatihle.with schonl’hoard interestd
'ihlgoing "back to basics." Most political problems, however, stemmed
from insufficient "public relations'-on the part of the central office.
or project staff. Some proJects did not have enough v1s1b111ty in the
distjict' the school board and the broader community felt they were not
apprised of project activities and accomplishments or .of their impor-
7 tance compared with other pressing priorities 19 As a result super- .
. intendents feared that these projects would have. rough sledding" at
- “budget review time when school boards might severely reduce or even
eliminate spec1al proJects to accommodate pressures from vocal community
- groups. Without active community support or a general consensus on the
. ‘ , centrality of the oroject, local political vicissitudes and uncertainties
cast doubt on the long-run stability of these continued projects. :

: [ . .
Strategic Problems~anc “Proposed Solutions.

Thus, the problems encountered hy district officials in sustaining

- project practices:foell-with few eXceptions -into three broad categories,
: _ j . . h
- 'finances, personnel, and politics.zp Of 96 respondents, only 10 regarded

19The variables most strongly related to the’ superintendent S per-—
'ceptlon of the likelihood of the project being sustained were the pro-

e R . Jject's centrality and its visibility; the correlations were .32 and -. 39,
respectively The specific question about vis1b111ty and the d1str1bu-

tion of 96 responses were: : . : Y

(Visibility) How much vistbility did the'projaﬁt achieve mithinj'~;
the district? o . : ' ' r T
29%  39% 21% 8%

. 1% 2% ' 0%
| . [ | l L | |
7 ) 6 - 5 4 3 2 - 1
A great - = L ' ' .+ - - 7 None
deal ' ' ) _ ' o o
20The difficulties that did not fall into these categories were”

idiosyncratic. ' For example, one district had difficulty continuing the
project because of new state regulations concerning pupil/teacher ratios.
Another district found the project no 'longer appropridte because of :
. prior miscalculation of teacher demand. It initiated its project

to train a cadre of paraprofess1onals with the expectation that the
teacher shortage wou]d continue, but as federal funding ended, the dis-
trict found itself facing a teacher surplus, and barely able to pay the .

~ - teachers they already had let alone fund paraprofessional ass1stants
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continuation problems as manageable This low figure is striking,

W
3

seoing that most of the problems ra1sed by central office officialsv

‘ appear predictable enough and amenable to solution through plannlng

“and management . For that reason we thought Phase II would uncover an

——

abundance of strategies designed by local districts to deal with con-

‘t1nuation Accordingly, we ‘asked superintendents’to tell us: "Do you:

"have any suggcstions that would make it easier for other d1str1cts to

sustaln-the,act1v1t1es of innovative proJectS‘s1milar to this one?" "

‘A total of 80 of the 100 respondents replied.( We expected them to

draw on successful strategiés. they had empldyed as well as on, the wis-
v . 3 3 3 ) 3 Q‘
dom of hindsight. As we will discuss, however, their suggestions were

not useful.on the :whole, and indeed implied that few districts had

'developed SLrategleS for- tnange. h - -~

"We belleve thiS\?allure on the part of school d1str1cts ¥ .plan
adcquately for sustaining change reflects more general d1str1ct _atti-
tudes, LWo ‘of which’ emerge from the superintEndents ‘replies. The
first and most prevalent attitude was..that the ultimate respons1b111ty
]
From th1s perSpective, school managers either argued -that the federal
government should prov1de the . funds necessary for project maintenance
and follow—on, or. expressed regret that such funds were not available.

They made such‘comments as, to select a few, "What s needed is follow—
on funding. from any sourcer—federal government, state goveérnment, local
taxes, foundations. " The biggest problem with innovative projects is

that the federal funding goes away and so the»projectS'go away

"All this money comes in from Title III and then ceases, What we need

is continued follow-through Ce A taperlng off of federal funds
after the third ;ear‘a J'._or.a‘longer period of funding . . . federal
maintenance of successful projécts . . . . The availability of seed

funds and then continued.support of services from the state or USOE .

. K : 4
provide & procedure where the federal government could phase out some

funding and, then phase in.some other funding so the. first wouidn't be
cut of f suddenly.”" Such comments are directly,contrary to the assump-
tions underlying federal "seed money";_they can be seen as an unwilling-

?

ness on the part of school:administrators to take;respOnsibility'for the

5 L]

r
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¢ fiscal fate of projects they initiated. 1In this context the lack of
strategies for susta1n1ng change is not surprlsing '
, The second d1str1ct att1tude was more realist1c and more rare.
This atL1tude was that the responsibillty for susta1n1ng project changes

- rests squarely on. the d1strict . As one super1ntendent commented 0

i o ! P / . X . ’
The first thing-[is that] a district should never
‘ apply [for Title III funds] unless it can sustain- [the
) . project].itself at-least for three years after the ending
cof! funding. Inability to implement ‘the project after the
grant is over is just throwing money away. Title III pro-
- grams fail. because districts latch onto ‘the money for the
. sole purpose of getting funds and have no plan to sustain
the proJect , K "

% N .
. ; . .
” . .

, ‘ . .
Rather'thahvfaulting federal poIicies for their lack of follow-on
funding or'"abrupt' terminntion, school managers who took this att1-
tude applied for and spent federal funds with spec1al attentlgn to
. their short- term nature and acted to maximize longer-term local bene;
fits from special funding mechan1sms such as Title III. '

In our Phase 11 sample, as well as, in our experience), districts
subscrib1ng to th1s,second point of view were rare. However there
was a subsample of about ten reSpondents who did see the Title III
funds as seed money and managed the  funds accordingly When these

,superintendents ofﬁered suggestions concerning what districts could
fdo to sustain the changes ‘associated with a Title III project, they
generally agreed not only about what it was important to do, but also’
about when it mubt be done. 1In particular, they emphas1zed the 1mpor—
tance of generating support for the project in the school community:
and of ‘the early incorporation of the supports necessary for mak1ng
'the proJect a standard part of district operations In both of those
areas, they stressed that . act1v1ties ‘aimed at prOJect continuation
must be pl}nned and begun at the same time the proJect proposal is

| being developed and prOJect 1mplementation beg1ns 1he problem of
Lsustain:lng a proJect in other words, is ‘not an isdue to be considered

- only mhen ‘the tast” federal check arrives.

¢ -
. . '

‘/ . o . . 1 . - ]

g“z;The‘quantitative analysis also offers some suppdtt for the im-
portance bf planning for a project's continuation at its inception. The
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The.superintendents-advised that the “support of the community and
the school staff should be'cultivated from start to finish during the
period of federal ‘support, not merely when continuation decisions are
to be made and implemented "One superintendent commented "The most-

_basic thing to insurp the continuation of the proJect is to involve
. the'teachers, students,‘and,members of the community in the very be-
. ginningp“ Similarly, amother said:.."You've'gpt to.conyince your -Board
¢ o andhyour community at the outset that it is worthwhile; after you get .
'1into it, you have‘to-worh to keep the support’level high,r. A third
superintendent explicitly acknowledged the necessity to conduct a
public relations -effort if support for continuation is to be had "’
~when federal furlds terminate: "During the grant périod, generate a°- ,
hxgh Justb"z sty . for successej--partlcularly in the areas of student=

L)

e growth and teacher acceptance. ‘A project’ needs high visibility from ?
"Qhe outset." . ‘ .
Mobilization strategies that involve and inform'the community‘in

. the project S early stages can, give the district the political backing
“it will need later on. in dealing with the personnel and political prob-
lems that typically face a special proﬁect continued on district funds.
As_one superintendent suggested "You have to have. meetings to sell
the program to the- community by presentations to ethnic. groups, sports‘ “
groups, all kinds of groups. Inform them.. You don’ t sustain anything
that is not supported by the community because that is where the taxes
come from." To build support within the school board, another superin-
tendent stressed. '"You have to relate the project to accepted goals

v L “and objectives of the school board " I L . ‘

! ‘. . After federal funding ends, effort§ to mobilize support_for the'
proJect should be stepped up Specifically, the teacher resistance or -
princ1pal indifference encountered by many districts as ‘they attempted
to spread proJect operations could be ameliorated by providing the sate

v orientatlon (or ' salesﬁ) gesstons plus involvement in planning for

& ; . . . .
~ . . ! .

1

L ’ problem-solv1ng variable, ."Initiate projectsuif the district can con-
.tinue," had ‘a strong and positive correlgtion (.31) with the’ superin-
‘tendent's percept10n of the likelihood of the prOJect being sustained.

o

1
.

. .‘ T o "}.' : / 198 - .
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& implementation that were provided for the original project staff A

number of district managers mentioned the wisdom of assigning original
project teachers-to many of these advocacy or training roles; doing so

not only excites the interest of other teachers, but also "recharges"

the original project teachers. One'superintendent advised:. "Just get

it in. the budget ‘and go out and do a.lot of selling to the teachers.

We had.a lot of visitation--we found they would learn from one another."
In short “these superintendents foresee lukewarm support from the

school board and resistance from nonproject teachers unless artzve
measures are taken from the outsét to combat these continuatlon problems;

The second strategic area-—early planning for the lncorporation of

the proJect——is related to the need to genérate ongoing support."The'

firsr pene al piece of advice offered by rLhese school managers is that.
administrators should assume from ﬂufbeg1nn1ng that the project will
become a regular part of school operadgons——not simply a special proJect.
As one superintendent said, "it is’ necessary to plan the project from
the start -to be self- sustaining ' _ -

: What perspect1ve -ahd activit.es does th1s type of planning require7

It implles an integrated effort to*incorporate thé proJect in all key.

'mschool district operations' the educational program, the budget process,-

personnel procedures, and staff support activ1ties. It assumes an in-

tention to repZace existing’ practices with special project practices if

‘they prove successful A number of officials commented that an

incremental" view of federal projects such as Title III is bound~to
cripplelthem from the 'start. One superintendent observed, "There is a-
need for new programs--but.they [officials in adopting'districts] have
to be willing togsubstitute"new'programs for old." br, as anotherrf.'

super1ntendent sa1d "You'have“to realize that once money comes %n to

develop® a’ program, it can be carried on with local funds-—because once:

b4

it is started it is no more costly than a regular program.
Our respondents also suggested a number of strategies for incor-

poration that explicitly address™ the continuation difficulties discussed ?

"earlier. For example, llke other respondents in. our sample, this sub-

. sample of school managérs acknowledge the critical importance of training

for district staff after federal funding ends. However, they also see

»

199 .
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a number of ways that the district can continue to.provide this project
support on_their own. One str%ﬁegy relies on project, staff to function
as trainers once the prOJect is on.its own. "My main suggestion is that'
there has 'to be a saturation relative to staff development. The project

should be able to susgain itself after the funding has ended and if you

'cpncentrate on staff training during the periodcof'funding, these o

teachershshould»be able to hélp you do this." Another superintendent
suggestedﬁallocating special project funds to train tentral office per-

soninel so'that’, as federal funds and the project director go away,

' someone is available to run training sessions and coordinate the imple—

.mentation efforts in new school sites as well as keep the enthusiasm
high in the original prOJect sites. On this point, as one superintendent
emphasized, "You have to train your regular staff to be able to handle
what needs to be‘gone and it has to be done in the regular work schedule
of the school system." This latter comment emphasizes the point of view
that is requisite to dealing with the problems of continuation-—-that is,
that the project shbuld not continue as special" but that the necessary
supports should be institutionalized into the regular school operation.
Or as one superintendent commented ". . .-you have to fuse the project

o

into the ongoing structures [and then] avoid words like change or

,'innovation. " To accompli sh this, "[District officials] should care-

fully analyze the numbers of people and kinds of’ activities required to

‘sustain operations during the first. year of research and development."

. Based on this analysis,‘then, provisions should be made within regular

district budget and_staff to accommodate these requirements.” A central
element.in this accommodation is to view project.funds as supporting
Lnstallatzon costs, or to use the fsoft" money to institutionalize the
project. One. manager cautioned. "Make certain thatlduring .development,
the project funding s spent on m«terials, methods and in—service
.training. This is necessary to do before funding is exhausted or frit-

tered. away on additional personnel—-which are always lost atter the

f project 1is, completed "

In summary, the effective strateglps our respondents identified
represent a particular view concerning the role of special funding and

an’ early, active invoivement in planning for project support on disrrict

1
o
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_resources. Thus ' tre financial difficulties associated with continuation
would be seen as, budgetary allocation problems thdt would be made more

'manageable by replacing existing practices with special project practfces,

and - incorporating many of the 'support activities necessary to sustain

whel would be now seen as a reghlar school program. Personnel diffi-‘

culties—-resiétance, turnover, "burn-out"--would be addressed through ..

’active promotional and training activities The political;problems that *

14
often hamper continuation would be: meliorated through explicit attention

to the building of a constituencv for -the preject. . PR

- v
o J

'

Thus far we have examlned the contlnuation decision and the diffi—
LUlLlLb of sustalnlng continued proJects from the v1ewp01nt of the dis- -
trict. It would be mlsleading, however, to assess continuation from
that v1ewp01nt alone, because in practice continuation consists of what
is done at the school level and, above all,. at the classroom level What
the district preaches and what the school"practices may be two different
matters. Sometimes it is'even possible to view a project, simultaneously,
as continued hecause the district has'mandated continuation, and as dis-
cdntinued because schools and classrooms have 1gnored or paid little more
than lip service to the d1str1ct s continuation strategies and polic1es.

Obv1ously, any meaningful analysis must cons1der both the harmony and the

,dlSCOTd prevailing between the two levels “"The analysis in the remainder

of this sectlon ‘begins by review1ng the role of the continuation dec1sion

.
[}

in the local process: of change
The typical continuation decision was strikingly similar to the
earlier dec1sion to adopt a proJect ‘For one thing, the dominant actors

were school district officials and school board members, rather than the

district staff who were insterentalain proJect implementation. Further-

more, pOllthal and organizational concerns again were likely to be dom-
inant over the educational merits of the proJect and the educational needs
of the district. For..the purposes of our\analysis, however, the most

important parallel was that neither. deci31on was self executing'zizh

respect ‘to its content. Just as adoption"‘didfnot.furnish an accurate

forecast of implemented practice”wneibhen~would‘a tally'of "continuation

\ X . B
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dédiéionsh g ve-an.accurate estimate offthe'return on the federal in-.
vestment V//) , .-,

' Once adopted, change agent projects went through the difficult and
uncertain procgss of implementation. * Volume III describes;thisyprocess-
and delineates four patterns of implementation" technological learning, .
non1mplementation, cqoptation, and mutual adaptation Our Phase I

™~
research suggested that only those projects that followed a pattern of

"mutual adaptation were effectively implemented and resulted in signifi-

cant change in teacher behavior !

C et

Similanly,.continued projects went through a process of znstztutzon—

'a7zvatzon which was as difficult and uncertain as implementation, and

wh1ch likewis% assumed a variety of patterns. Specifically, it consisted
of thc interplay“between decisions and behavior at the distr*ct level and
at’'the classroom and school level it involved both assimllation,of prOJ-.
ect precepts by school staff and incorporation of project procedures and ‘
'actiV1t1es by ;he school system.

Our’ fieldwork experience suggests, howeyer, that individual aSslmi--
lation sometimes occurred even without formal d1strict incorporation,
“and vicedversa. This '"loose-coupling" produced four‘batterns of insti-

ytutionalization . discontinuation, isolated continuation, pro forma con-

. 't1nuation, and institutionalization . L -

.

Dcscontznuatzon occurred when neither district officials nor school
o\
staffs chose to continue project” Operations in any form. At the district
level this resulted eitter from an.explicit-declsion to drop the proj-

ect or from ""benign neglect." In either situation, a year after the

L close of the Title III grant, the'teaching staff were not using project -

mg ods or materials in about 70 of our original sample of 194 projectss
These total discontlnuations occurred because the projects-were not well
1mplemented and therefore "failed " Most of them, too, seemed ancillaryu,'
to the district s and staff's concerns in the first place‘ they were be- .
gun for opportunistlc reasons and disappeared with the last federal check
_ Because neither distr1ct officials nor project staff seemed to learn
much from ‘discontinuation of this fype,.the federal investment was essen—
.cﬁally‘;aSted Perhaps worse, perect failure"‘sometimes bred cynicism

among the pBOJeCt staff, not only’ toward federal policy and district

- )
§ ) . - -
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of ficials but also toward educational reform Opportunism can leave a

'

bitter aftertaste A

Q

At least three discontinued projects, however, provided a signifi—
cant learning experierce in the view of project participants and dis- : ..
tricr officials All three’ began as serious efforts to meet educational |
needs--e g. remedial math for underachievers--but their mobil‘zation,
activities-did not involve the staff nor engage their interest and
commitment;-they were, in‘short, top-down innovations. One, a packaged
curriculum innovation, essentially broke down- during‘implementation'
the other two were altered to fit into the standard routines of the staff
.and simply produced no real change. District officials were aware of
. these problems, and to’d us that they 'had learned the importance of
. ) ~ teacher participation and- of mutual adaptation during implementation. .

Currently, these officials have begun to incorporate such strategies into
. reincarnations of the origlnal Title III projects.. S ~ .
Learning from "failure seemed to be the exception rather than the

s

rule, however., It .appears to us that federal grant money generally did

&,

- mot serve an experimental, or trial-and-error, function in cases'of dis-
' continuation. Organizational learning seemed more likely to occur on’
. . <
continued projects.

‘In the second pattern, zsolated contznuatzon district officfals
did not -actively or explicitly turn the project off but gave -1t inade-
. quate or no support. The project methods or materials were continued
- '_' | noneLheless--essentially in isolation from other schoolﬁL-by projc:t
teachers who iniegrated them into' their classroom practices. 'We observed
a number of variations of thisipattern. Fot example, an elementary . "1
school in.an upper middle class community had ‘a project involVing dif-

. ferentiated staffing and released time for teachers to do plann ng and
training. Because district officials felt the project could not work- - ° |
in the more difficult conditions of other district schools, they gave it
as' little formal recognition and visibility as possible. The project
/- was tolerated because of its popularity with teachers and: the comunity.

" When federal funding ended the principal tried to keep the project going .

on a greatly reduced budget and,was denied a request to have a district

specialist assigned to the school to promote project stratggiesiﬁﬂInllm__,w¢w4»~
. . . : _ s ) ,
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another chse,_a‘nationally validated project involving multiage grouping
was originated in a "showcase" school. ' Although the school continued to
receive a supplementary budget.for the ‘"special project," district offi-
cials otherwise ignored the project and gave only incidental support to
other schools or teachers wanting to try project methods. These in-
stances of isolated continuation wer. possible largely because of the
"loosely coupled" nature of the school system. But without assured
support from the district, such "pockets" of change'were‘likely to ex-
perience the above-mentioned financial, personnel, and political difFfi-
culties ;f sustaining themselves. For“example; they were vulnerable to
staff turnover andyprincipal.transfers. Moreover, insofar as their
operations depended’on special budget allocations or support actiVities,
they remained sub]ect to being ‘severely hampered at the -first ”financial
‘squeeze, n22 o o -

N In contrast to the ''grass roots".nature of'isolated continuation is
the third pattern, which ve call pro forma continuation. It represents..’
a-situation in which the district established the innovation or some as-
pect of it as official policy, " but teachers did not- use the project very
‘extensively in their classrooms. In some cases, school—level staff

.o simply did not employ project‘precepts; in others, project methods or

| materials were continued" only in a ritualistic sense._ For example,
one reading project developed -specialized materials and a curriculum
keyed to diagnostic-prescriptive procedures.. Because‘of political
pressures (the school board wanted to combat declining test scoresj and
organlzatlonal considerations (district officials had‘used part of their

v. federal grant to develop procedures for marketing the materials and
4 training manuals to. other school systems) district officials and the
school board décided to adopt this approach to individualization on a
vd1strictw1de basis. Site visits by the Rand staff confirmed the survey

. responses of teachers-—that is, teacher: utilization of the reading

.o

21n several 1nsgances, superintEndents or assistant superintendents »
chose a deliberate strategy of cutting back on & project and keeping it
in a special status to "buy time" until outside funding could be’ found.
This strategy developed during the period of school'.district growth and
the influx of federal money. It seems particularly risky in the ‘current
period of enrollment decline and financial retrenchment. ‘

. . ' .8 : o
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program;was minimal and appeared to be only symbolic, Teachers con-.
formed-with project forms- and nomenclature but essentially ignored the

>

substance of project strategies. Furthermore, district officials seemed
!A,aware of the pro forma ritual heing enacted‘at the, classroom level, but
apparently believed ‘that the mere existence of the formal: district man- ,
date would help to mollify the concerns of school board members.
The final pattern of continuation, mstztymonalt_zatwn, occurs
- when project-related change‘becomes part of the standard educational
repertoire at both the‘distriqt'and,the classroom level:u‘We‘estimate_
that"be%ween 5 andbl5 percent ofuour sample of change.agent projerts
had been fally institutionalized -at.-the. time of the Phase 11 Tesearch‘
‘or approximately two years after the end of federal funding.?'3 This
figute is based on responses from the district level questionnaires and

.on fieldwork evidence for the 40 or-so projects that had, according to

teacher and principal survey responses, -a high degree of assimilation——t.

i. e.,'of continuation of project methods at the classroom level.: Most
of . these relatively successful" projects were still. regarded as special
projects and were still experiencing difficulties in sustaining them~
selves. Only about ten had become regularized by the district S0 'that
they were no longer plagued by the financial, personnel and politital

problems discussed earlier and ‘Were no longer uncertain abou' their -
futurer . ; ,' e T : . .

The low proportion of "continued" projects in our sample tua. ap—

S

' pear to have been. institutionalized attests to both the difficulty and .
" the complexity of .this process. In particular because school districts
are not’generally well—integrated organizations, in order for the con-

. tinued project to be institutionalized "project support requirements

must be%accommodated in most key-areas of district operations the

budget, pervonnel, curricu1um support activities the instructional

program, and facilities maintenance. Such accommodation of project

23The survey did not contain any reliahle measurements of these
_patterns and hence no quantitative analysis was' conducted of them. ® Our
impression is that most of the projects in the Phase II sample were of
the isolated continuation variety and perhaps’ one~third were pro forma.

' Even if these figures were reliable, they should not be ‘taken as repre—

sentative of all former Title III projects.: '
’;\ .

. -
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support requirements (e.g., the regular training necessary to project
operations, the technological maintenaﬁce costs, centralized coordina—

tion) does not 51mply 'happeﬂ” as a result of a dec151on ‘to continue.

:Rather, strategies of the type dlsLussed earlier need to be developed

for incorporating the  project 1nto dlstrlct procedures; and this re—

. quires the early and actlve attenLlon of distrlct off1c1als to all

relevant areas of system operatlons. . .

To repeat, institutionalization is no more certain or éf}aight_
fdrwérd than implementation. *-And our data suggest that, contrary to
the hopes of federal planners in using "seed dbney' srrategies, full

imstltutionallzatlon occurred in relatlvely few cases.

44
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Chapter 7
CONCLUSION

‘ This report has presented f1nd1ngs of Phase II of Rand's study of
local innovative proJects funded by federal change agent programs.
_Phase I 1dent1fied factors affectlng project: initiatlon and implementa -
tion. _Phase II explored the longer-run effects of federal policiesi »
gr.& aimed at st1mu1at1ng local educational reform:through the provision of .
"seed. money.". To~ that end we examlned a sample of ESEA Title III
projects one.to two years after. the end of federal. funding. This chap-

"

teg summarizes the f1nd1ngs of. the study, which addresses :hree questions:

o Qhat~goes the contiﬁuation of specially funded projectsimean and‘

" “how shouid;this prbcesslbe"assessed? L | \

o - What»influencesithe_nature-and extént of continuation,at“the
'c1assroom level? - ’

"o How do districts deal w1th-changelagent proﬁects at‘the end of..
federal funding and how do their'actions affect the long-term |
fate .of the prOJects? , '

- N - l - ,- ] _:. : 4
- One note of caution:. This was an eﬁpioratory study. - The quantita-

tive analysis is subject to methodological reservatipns, and ouf-quali-

tative conclﬁsions are open‘to'riyalhinterpretations. These caveats -

notw1thstanding, we be11eve the f1ndings summarized below provide a

number of valid Work1ng hypotheses about the- long-term prospects for

federally sponsored educational change. . :

THE MEANING OF CONTINUATION

A central theme of our research is that "cont1nuatlon" is a com-

plex phenomenon that cannot be accurately assessed merely by tallying
+ district decisions to cont1nue or drop proJects. Such an approach would
be m1s1eading for a number of reasons. For one, few projects in our

sample were continued precisely as they were implemented during their

period of special funding. District officials chose among a variety of

TV E
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options: Some decided to-expand.project operations others tofreduce

or eliminate some project components, sti1l others to reallocate person—
nel and streamline procedures, and so on. Similarly, depending on ‘what
they learned from the project, teachers often modif1ed their classroom
actlvities in idlosyncratic ways as they continued using various aspects

of project methods or materials. Consequently, even;when the level or

- scope of a progect remained approximately the same, the substance of

progect -related activities was typically modified after funding ended,’

'..to reflect the preferences and priorities of individual staff as well

3

as the f1scal realities of the d1strict. . s
Because the continued" components of a project may differ signifi—
cantly from the shape they took when the’ innovation was .originally

adopted it is best to think of -continuation not in terms 6f a formal

pvoject struéture but in .terms of the persistence of project—related

’Tchanges after feder-* funding ends: Continuation should be ‘defined in

'rerms of the continu1ng ‘effect: of specially funded activities on class-

o

room pract1ces‘ L ' : I \ i_Jils"'

500

1t is no easy task, however, to assess the continuing'effedt of an
innovation. One difficulty that confounds attempts to apply aggregate
measures to project outcomes 1s the "loose coupling of school district

activities A decision at one level in the system may or may not have-

L d significant infiuence. on behaviot at another level For example, a’

district may announce its official decision to continue a project, but.

_the extent to which teachers continue to use project methods and materi—
© als may be only incidenta ly related to -that decision. Conversely, the
- district may drop a project but classroom teachers may elect to con- - '

“tinue some of its features on their own without formal district sanction,

or even knowledge. Similarly, a central office decision to continue

project operations at sel cted schools may be effectively meaningless

_if teachers respond with mere pro forma compliance. Ani. assessment of

the -extent of continuation therefore must encompass the decisions .and

actions of both the: district and. the. classroom teachers. -

At the classroom leve1 the crux of the matter is’ the extent to which

' teachers have asszmmlated project methods or materials into thein.regular~"

'classroom,practice. At thd distric t level the issue“is the district’ s

~ .
-~ : N . . ~
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commitment to thetlong—term stability of;the‘project. This commitment
_requires‘the_incorpor%tion oftproject requirements into such district
‘_operations as budget, personnel, curriculnm, and facilities planning.
In the end, hoﬁever; effective continuation depends on the rchoices

and behavior of classroom teachers. Unless they. have ass1m11ated prOJ—

cect methods or materials.into their classroom act1v1t1es, cont1nuat10n
to

ﬁjamount to no more than ritual. But if they are to recelve the

)_‘-'

wil.

support they need to sustain project- ~-rglated changes in the long run,
the dlstrlct at its level must incorporate the necessary arrangements.

B . . Lt : . . .

FAClORS INFLUENCING PROJECF CONTINUATION IN THE CLASSROOM

B The complex 1nterplay between proJect character1stics and local

1nst1tut10nal sett1nngeterm1ned how well prOJects were,1mplemented - ~?
. durlng the perlod of federal fundlng, and how much change they produced :QN
“ in teachers behav1or , We round that effective 1mplementation was
"“essential -to the teachers' ass1milat10n of prOJect methods and materlals,
and to the contlnued .use. of the projects in the classroom. Therefore,

T T
Y we sought to 1dent1fy prOJect an& 1nst1tut10nal factors ‘that,affected

- cont1nuatlon both directly and 1nd1rectly. B L o
In general neither funding levels nor educational methods employed

had a’ s1gn1ficant effect either on initial proJect out comes or on con-.

' f‘tlnuatlon in the classroom. PrOJect success ——both short term ‘and
long—term——had little 'to do e1ther w1th the s1ze of the federal .grant
or with the particular educatlonal technology pursued Rather, the
likellhood that the federal 1nvestment would "make a dlfference, and
the usefulness of a partlcular educatlonal technology, were largely .
determlned by local ch01ces and local 1nst1tut10nal characteristics.

In other words, .the project's' resources and educational methods mattered

¢ - _ less .than how it was carried -out. ‘ , o
¢ - Local Ch01ces ' o ;_ ' . < . \ B S
Two kinds of local choices ﬂad maJor effects on contlnuation in N
. the classroom. the scope of change attcmpted by the prOJect and the ]
implementatlon strateg1es selected to put prOJeLt plans into practice.
e The scope of chanqe attempted——lts amount its complexicy, and the "
O ‘..1.' ~ . ".. - . 209 . ’ e R R
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meet1ngs and especially by local materials development
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.effort it required of project staff——is‘a project design factor: that

can vary even for s1milar educational technologies. It Strongly

.

‘affected. proJect continuation for at . least two reasons. First, teachers

responded 'to challenge ;lhe more change that was asked of them’'in their
classroom act1v1t1es , the more change they were lixely to make. Second,
Leachers were likely to take ambitious projects seriously and to see .

them as an opportun1ty to 1mprove the1r skills and grow profess1onally,f
but they needed to have the goals made clear to. them dur1ng 1mplementa—
tion. ~ When th1s was done, “they. responded w1th ‘the commitment enthu51-

asm, and extra effort requixed for effective implementatlon and change

Not surpr151ngly, when teachers worked hard to carry ‘out ‘an ambitious

'&change effort they were likely to.continue us1ng prOJect methods of

b

materials after the Pnd of federal funding. ‘ L _

“The meZrmcntatzon strateqzes chosen' for a prOJect Constltuted a
second cr1t1cal factor. Two strateg1es were part1cularly 1mportant for'
p*omoting the learning and mot1vation of classroom teachers: the1r'
part1c1pation in’ proJect declsﬁons, and staff support activities

Teachers5 shar1ng in decisionmaking about the prOJect s adaptatlon‘

.gave ‘them® a sense of "ownership,"” aided- implementation, and,thus en-

~hanced the likelihood that they would continue using wha't they assimi-

lated from the proJect Their participation was facilitated by staff

“/

A well executed staff support strategy proved crucial to effective

r

implementation and- continuation. A number of valuable proJect activities

“ean accoffipany training' dssistance from projéct or d1str1ct staff, ‘regu=

" -lar meetings, the use of outs1de consultants, observation of other class—

rooms, and ‘the like. When those activities were practical'and t1mely-u

. - ‘ -
in thex*xdects we studied, they~were a major determinant of whether-

skill- specific tra1n1ng given to project teachers actually led ‘to: long-

term change in classroom practice. Taken together, staff support ac-

t1v1t1es and teacher part1c1pation in prOJect dec1s1ons promoted mutuaZ

: adap*at10n—-1 €3y teachers could adapt the change ‘agent project-to the

reality of. their own classrooms, and .in turn be changed by it.. These

:strategies thus helped teachers to assimllate and continue new practlces

.
- . B . [ v .
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Institutional Factors

e

. Two institutional factors influenced progect continuation in the
classroom the quality of management leadersh1p and support, and the
_ characteristics of progect teachers. ' ’
%f . The Zeadersth of the project director and the school principal
had a major influence on prOJect implementation and eventual continua-
tion. .The project director not surprisingly, was important to ef-"\\,_~
fective implementation A skillful director was: able to facilitate ™
the task-learning necessary to. implementation, and to specify clearly
the goals and methods of the project. Well—conducted staff training
and timel/ and practical staff support activities usually reflected

- the substantive expertise and skilled interpersonal relations of a’

s ~good. project director. . . v "

i ;v ' ' '-/ ' Project directors .influence on continuation/_however ‘was likely
to be indirect because they often were reassigned wete promoted, or
left the district at the end of federal funding._ o ',. .

The principal was the key to both’ implementation and continuation
During project imp1ementation, principals lent moral and organizational
suppo&t to the project director and the project staff, ran interference

‘with nonproject staff and anxious parents, and’ .created the organiza—.

.tional climate of acceptance for the projec¢t in the school Without
.that encouragement, staff typically did not expend the extra time and

effort necessary ‘to effective implementation - After the-end of federal

funding, the . principal influenced continuation in equally direct ways.
Often because of: turndver in the.original cadre of project teachers, .
'projects would have decayed without active efforts by principals to ;
vbring on:new staff. ) ) _ '

'i ‘<. e Principals often sent subtle but, nonetheless influential messages N

concerning ‘the 1egitimacy of . project operations ‘In the school-—messages
that teachers could not help but receive and. interpret in terms of
,their own professional self-interest. It was extremely difficult for
teachers to go on using project methods ‘or materials without .the
principal 8 explicit support. Finally, because the districts in our.
sample often took a laissez~faire attitude toward the project after ‘the
conclusion of the federal grant, it was often up to the principal to .

¢

C
Ny . N
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' "f1ght" for the project and protect it from the financial personnel,

and politigal problems that could erode its continuation. In short,
the principal was the gatekeeper of change.
The other major element of the institutlonal sett1ng that influ— :

enced project continuation in the classroom was the characterzstzcs of

.o

- nroyeot tpachprs. More experienced teachers seemed to be less flexible’

during implementation 'and less susceptible to change. Teachers who had ,
a sense of efficacy——who felt they could "get through 'to even the most

dlfflCult or unmotivated students"——were associated with more effectively

'..—\

imnlemented projects and with more project- related teacher change. The
verbal ability of teachers had no significant effect on implementatlon,

teacher change, or continuat10n, but was pos1t1vely related to improved

T

‘These- results raise questions about the design of change agent..

_ prOjects Is it possible to instill ‘a new willingness to change in

veteran teachers9 If not, our findings imply. that innovative projects

'should be staffed with efficac1ous, less resigned" teachers.. That

ra1ses ‘a further question Is it’ possible to. enhance*teachers “sense

of efficacv9 Districts -can always handpick staff for pilot projects, N
of course, but that amounts ‘to a delaying strategy if the eventual in-
tent is to spread innovations or to maintain them among the. general run
-of teachers after the original cadre of teachers move on to. other tasks.
If teacher characteristics can be modified - then projects could be
staffed with the- ‘usual mix of personnel,. and appropriate staff develop—\
ment strategies could be employed ‘to compensate for staff shortcomings{
This strategy would enhance long—run continuation if its staff develop-

ment component were also equipped to handle personnel turnover. Though

. our quantltative data do. not address these issues, our field experience

suggests that staff development activitles could be used to raise the

o sense of efficacy and to rekindle the enthusiasm of most teachers.

l
Continuatlon of project methods .and materials,’in summary, does

_not depend to any Significant extent on the level of project fund1ng
or on.the particular technology undertaken by the local project. It~
ultimately depends on the mot vation of”" teachers, principals, and dis-'

trict personnel, and -on the choices they make to implement the project

Zlm - ("
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’ . and .change their behavior. - Continuation at the classroom-level depends
on how ambitious the project was to begin ‘with, the implementation
<strategies selected to carry out prOJect plans (particularly teacher L@
partic1patlon and staff support act1v1t1es), on the institutional
support for the project, and on character1st1cs of the staff.

?

HOW DISTRICTS DEALT WITH PROJECTS AT THE END OF’ FFDFRAL FUNDING
. The end of the federal Title III grant confronted school districts‘”

-

with a dec1s1on that many d1d not seriously plan for when’ they originally
adopted a project.' They had to decide -to support the prOJect in whole
or in part with district resources, or not to support it at all. The

.latter choice--to d1scontinue the prOJect--was often easy because the
project had not beén effectively 1mplemented This 1mplementatlon.

‘ failure, as well as subsequentcd1s¢ontinuation, typically reflected a
district attitude of opportunism toward the,project Ordaharily, dis-
continued prOJects had been started to take advantage of avallable '
federal funds rather than to deal with real needs, were not central to’

'fthe district's major educational objectives, and received ldttle 1nsti—

tutional support dur1ng 1mplementation

kD)

! » = The decision. to contipue a project was, in contrast more diffi-
cult and- cbmplex, for it requlred some degree of district f1nancial,o
organizational and' political commitmeyt Financially, the end of
federal funding usually resulted in sharply reduced prOJect budgets,
‘particularly for expensive projects. Innovatiops ‘that had used federal

' money to lcwer the student- to-adult ratio (e .g., by hiring. a1des) were
cut~back to-live. wlthin the district budget prOJects that had. spread .

'.their resources thinly across both elementary and secondary grades ‘were
severely reduced in their scope In most, cases d1str1cts did not pro— -

vide supplementary funding for continued" projects

NN '
\m\ , 'This downward adjustment gor continued projects ‘did not depend on
\\\," the district’'s overall f1nanciel situation as much as it did on organi-
s \\\\\zational considerations.\ For example‘ the’ central office and staff

N -

attd tude underlying project adoption tended to persist to the time of
'contfnuation Opportunistic projects ‘were treated with benign neglect

T if they were not discontinued, projects beguq with an explicit commitment

Id
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from central staff were often continued and sometimes expanded even -
though they had been no more successful" during the perlod of Lederal
‘funding than other projects. The or1g1nal organizational commitment
to the prOJect usually declined when key personnel left the distr1ct
or were reasslgned Loss of leadershlp hurt the status of the project
',most severely when afsuper1ntendent who had champloned the proJect left
the district.’ But-transfers of principals, loss of project d1rectors,_
and reaSSLgnments of central off1ce staff also eroded 1nst1tut10nal
:support for continued proJects. Thls erosion often occurred at a time
when support was most needed to deal- w1th proJect staff turnover, and
. especially with local polltlcal,problems. v
The“basic political difficulty facing continued projects arose
from the need for, school board approval of a new project status. School
boards often passed on the or1g1nal proposal for a federally funded.

tr1al” proJe“t w1thout serlous debate, becausq it d1d not seem to

~” errecr e e

'compete for d1str1ct resourc "At".the end of the federal grant how- .

1/

ever,_the proJect logt 1ts spec1al protection.'

It became subject to
close scrutiny, and requests for financial, personnel, and,facilities
supportﬁhad-to be‘weighed against-othef claims on district'resources;

nto survive, in short, it requ1red a new leg1t1macy in the system's
polltlcal areua. - Perhaps because these 1nnovat10ns were usually small—
'scale, central office staff rarely prepaTed the school board or' the '
community for the proJect s full acceptance. In any event, most con—
tinued proJects rétained their ' spec1al statusiéather than being in- E

“}:5 ‘corporated 1nto the, dlstrlct s re%plar educational repertoire. Two ‘

years after the end of the federal grant, they stlll were vulnerabla
'.to f1nanc1al organizational, and polltléal instab111t1es.
.These continued projects appeared to fall into two general patterfis.
- The f1rst and most prevalent pattern in our sample can be called zsoZated
contznuatzon, In this 1nstance, distr1ct administrators adopted a
laissez—falre att1tude that left proJect continuatlon ‘to the discretion
of‘school "level staff . The continuatlon of project related changes
then depended on the extent to which proJect staff had ass1mi1ated
{proJect precepts during 1mplementat10n and chose to 1ntegrate them 1nto.

s the1r classroom pract1ces. But without the act1ve support of distr1ct
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,offic1als, such continuation was: bound to be sporadic--typlcally con-
"fined tco the original cadre of prOJect snaff-—and thus their persistence
was threatened by staff turnover, pr1nc1pal transfers, financial pres-
sures, and-the like. = .. C _' \ N

A second. pattern can bé& called pro fbrmu ﬂontznuafzon +1In. this

situation, distrlct off1c1als explicitly dec1ded to cont1nue the proj-
“ect, but deSpite this dec151on, teachers d1d not use project-related
activities extens1vely in their classrooms This essentially ritualistic
-pattern of cont1nuation came abour for several reasons._ Some continua- -
tion dec1s1ons were thémselves symbolic--for example, a central:staff
decision.made.primarily to mollify school board concerns.

Beyond a. formal announcement of the intent to continue ‘a project,
d1str1ct off1c1als d1d 11ttle or nothing to support the continued opera—
tion of ‘project act1v1t1es in the schoels. Pro forma continuation also

‘ resulted from 1nappropr1ate or ineffective district level cont1nuation
strategies. Iffdistrict off1c1als simply "mandated" the installation
of project acétivities in new s:tes, without first elic1ting ‘the support
and commitment Rf staff new to the prOJect ‘both .teacher resistance and
1nadequate teacher preparatlon of ten made/ project operations only super—
S ‘ “ ficial. Or, when district administrators failed to. provide the support
lnecessary to maintain progect—related change——gaining the commitment of
.principals or mainta1ning ‘required levels of material aid for example-—
‘teachers were not able to continue the prOJect fully.

The majority of continued projects, .in summary,°represented either - ,

isolated or pro fbrma continuation. One other pattern occurred in our
'-sample, however, in which prOJect -related- change became\integrated into
regular operations at both the’ district and classroom levels--that is, .
‘ the projects were 1nstztutponalzzed in whole or in part.' They shedﬁ .
e _'their specialgﬁstatus and replaced practices that existed before the_
_project began. Although this pattern occurred infrequenqiy -its char-
acter1stics suggest strategies that local policymakers. might follow to
securé the long .term benefits of a change’ agent prOJeCt.

Institutionalized nrOJects planned for eventual continuation from

theloutset—-when the prOJect proposal was develOped Thebcentral office

staff always aimed to replace some existing pract1ces with the project

\.1 . . 5 : .’ .' -t 7 ‘ ’ . ]
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but were wise enough not to "oversell" the project's merits in its

"early phases Though the scope of the change effort typically was’

limited to recept1ve schools, district officials paid. early attention

to mobilizing broad-based support for the innovation. And after fede-

ral funding ended, mob1112at10n efforts were Increased in order to

pave the way for the project's transition from its "special" status

to its incorporation into key areas of district operations: the

budget personnel assignment, curriculum support activities, and the
instructional program.. o ’ ) :_' T , .éi

In the budget area, the project changed its status from a spécial

‘line item to an’ "activity absorbed in the«operating budget. .This change : .

was possible because school board members who had’to vote for inclusion

of the project into the regular operating budget were kept informed

-about the prOJect and its accomplishmenrs In the personnel area, re-
-placements for key project members .were allowed a period of "learning

‘on the job" and project partic1pants were- used as training ‘cadre. .

In the area of curriculum support services, some districts had incor-

porated project staff training requirements into the district s regular

_1n-service activities, and others .had trained district resource person- . #

the replacement of existing practices in the. instructional area meant

" that the support of principals. and teachers had to—be enlisted so thaé

‘the prOJect would work at the clas§room level ) R ;

The basic problem in® achieving effective continuation, then, is-

for district officials to avoid the trap- of’viewing institutionalization

‘as automatic} on the contrary, it calls forx"remobilization and

reimplementation W They must come to realize that the groundwork and
- =t !
planning for ‘sustaining a change agent project requires ‘the early, -

active, and continued attention of school district managers.

| CONCLUSION - . .

. . \ B ——
«Having reviewed the federal seed money approach to promoting
education reform, our. overall assessment of its’ contribution to date
is mostly negative. Federal funds have stimulated the local adfption

of a wide variety of innovations, but adoption does not assure effective

o . . ' ) P . R
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implementation. " Nor does effectivevimplémentation,guarantee‘the long-
run survival of'project‘related improvements oo : v

Th1s xeport has argued that the effécttvp continuation of a change
agent pr0Ject--1ts 1nst1tutlonallzaolon-—largely depends on whether
teachers ass1m11ate project strategles and 1ntegrate them anto their
cla~sroom pract1ces dur1ng 1mplementatlon However 1mportant federal

money is in gett1ng the prOJect started, neither its avallabllity nor

. {ts amount heavily influences classroom practice. Nor does federal

fund1ng strongly affect those factors that really matter in promoting

effective 1mplementatlon, teacher change, and classroom continuatlon

local des1gn cholces local 1mplementatlon strategies, staff.motlvatlon,_

-~
. v

and school climate and leadershlp . - . CV
vInstitutlonallzation of a proJect dlso depends on the nature of
the contindation dec1s10n reached by district off1c1als, and the strat-
egies selected‘to 1mplement JAt. District off1c1als typically do not
make this decision” solely ‘on the bas1s of the prOJect s-educational or

.
technologlcal ‘merit, as.'a ''séed money, model assumes.they will. Instead

,otheghorganizationalrand political factors mod&rate'and determine the

éontinuation)status”of a change agent project, even if the project has

B
demonstrated its value What is most d1scourag1ng, few districts in~ '
our sample approached the end of’ federal funding with 1nstitutionaliza-'

‘tion 1n.m1nd_ Instead, the1r budget and personnel decisions perpetﬂated

the -"special prOJect status of innovations and left them vulnerable to

u"'.thenflnanclal fortunes of the district. When a district dec1des to con-

»

tinue a project permanently, that dec1s10n i5 not self- executing
Jimateslas for contlnuatlon have to be developed If staff are nét o
res1st mandated" new practlceah for example, dfstrict off1cials dhce

aga1n have to w1n their commitment and support Unfortunately, very

few d1str1cts appear to have the management capacity to develop and im-;;

plementkcontinuatlon strategles that effect%vely susta1n the changes

v

result1ng from successful 1nnovatlons e

Nonetheless, total pessimism is not warranted Our .negative "as-~ -

sessment is ‘based:on the 1ow: froqupn<y of s1gn1f1cant and 1nstitution-

alized change—-but SULh change did. occur, though rarely SA primary S

purpose of‘Rand S study has been to learn from both kinds of experience,

K
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so that we can.identify factors that promote or impede the instit@;

- tionalization of successful innovations. We -believe that understanding
these factors can provide a realistic basis for the formation of more

effec;ive'locai, state, and fedeyal policy aimed at“educational reform.
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s .- . Appendix A’

.-

* STATISTICAL TASLES FOR CLASSROOM-LEVEL ANALYSIS
. . - - - SRR

. B N J '
ThlS appendlx dlsplays statlstlcs for the classroom—level analy51s
as’ presented in Tables 5.1, 5 2, and 5.3.7 Table Al below. lists the a

means and’ standard dev1at10ns of the 1ndependent and dependent variables

used in Tables 5.1 and 5,3 (n = 499). Table_AvZ shows thebzero—order ‘

;o

,Difficulty of“Implementatidn) Table A 3 presents the.- part1al covre-. . .

latiens- ot regre551ng ‘each of the- (exogenous and endogenous) varlables

”of Table 5 3 on all the other variables;, these pthlal correlatlonsﬂ

~

prov1de an 1n51ght 1nto the extent of multlcolllnearlty in . the data. ) R

Generaljr speaklng, for these data, a correlation of .07 1s 51gn1fi— .

. cantly different from zero at the .01 level. Table AL dlsplays the ?

(unstandardlzed) regress1on coeff1c1enrs and standard errors “for the

‘"~regress;pns,of Table 5.1.
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(3)
(4)
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(6)
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- (8)
(9)
©(10)
(11)
(12),

: (13)”

(14)

©(15) .
(16)
(17)
(18)
s
(20)-

. (21)
(22)
(23) -

- (24)

o %25)

(26)
(27)
o (28).
(29)
(30)
(31)
32y
(33)
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"KEY TO VARIABLES: TABLE A.1

Percent goals achieved
Total teacher change. .
Funding level of project (log)

.Funding per student
"Number of project schools - : .o
-Communlty involvement

Ind1v1duallzat10n techniques

Use of specialists

Classroom organization change -
Curr1culum revisions !

Spec1f1c1ty of goals

Extra effort: required of - staff

Overall change required in teachlng Lo
.Staff paid for training

Training received (usefu]ness)

Classroom- assistance (usefulness)
Consultants (usefulness)
Project meetihgs (usefulness) .

"Observation of other classrooms (usefulness)

Particdipation in project dec1s10ns
Quality of working’ relatlonsv
Prlnclpal-support ‘

PrOJect ‘director effectiveness- D .

Elementary school - S (

‘School size

School socioeqonomic setting -

‘Teachers' sense of efficacy

Teachers ' experience (years%-.

" Teachers' verbal ab111ty

D1ff1culty of’ 1mp1ementat10n S
Total student change o
Contlnuatlon of " prOJect methods
Continuation of project materials

' 2'2_._'0}_
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF CLASSROOM VARTABLES

“ . . . . . - .. R ;»\\
s N c. . »\__f_‘
Variable . " . Standard . o
Number - . - Mean Deviation - = Minimum -  ‘Maximum
(1) © 68.058 24.736 . 0.0 ©100.0000
(2) ©19.118 . 5.8583 4.0000 28.0000
- (3) 1r.395 . " 0.70365  9.2252 AN 12.7220,
- (4) - . 167.73 257.68 . - . 11.1230 :2695.6000
) (5) " -5.5760 © 5.5566 ©1.0000 - 44.0000
_ (6) 0.41020D-02° . 1.0341- - =1.9340 2.4400
- " (7) 0.98032D-01 ° 0. -2.6140 ©2.1210
: o (8) 0.11012 . 1. -2.0410 3.1470
(9) @ 0.17182p-01" 1. ~2.0400 . 3.1570
(10) 0.12023 ’ "1, -2.3120 3.0950
(11) 5.3520 | 1. "~ 1.0000 7.0000-. °
s (12) 5.8040 - 1. 1.0000 7.0000
(13 0.29200 0. 0.0 : 1.0000
- (1) 0.60400 0. 0.0 - . 1.0000
(15) 4.6286 _ 1. 1.0000 7.0000
(1) « 4.05200 N, L2 1.0000 - 7.0000
R G V) '3.3680 2. 1,0000 . .7.0000
2 (18) 4.3760 2. 1.0000 - .. 7.0000
(19) 1.8020 2. 1.0000 - '7.0000 .
T (20) 4.0380 1. 1.0000 . . 7.0000
) e T(21) 3.9380 - o 1. ©1.0000 . 5.0000
. (22)- 7.4060 Tl 1.0000 " . 9.0000
: C(23) YT 5.4900 1. 1.0000 .7.0000
C(26) - 0.72400 , 0. , 0.0 - _ 1.0000
. (25)-. - 610.01 359.97.°  350.0000° 2500.0000
(26) 2.2820 - 0.90470 1.0000 . +5.0000°
(27) - 9.7380 " 1.4756 5.0000 ©12.0000
(28) 12.102.° - 7.9631 1.0000 . 40.0000
(29) "42.460 ' 5.6061 - . 11.0000 - 50.0000
, - (30) - 4.4780 . - 1.7520 - 1.0000 .7 7.0000
' v . (31) 13.092 277913 2.0000 < 18.0000
. (32),-. . 5.1820 - - 1.5326 1.0000 . 7.0000
: S (33): 5.8060 : . 0.91453 4.0000 - 7.0000
NOTE: - For key to’variat'e numbers, see preceding page.
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Vartable -

Nvmber

()
@y
3
(%)
(3)
(n)
(7)
(8)
(9}
(10)
an
(1.2}
(13
(1)
(13)
(1o}
(174
- (18)
(19)
(20}
1)
(&)
[¢5)]
(23)
(23)
(26)
7)
J(28)
(19)
30y

Key to variable numbers:

)
)

! 3)

()
)
(b)
(7
(8)
@)
(10)

QD)

L.ou
.13
L0l
0
Loy

Ryt

.13
05
07
20

.04
.03
.22
-.07
-.00

-.26

Percent- poals achigved

.00
.09
09

-2

e’

1)

.02
04

(3

.00
.02

.07

.09

.10

.13
.09

.04

.07

4)

.00

2y

04
.21
.00
.02
04
.1
.02
A0
.02
.03

a1

.03.

.
04

.04
02

.06

.00

B

.04
.07
.20
.02
.0t
.04

Lo 04

Togal teacher change
Funding level of project (log)
Funding: per student
Number of project schools
Community involvement

“Individualization techniques

Use of specialists

Classroom organization change

Curriculum revisions

(5)

3

»

Table A;2

- . . !
ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CLASSROOM VAR
) () ) (9 (0 (1) (12) a3 sy (% (18 (7 (a8) A9y (20)
4 - s
100 e
-.06 1.00
-.09 -.0> }l.00 ;
.04 =01 .01 1.00
-.04 -.04 .03 -.01L 1.00
05 .28 06 -.0] 150 1.00
.20 .23 -.00 .10 .13 .25 1.00 . ‘
.15 .01 -.09 2 sl 060 015 1.00
.04 L1000 .05 7,04 .10 .10 ald 091,00
S160 L2000 .08 05 C11 7.a3 L0290 L1000 .15 1.00
15 02, .14 87 A2, 030 0.3 .02 . .01 A4 100 . -
.29 .13 .03 09 .02 .19 .12 R .16 W4l .29 1.00
19 .09 .05 .15 W12 260 .28 - .10 .16 ) .35 .37 7 1.00
20 .10 -.09 24 -.00 .11 L2 .10 -00 280 .22 .23 L2257 1.00 7
21 .06 .08 .17 L1022 L2600 tJ14 .16 .28 4 24 .26 45 .19 1.00
Q2 12 ‘.02 .07 .18 .39 27 -.02 Ny .34 .23 .18 .35 W13 .32
.09 .01 .05 .05 .04 .27 .12 00 -.05 .28 16 .15 .17 . Ta2c
12 ° .02 .09, .06 .15 .40 .01 --.0b . 02 .38 Yas .21 .35 .14 L2
-.26 .12 i1l .00 " .0t A1 =01 ~019 =017 .01 11 -.02 -.02 -.00 =-.l8
05, -.02 -.13 .00 .03 -.03_ .10 .10 .15 -.03 =111 -.02 .07 -.09 W43
06 =01 {07 .00 -.08 .02 .06 -.00 .0 .01.~-.07 -.00 -.07 .00 06
-.03 .0} =-.02 .00 " .02 .14 .08 -.01 -.05 16, 12 .09 .13 .M .15
04, .01 -.01 <.09 .-.10 .05 .05 -.00 .02 06 ~-.04 .10 -.01 .08 .03
-.01 .08 .02 .00 ".09 .07 .08 .00 .05 .00 =.00 .00 .05 =-.00 .05
.11 06 =011 12 .07 --.11 .21 311 06 -.10 =12 -.02 .00 -.01 .06
t. . :
(11) Spectficiey of goals (21) Qualltgmol working relatlor
(12) Extrd effort required of staff (22) Principal suppore =
(13) Ovérall change,required In teaching ., (23), Project director effectiver
(14) Sceaff paid .for training - (24)  Elementary schgol -
w (15) Training received (usefulness)’ (25) School size ° . -
..(16) Classroom assistance. (usefulness) {26) School socloeconomic settir
(17) Consultants (usefulness) i (27) Teachers' sense of efflcacy
(18) Projece meetings (usefulness) (28) Tcachers® experience (years
(19) Observacion of other classrooms “(usefulness) (29) . Teachers' verbal ability
(20) Parcicipation i{n project decisions ., {30) Difffculety of fmplemientatic
- ~
. Y
) [
o f
.
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“ PARTIAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CLASSROOM VARIABLES
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 Key to varidole numbers! ' T , S ‘ :

(1) ‘Bercent goals achibved (11) Speelficity of goals' . (2) Quallny of working relations
(3) Total teacher change ‘ (i) Extra'effore required of staff - (32) Principal support
() Funding lével of. project (Yog) 13) Overall thange required in teaching (23) Project director effectlveness
(4)" Funding per student « (14) Staff pald for tralning . (24) Elenentary school E
(3)° Number of project svhuols (13) Trafning rucelved {usefulness) ) Sehuol size oo . s
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‘ ‘Table A.4.
] ' ! ! ' o ‘ L ‘ ! . .. !
- REGRESSTON COEFFIC‘IENTS AND STANDARD ERRORS FOR CLASSROOM \’ARIAB,L!’.S . e,
. Lt . N E
! : . Nependent \’nri:lh.lu
; ‘ |'('I;kll'ﬂ.l Projuect | ‘ Tollul | Total . | (Tnnllul“wlimr of Cont {nuat fon of
o Coe Geals Achbeved Teacher Change Student Tmprovement Froject Nethods Project Materials
. ' \ : ) . vyt ' ' . ' ,' . ,
Rearession— Standard  Regression Standard Represslon . Standard  Regresston — Standard  Regregston - Standard
lndv;;l-mh-nt"Vurl.ihlv o0 Toefficient  Error Couffiefent  Error Coeffiviont  Frreor Goeffielent lirrur. foef ficient Frror k
B bmdig el of et LR LR MR 00 -0BX 060y 0.2508M01 o.gﬁuua-él QL 05
_{4) Fulding per student o 09TRE0R 0,630 0,33041E-03 0.97RE-03  0.0TWSE-03 Uib3LTE03 0.12350E-03 0.2WOE-03  0.yToATE-0b. 0. LUguB-03
1 Sumber of project sehwds 0 0303 0,085 -0.280008-01 0.M6BIEOL 0.19995E-31 O 20798-01 O.16WASE-01 C.LIT3E-CL  OLGWLE-01 0.72038-2
(- Comnity {owlvement LS 0508 05k - 0,259 T OBLMEOL 00127 © 0.69286801 0.6369E-01 -0.BI3TE0L 0439L0E-00
SN Individalizatton tethnigues Gobkg . 0982 027509 0377 OAR0L 0227 . 0.30MY6E0L 0.6936E-01 0.hC30BE-0R » 0,b256E-0)
C (8 Use of speelalists 0B OdRL 0SEMEOL 0.0 0883 006 0.637E-00 0.6005E-0) -0.BETOEE-GR 0.3637ECL
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rup SOURCES OF VARIATTON IN TEACHER RESPONSES '

'

A continuing theme of this research has been the extent to which

thc out;omcs of’ proJths depend on the way they are carried out——that

is, on tholr implementation. We have argued that the strategies whereby
;a4 project is installed and modified to meet local needs may .be much
“mord critical for results'than is the educational theory underlying an

- innovation, or the. initial pTOJeLt deslgn As a conscquence, we would

expect that LOA(hers in' the same 1nnovat1ve pr01cct——and even in the

- same schoo]——would-have different. experiences with the innovation,

Jupvndqu on theip 1mulemﬂntat10n Pxpertancev. . In other words, we

wuuld ‘say that an’ Jnnovatlve project 'is not a uniform educational

treatment atuer it 1s a loosely structured intervention in the on-
gOLng 11fr of a school and its: effects depend on the often un1que ways

that it is actually carrled out -in each elassroom.

£y

\

i ‘ s> ’
Because we expectvthe results-of a'project)to be affected by its

implementation in individual classrooms, we have based our analysis
. . . . . 2

not only on data collected for whole projects or schools, but also on
data gathered from more than one thousand teachers Each teacher was

asked to report on the innovative proJect in his or her classroom. In-

'fthe two .surveys we conducted. (in 1973 and 1976), we found that the,

teachers varied cons1derab1y in such area¥ as

e . . -

o ,ITheirHunderstandingwof the project; : ‘ . e

o  The extent‘to which they tookApart in designing,‘preparing
for, modifying, and adapting-thexinnOVation; and  °

o Thecextent to which the innovation influenced their teach-
ing oractices. -

v

-

D N . L "\ ) . . Ny "
- Moreover, our 1973 survey revealed that'project teachers, principals,

ERIC
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and d¥strict off1c1als often sharply dlsagreed about 'the outcomes of ¢
a, project. (We argued {hat this. dlsagreement between teachers -and

thelr superlors may have been due to systematlc d1fferences in the

N
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Both our data and our thcoretical understand1ng of the changc
process léad ,us to believe chat teacher-to- teadher variation is an-
important part of the story of every, innovation. But how important

. are these differences empirically, compared with the differences
among projects and among schools? 1t was possxblc that the variation
among teachers in our sample was an artifact~of ‘the way in mhiph‘we

' collected the data, perhaps that is, it merelvnreflected differences
' i , ' among schools. and prOJects If this mere true, gome of our analysis
might be ‘invalid, particularly our concluslons about relationships
involv1ng nonschool 4nd nonproJect variables Th1s appendix explores
this issue by:assessing how much of the variance in.teachers nanswers
_ is due to teachers being in the same school or on the same project.
d ‘The analysis suppo;ts the basic dssumption made by Chaps. 4 and 5.
) l;‘\
: ANALYZING DIFFERENCES IN TEACHER BEHAVIOR

We need to- estimate the relative magnltudes of several® sets of

C ' behavior behav1or that varies between 1ndiv1dual teachers (the .r
'~-idlosyncrat1c behav1or) behavior that varies betweenxlnnovatlve proJ—

ects— (representlng the unlfled—responses—of‘teachers ‘totheir projects),

and behavior that varies between' proJect teachers in particular schools &

(representlng the effect of polic1es in different project settings).
By, use of the. statistlcal technique known as analysis of covari-

'ance, we may break down the parts of teachers-/responsesmin the follow—

ing partition:;
/v . <. .
. .Teachers' responses = (part due to the. proJect) plus ~(1)

leftover nonproJect component . ‘ .

’
I

ERE oy

“From such a breakdown ~we can measure the proportion of variation 1n
fteachers responses that. may be, attr1buted ‘to the proJect "For example,
if the classroom—to classroom varlance in a prOJect S success were very
small, then -factors common to all classrooms and teachers in ithe project.
were more 1mportant than dlfferences among teachers._ Once we have esti-

‘mated the amount of variance ‘among’ all the sampled teachers taken to-
gether that is due- to each teacher's part1cular project, we can compare

. . o

éﬁZQu

N
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it with the amount'of variance that would‘be.statistically attributable
! to random groupings of teachers not necessarily.in the same project.l
¢« If the difference is large, we know that the project per se "deter- L
m1ned' teacher responses; if the difference is small, then merely

- knowing what project a teacher belonged to(tells us little about tk~

| C N S
teacher's answers. - »

A second comparison can he‘made between the effect of the project
on ‘teachers, and.the effect of a particular-school within a project

! 4 : . B . \:,_
on teachers. This is done by comparing two statistical formulations:

i
|

R .
I : '

. Teachers' responses = (part due to project) plus. ° (1) C
leftover nonproject component.. . :

]

-\

I Teacherd' responses = (part due to school within the (2)
the project).. plus leftover nonschool component. : Con

Al

Because all schools in our survey took part in some proJect Eq. (Z)f
o cannot account for less of the variance in teachers behavior than
—_— . Eq. (l)'“ lf the school formulatlon (2) accounts, for substantially : ,
‘ - more of the variance in teachers responses than does the project .
‘formulation (1), then knowlng at which school a teacher taught within
'a project adds s1gn1f1cantly to the preclsion of .an est1mate of that .

teacher's response, even beyond knowing which project the teacher took
part in.. R . ' : )

i "

- L In summary, by use.of a statistical analysis of ‘covariance,.we’

‘ ‘Hakehtwo}comp?risons:l B [, .

o First,:we compare the variance explained. by the project:-in
which each teacher worked with the variance exolained_by
purely random groupings’of teachers;’ '

o Second, we compare the var1ance explained by the proJect in *

~which each teacher worked with the variance explalned by

o
o s o

, v ' lThe comparlsons are based on the R2 stat;stlc, the amount of vari-
b ance "explained by' the independent variables. The 1ndependent variables
" consist of a set of dichotomous varlables standing for .each -of the proj=.
ects and each of the. schoolS'where teachers in our sample were 1nterv1ewed

230,
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- the purtiuhlqr'schonr within a project to whivh‘n“touvhur
was assigned. !

Y . h)
e ¥

) . . N 4 * ’ . * . . -~
From these two cumpnrtsons we dérive estimates of the magnitude of

projedt effects and school offeets on the behavior of individual class-

s
.

room teachers. : " . ‘

THE VARIANCE IN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ‘ '

Tables B.1 and B.2 show the results of the sthtistical tests of
whether teachers' behavior is individually }dioqyncrhtiv, is sharud by
teachcrs in the séme school, or is shared among the CEA(her in a proj-
ect. Separate statistical analyses were performed for twenty varxahles,
which are deflned and ana)yaed in Chaps. 4 and 5. - Table B.l shows the
extentito which teachers" responses covaried hccording to their project.
Thefstrengeet effect of teachers innovative projects on thetir responses
was qund for the group labelled "Very high." lWhen'theru Was 1o dis-

cernible correspondence of teacher@"reqponqes to their innovative

'
S

projects, varlables were labelled "In51gn1f1(ant (becaUQG the pntturh

of responses was not 51gn1f1cant1y dlffer ant - from those we mlght UXPLLC

without knowidg each teacher s 1nnovat1ve project). chelq nf project
effect on teachers between these two extremes have been categorlezed

' or "High,' accordlng to. the 'value of the "increment due to

" project." Table B.2 shows the extent to which teachers ‘responses co-
.varled accordlng to the1r school beyond the covariance that waé attrib-

;utable to thelr prOJect Whev the effect of belng in a partlcular school

u

-was most strongly reflected in teachers' responses, the indicator is -

categorized "Very high'" in school effect; when sa teacherfsiechool had
[ . ~ I A .

no apparent effect on the pattern of responses, beyond the effect al-

ready measured for the innovative project, the indicator is'categor—‘

ized as "Inéignifieént " Table B.3 summaeizeé.agi of theée‘findiqgs
regardlng the strength of prOJect and school effects Qh teachers'

>

reports. . : C o g -

Inéighificance of Background Related to School'on_Prgject

" Teachers” reports of their background characteristics showed no -

o 231
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. . . \
U e T T ~ Tabie B.1 ' .
TEACHER VARIANCE EXPLATINED BY TEACHER S PROJECT‘
S INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ‘ ’
. . \ \\
Variance * Increment v '\
. . . .Explained Due to AR ¢
. e s ' i in Test . Project = Significance
“ Variable (Teacher'scResponses) ANOVA (R2) (Test R2)a of Increment
. - oA K !
Experience_ (years) .241 None  Insignificant
- Sense of efficacy in teaching .238 None . . - Insignificant
. Verbal ability - '.235 . None - Insignificant
' Usefulness of first-year training .258 . . None Insignificant .
Specificity of goals . .353 :095 - Moderate,
Overall change required - . a.270 ' .012  ‘Moderate
Project director effectivetiess " = .319 -+ .061 - -Moderate
- Usefulness of classroom assistance .267 ©.009° "Moderate .
! Frequency of staff.interactions: L3460 .088 “ Moderate
Usefulness of pretraining =~ -+°.283 . .025 . Moderate
. Quality of working relacions 7,283 ©.025  Moderate
_ Principal support , ( .351 . .093 Moderate
Usefulness of later ‘training . 299 . - .041  Moderate
Use of specialists =~ .. . 358" ,»100 * Moderate
- Usefulness of consultants . o 2393 ..+ .137 | High
Extra effort required . ) ; .365 107 ° " High
Curriculum revisions . . . .386 .128 “High '
Individualization techniques ' . .515 . .257  Very high
" Commuriity-involvement .590 7 .332 - . Very high -
Classroom organization*change RNy R 214 Very high |

'NOTE: Entries are based on a regression* of each variable on a vector
of dichotomous variables, each «corresponding to an identifier of a proj-
ect-in the survey. R2 from this basic regression is’ showP in the second.

: column. °° - : co , .« o o

AuTncrement Due to Project”.is thé'difference between the variance
explained in the test.regression (Rzﬁmand the R2 that could occur by '
chance if the independent variables -(here,. the identifiers of .particular
projects) were not related to the dependent variable. The statistical
test for the signiflcance of this relationship is F(67 353) > 1.36 for
- p,<¥.05. This corresponds to a dritical “value of the RZ statistic for-

[

a "significant regress1on of R2 > 0 259 -

P

B
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: ’  Table B.2 s ¥
TEACHAR VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY TEACHER'S SCHOOL:
IVDEPENDENL VAR? ABLES 2
s . S, Variance: Sritical Increment. : ,
Explained Value . Due to
' o , -in Test : for School Significance
Variable (Teacher's Responses) . ANOVA (R2) Test R2 (Test R2)3 of Increment
. S . B B . B Lo !
Sense of effieacy in teaciing .353 -395 None Insignificant
". Verbal ability L 3646 .393 ° "None Insignificant
Experience {years) o i .383 .398 None | "Insignificant
Usefulness of classroom assistance ©.401 .418 . None . ' Insignificant
Overall change required - .404 421 None Insignificant
Usefulness of first-yest training .408 © .61 " Notie °  Insignificant
Project director effectiveness . 450 : %60, None Insignificant
Frequency of staff.interactions CT77 .481 None - Insignificant
Specificity of goals . .483 .487 None Insignificant
Individualization tir~hniques. - RO7 .615 None Insignificant
Usefulness of pretraining .438 .431 .007 Moderate
Extra.effort required "~ .499 © 496 - .003 * Moderate,
Usefulness of consultauts . ' .519 ©.518 .00 . Moderate. .
Quality of worKing relations . . .46 431 " .015 High
Curriculum revisions - \ 524 /513 011 High
Community involvement : .684 .675 . .009 - High . ..
Usefulness of later training ' 471 443 - .028 Very high -
' Use of specialists , .519 .490 .029 Very high
Princinal support = | : .554 .485 .069°  Very high
Classroom organization change - .601- ~ 581 ) 020 ‘Very high

" NOTE: Entries are .based on. a regression of each variable-on a vector of. dichot-
omous Variahles, each corresponding to an’identifier of a school in the survey R
from this basic regression is shown in the :econd column.

3 Increment Due to School" is the differen.ce between the _variaace explained in

- the test regression (R2) and the Rz that could:occur- by chance if cthe independent

variables had no explanatory. power beyond that of the project ragregsions (reported
in Table B. 1). Since the increment required to establish statistical sigaificance
will ‘vary depending on the variance: explained: by the project regressions, the appro-
priate critical value’is reported in the third column-. . This value of R? corresponds-
to the -statistical test of whether'F(56; 298)-» 1.38 for p < 0.0%. : .

» A
» [l

ev1dence that similar teachers tended to teach in particnlar schools ‘

or- proJects Their years of experience, sense of effiracy in teach-

ing (their™ aVOWed ab111ty to cget through' to even the wmost; difficu]t_

”or unmotlvatec students), and their performance on a brief test of

verbal ab111ty were not 51gnif1cantl) related to the prOJect or the

ERIC Lo
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school in which they taught “1In other words, there was no tendency
.1n ouv sample for certa1n Leachers to be JA1eeted to participate in

-spec1f1c programs (or schools w1thin programs) ~OT voltntarily to

"

select themselves into programs. Therefore, differences among S

schools or programs are probably not‘due to systematlc differences

N N - v

« -
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School Effect ‘Insignificant
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Table B.3

'SUMMARY_OF‘VARIANCE.EXPLAINED IN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Project Effect

Moderate

High

N

« Very High

. Insignificant

Experience )
Sense of efficacy
Verbal ability

> |Usefulness of first-
year training

Specificity of goals
Overall change required
Projec: director
‘ef fectiveness
Usefulness of classroom
-assistance
Frequency of staff
i{nteractions

Individualiza:ion
techniques

Moderate L

'Usefulness of

pre:rninln@

Usefulness of cousultants
Extra effort required

1

High

Quality of working
relations

Curriculum revisions. *

éomnunlty involvement

Very high

t
N

Principal suppor:

Usefulness of " later
training

Use of consultants

Classroom organization
- change

N

in the backgrounds of'participating teachers.

Surprisingly,'teachers’

assessments of the usefulness of training provided durin'7 the - project s

_.first year alsc showed no effect from proJects or schools.

teachers

Although

experiences with training for an innovative'project may well

be very important to project implementation and outcomes, such experi-

.ences evidently.vary widely,within schools and programs.

‘teachers'
5

© conditions they encountered in their own classrooms. |

wooo

Weak Association of Specificiry of -Goals and Overall Change

Perhaps

eValuations of'first—year training depended»onlparticular ‘

Required with ProJect

Moderate effects due to their proiects (but no significant pattern

of school effects) occurred for reports of two major factors. the spe-

cificity of the proJects

teaching.

“.for particular-projectS"and not for

ables, -the smallness-of the‘project

While we would’ certainly

goals and

effect is noteworthy.

the overall °hange required in
expect a pattern of similar reports

participating schools on these vari-

It suggests .

" that teachers in the same project often differ substantially in their.

perceptions of project scope ‘and goals.

. In-addition, teachers’

Jects (and not their schools) for three variables.,

.

234 .o
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responses moderately reflected their proj—
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efféctiveness,'the-usefulness .of classroom assistarice, and, the frequency
of staff interactions. Teachers ev1¢ently were fa1rly diverse in’ their

react1ons to both prOJect directors and classroom assistance, perhaps

=

because of the 1mportance of 1nd1v1dual personal1ty interactlons in

these relat1onsh1ps
v .'c‘_

~

©

R . .Moderate Effect of PrOJect and School on PreproJect Tra1n1ng

B L _ . Teachers on the same project tended to evaluate their pre-1mple-
'menratlon tra1n1ng s1m1larly, within proJects, but cherc ‘were measurable
d1fferences in how teachers responded to the tra1n1ng depending on the -
school they were in. D1str1ct policies regard1ng such training were
.not washed out by 1nd1v1dual1st1c responses, in add1tlon, it appears

- ' that d1fferences between teachers' (and the problems they face) in dif~-
ferent schools may have caused the tra1n1ng to be evaluated d1fferently
in d1fferent schools Perhaps because teachers had no direct’ personal
exper1ence w1th the proJect when they recelved this tra1n1ng, their
responses were not completely fragmented cv 1dlosyncratic Still the

amount of teacher to-teacher var1atlon in their assessments is’ quite

hlgh . ’

Project Effects Due to Extra Effort Requlred and Use of Consultants

o o . The var1atlon in the usefulness of outside consultants and in -
extra effort requ1red reflected first the projects, and then, ‘to a more
nwderate but slgn1f1cant extent " the. schools‘within proJects Because

outs1de consultants are generally hired by d1str1ct offic1als, and such

¥ consultants often’ give the same prepared adv1ce and ‘remarks to dlfferent
g : aud1ences, it is not surprising that a high.level of 51m111arity in
N ’ project teachers reports was found.  The school effect shows that, how-

ever predictable a. consultant might be, heé-or she is received d1fferently
. . in different school sett1ngs The 1mportance of the, school setting
certa1nly extends to. problems it faces—-and therefore, to the way its
staff responds to a consultant S comments. ‘The f1nd1ng that teachers '
in a prdject were in con51derable agreement on ‘the extra. effort it
'requ1red of them may reflect the project's 1mplem°ntat1on more than its

_technology, or. des1gn, or: students. Effort depends on implementation

ERIC
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decisions-regarding training, district Supportv and'teachers"freedom
to adapt. the project to their needs. In addition, the sehool differ—
ences in effort’ suggest that the original des1gn of the proJect does
not by itself account for the predictability of teachers' effort7

o

. Greater Effect of School Than of Project on Working,Relationships

WhiYe teachers extra effort was strongly related .to the proJect
served by each teacher and only moderately to the particular school
within a prOJect the quallty of. working relationships depended only

- moderately on the preJect and quite h1ghly on the 1ndiv1dual school. :
Because teachers exposed to- the ‘Same proJect and district polic1es-
nonetheless display maJor differences in their views of working rela-
tlonships at the school level, we may 1nfer that the organizational
climate of - ‘each schoolvinfluences the receptivity of teachersvto new
policies‘and'projects. The statistical finding'provides_eyidence for

the assumption made in Chap. 5 that the unique identity of the school

BN

environment'extends to the climate that teachers create for their work,
.quite independently of the effects of the district or project in-which
* they work. . I )

_;Variation of Pr1ncipals Support by School

Teachers at the same school tend to view their pr1ncipal s support
.for the project similarly, as Chap. 5 assumed. Teachers" reports of
their principal s support toward the innovation also reflected the -
~ teachers' d1str1ct and prcject. The pattern of principals attitudes
is not unaffected by some of the overarching policies or character—.

istics of the project, acroas the individual schools in the proJect.

Dominance of School Effects Over Later Training, _ .@

Unlike teachers' reports regarding tra1ning they received before s
vlor during the 1n1tial year of an 1nnovat1ve proJect their assessments 3
N,/~/of training in later periods were.'very highly related to the school in
_l/" e which they taught.. (There was also. a moderate relationship to the 1n—
novative pro;;ct as a whole.) This suggests that some of the classroom—
to-classroompvariability.that is’ associated with the diversity of '

g
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teachers’ initial reactions to the implementation of an 1nnovation
may be somewhat resolved by the passage of time. In addition, 1t may
be that school policymakers learn how to sharpen tteir _training programs

@ -

and make them}more coherent as they gain experience with-the project.

Variability in Educational Method

The use of indiv1dualization techniques‘was veryﬁhighly related . -
to the 1nnovative prOJect in wh1ch a teacher part1c1pated, and not at i
;all to a teacher' s schnol within ‘the project Teachers understood and
.reported .with remarkable consistency, the extent to which a project
.used 1ndividualized methods. Evidently, prOJect off1c1als can success—
fully communicate this dimension of an innovation ‘to teachers. More-
over, there is essentially no systematic deviation from prOJect—wide

S

indiv1dualization reports by teachers in particular schools..
| Each’ of the other- techniques reflected substantial school effects,
ind1cat1ng that an innovative prOJect "mutates' depending on the school
in which it is tried. Community involvement showed a very high rela- '
;tionship to the prOJect as a whole, but-also a high dependence on. the
school wzthzn a prOJect in which it was employed. The parti¢ular in—‘
gredients of community involvement were evidentlyfaffected by local
conditions, and'a common:project policy apparently left room for schools
to differ in their use of community-oriented techniques. . ’
The use of new classroom organization patterns depended very highly

on each project but the school  also defined the innovation These o,
school to-school differences show the difficulty of imposing such tech— |
niques as open education or differentiated staffing on diverse groups
of teachers. - They also show how much these innovations tended to
"develop organically, in concert. with the conditions of support .and
learning that are present in each school.

. Both project and. school determined the teachers descriptions of
curriculum revisions The variance in teachers’' descriptions of~ the

‘use of specialicts depended mostly on the school and. moderately on. the

" project:

DX 1 S
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VARIANCE TN PROJECT OUTCOMES

s

Iables B. 4 and’ B 5 give the results of the statistical tests of
whether the variance in the dep@ndent variables used in Chap 5 re-
flected the prOJect the school orﬁind1v1dual,variation.among the h

'teachers Table B.6 summarizes all of these findings regarding the
strength of . prOJect and’ school effects,

>

Changes'in Teaching * | I - A_' S
Most* of the behav1oral 0utcomes, especially those focusing on
teaching changes that resulted from the innovation, bear only a
moderate relationship to the overall proJeCt (and none to the teachers'
Yoo .school within the proJect) The pattern of teacher responses regard—
1ng their ba51c skills . teaching, affective dcvelopment teaching, and

: Table B. 4
P 5 e
 TEACHER VARTANCE EXPLAINED BY TEACHER'S PROJECT :
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

o - “ : o *»  Variance Increment
o Explained Due to '
. S : in Test Project Significance
Variable (Teacher's Responses) - ANOVA (R ) (Test R2)3  .5f Increment
o Change in basic ‘skills teaching. .306 ' o .048 Moderate
.7 Change in affective development .300 .062 . . Moderate
) Change in dealing with special . o
learning problems - .315 .057 Moderate
Improvement in student behavior - .294 .036 - .Moderate
Continuation .of project methods  ~  .279 -.021 Moderate
Change in classroom organization 414 : ~.156 ‘High
Improvement in student achievement- .379 .121 High
Percent pr03ect goals achieved " .398 RS 111 - High

NOTE: "Entries are ‘based on a regression of each variable on-a vector
of dichotomous variables, each corresponding to an.identifier of a proj-
ect in the su: vey , R? from this basic: regression i1s-shown in the becond
column EEE . '

"Increment Due to Project" is the difference between the variance
explained in the test regression (R2) and the RZ that could occur by
o . chance if the.independent variables (here, the identifiers of particular
e I projects) were not related to the dependent variable. The statistical
' test for the significance of this relationship is F(67, 353) > 1.36 for
p < 0.05. . Thistcorresponds to a-critical value of the R~ statistic for.

»

"significant" regression of R2 > 0.259. . A _ S

" S S 23_8‘»
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Tabie B.5 . . e

_ TEACHER VARIANCE.EXPLAINED BY TEACHER'S -SCHOOL: -

. DEPENDENT VARIABLES ' . .
Variance Critical Increment
. " Explained Value- ' Due to g
! : : » i Test ‘for, ‘School Significance
Variable (Teacher's Responses) ANOVA (R2) Test R2 " (Test Rz)a,'og Increment
Change ‘£n basic skills teaching, 427 © . 449 _ None " Insignificant
Change in affective development » .373 “.444 . None Insignificant
Change in dealing with special: - . Vo R S
“learning problems L .416 <456 " None . Insignificant
- Improvement in student behavior , | . 406y . 440 . None Insignificant
Change in classroom organization .497 %" .535. - None . Insignificant
Improvément in student achievement 487 .. 507 None . Insignificant
Continuation of project methods . 443 7428 .015 _ High '
Percent project.goals achieved . .542 0,522 . .020 -  .High

NOTE: Entries are based'on a regression of each variable on a vector of dichoto-
mous variables, each corresponding to an identifier of a school in the survey. R4
from this basic regression is shown-in the second column. :

#'Increment Due to School" is the difference between the variance explained in -
the test regression (Rz) and the RZ that could occur by chance if the independent -

variables had no explanatory power beyond that of the project regressions (reported

in Table B.4). Since the increment required to establish statistical significénce
will vary depending on the variance explained by the project regressions, the appro-

priate critical value is reported in the third column. This value of .R¢ corresponds

to the statistical test of whether F(56, 298) » 1.38.for p < 0.05. . .
s R . : R o
'y 4
Table B.6 _
SUMMARY' OF VARTANCE EXPLAINED IN DEPENDENT VARIABLES . /
. Project Effect - ’ _
Inslgnlflcqng ’ Moderate - 1 High ) Very High
- . Change in basic skills teaching | Classroom organizaifon change
Change in dealing with Improvement in studeat
Insignifidant o affective development - achievement :

Change in dealing with special
learning problems
Improvement in student behavior’

B

Moderate =

High - . " | Continuation of project methods | Percent project goa.l.s Iachieiled

School Effect

Very high

N
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their deal1ng w1th students’ individual learning problems showed - some
s1m1lar1ty among teachers in the ‘Same prQJect but the s1m11ar1ty did
not come close. to’ dom1nat1ng these classroom outcomes. The same find-
. ing holds for improvements'ln'student behavior. Being in a. particular
.proJect s1mply d1d not determine the bulk of these proJect outcomes
for teachers.. Th1s suggests that research 1nvest1gating 1nnovatlons -
.‘_and their .results should analyze 1nd1v1dual var1at1ons among teachers.
Summarlzing the results of ‘an 1nnovatlon for all of the teachers in ]
a project 1gnores and throws away a wealth of- 1nformat1on pertaining
tothe large individual component .of innovative outcomes.
. . ‘ o

ProJect Effects on Achievement and Classroom Organlzatlon'

Teachers' Judgments about the change in the1r classroom orga-
nization practlces and their assessment of 1mprovements_in student
. achievement shomed;a_high_level of.systematic response by teachers
in the‘same project (though there was no additional similarity of re-
sponses for teachers inlthe same school) " The extreme difficulty-of
classtoom organ1zat1on proJects probably expla1ns the coherence of
teachers responses to this measure; a project that did not zntend to .
change classroom organization would probably produce un1formly low ‘
reports of classroom change, while projects attempting major classroom
{organiaation changes evidently”had sufficlent‘impact and novelty to
F .y .-produce a common perception»of change for their teachers.- Similarly,
' it is possible thatfthetemphasis (or'laCk of it) on student achieve-..
. ment gains by district policymakers may contribute to ‘a consistency
in teachers' efforts to improve achievement. g '.: B :

[

Cont1nuat1on——A School Phenomenon’

Teachers continuation of proJect methods showed a high level of

.

s1m1lar1ty among teachers in the same school and moderate similarity
for teachers ‘within a proJect. Th1s result lends credence to our -
data—analysis approach. of examinlng the ¢lassroom level separately

J

_from the district level.
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Project and School Effects on Implementation Effectiveness -

Teachers reports of percent project goals achieved shOWed a

B

hlgh tendency to conform within particular projects and w1th1n schools,

_even after taklng dccount of project effects. When teachers evaluated

the project “as a whole (rather,than the1r own experlenCes as part1c1—

-

pants in the project), they tended to grav1tate toward the op1nlons;

of their colleagues. *
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Appendix C : “\' S
. . o S N Y
, PARENT TNVOLVEMENT ' , N .

Unllke the other Titles of ESEA——spec1f1cally, Title I and
_ T1tle VII——Tltle I1T grants carry no requ1rement to. involve parents
in project operatlon or governance. When parents were involvéd in

- Title III projects, their involvement 'was part of the local dlstrict

staff.s strategy to ass1st implementation. In our sample, approxi-
| mately'25'percent of the teachers stated that parent involvement was
a major goal. for their pr-ojects.1 It can be inferred from the distri-
bution of teacher responses to the survey question that parent involve—
ment was by no means.a Ypopular" or a rout1nely elected 1mplementation
strategy, but when it was made a major prOJect goal it was regarded
o as . an 1mportant part -of project operations—-not as an incidental
.:Hact1v1ty, as is so often ‘the case in Title I proJects . . T y
t?‘urthermore, our analysis suggests that if project staff chose - ’
parent 1nvolvement as-a goal (or, as we 1nferred above, if proJects
. : really-wanted to involve parents), they usually{succeeded in dolng so.
We asked teachers to what' extent the.strategies used by their projects

: . . . . . 2 PR
were effective in promoting parent participation. The ‘correlation

1Thef,specif‘ic question-asked of teachers and the distribution of
the 1010 responses were: (Parent Involvement as a Goal) "To what
-extent was parent involvement a major goal of this project?"

7.1%  8.0% - 9.4% 13.2% '11.7% 17.7% 33.0%

l P 1 1 l | -
7 6 5 4 .3 2 1
N To 'a very * ' S Not at all . =

large extent i

_ 2The specific question and the distribution of .the 533 responses
were: (Success in Involving Parents) "How efféctzve were these strat—
egies in itnvolving parents?"

9.0% 14.1% 20.5%7 23.4% 15.0% 13.2%  4.9%

L 1 T o
7 & -5 w3 2 1
Very ‘ ~ S e Not at all

“effective . ) . . effective
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between this question and the question concerning parent involvement
as a major project goal ié.approximately 76 indicating that those
prOJects genuinely wanting parent 1nvolvement were usUaliy able to
devise strategies to obtain it. 1In the past, the apparent failure

“of many Title I and other projects to promote parent 1nv01vement has
been blamed on hparent “apathy'; ‘one inference of our ana1y51s however,
is that. prOJect apathy" is more to blame, because - many prOJects did
not really want to 1nv01ve paantb in the first place. Our ana1y51s
suggests that the effectiveness»of parent:invqlvement strategies, like
that of many otne;.educatfonal strategreé,adepends on a.point of view |
about parents' role in the éovernance and operation of school affairs—-
a point of view that is' independent of mandates or guidelinesl o

It ia notjenough merely td want- parent involvement. Strategies
to gain it must be devised, and some are much more effective than
‘others. Teachers were asked what strategies their prqjecté'had used. >
We examined the overall. relationship betneen their resp'. - *n thi;
question and their ratings of how effective the strateéies had been.
The resulting bartial R of .26 is high enough to suggest that strategles
per se do matter, but is low enough to indicate that a great deal de-~
pends on “the. strategy chosen. : /f' .
- 0f. the seven strategles 1dent1f1ed parent tra1n1ng was found to

- " be the most effectlve Parent involvement . in classroom act1v1t1es——

& : : .o /-
\ . ——3 ./ ‘ ) _
\\ The specific survey question and the distribution of responses,
\ were: (Parent -Involvement Strategles) "Which of the foZZomng strat-
N egzeo, if any, was used to involve parents in the broject?"
\\ o . X ) ) , - No. of
'\\ ‘ 3 S : % Responses
\\ No parent 1nv01vement strategy ....... eeesas - 58.1 " 385
\ .Parent training e, eeae e 26.9 - 177
\_Parents hired as pdid aides ..... e UL 26.6 175
Other parent. involvement in the classroom .. 38.9: 257 .
Home visits by teacher ..,...ciiieieniuenn.. . 16.4 107 -
Parent participation in project plannlng L -
) or decisionmaking .........cocvivnenn.. vee. 26.3° 173
Parent participation in’ school plann1ng . '
or dec151onmak1ng Gttt ce e et 20.4 . 134 .
Other (please specify) .............. ‘& ...... 21.8 143 N
N,
N 2473
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other than as pa1d aides-—was also very effective Together, these
two strategies corroborate the 1mportance of actzve parent participa-
tion, a(theme that has recurred repeatedly during tne past decade s
experience with'these strategies Most failures to engage parents5'
have been failures by design, w1th parents relegated to the . role of
passive .rec1p1ents, in which they have little power over program
operation'or the educational process: Such strategies are typically
variations on the PTA or newsletter model: - Information about project
operations is drspensed, and decisions are perfunctorily-reviewed with
parents.g Parents have'largely ignored pro forma efforts of this kind
~~:~especially low-income parents for  whom time is at a premium
" The success.of paxent training'in our sample of Title III projects
suggests that most parents, not merelyfparents of the‘"disadvantaged,"
‘are eager to learn what they can do to_further their chifﬁren’s educa-
tion. Parent training enables them to,acquire_and apply educational
_skills in the home .or classroom - o
In short, effective parent 1nvolvement strateg1es ‘are those that
parents perceive as supporting their active role in their children's
education and prov1d1ng information about more effect1ve parenting.
Organizing and’ carrying out these strategies require con51derable
¢ o staff time and effort--effort that 1s unlikely to be expended unless
project staff members genuinely value parent,involvement.‘ Consequently,
the relationship between parent involvement as a‘goal and'effectiveness
in ach1ev1ng parent part1c1pat10n is ‘ot surprising.

How does parent involvement rclaLe to prOJect outcomes’ Tradi;
tionally, parents have been ''silent partners' in education, and PTA
meetings: have often been more soc1al affa1rs ‘than working sess1ons
Against this background a serious and successful effort to involve
_parents in project operations’ s1gn1f1es a decided change in’ p01nt of
view concerning the governance and conduct of school affa1rs, in such-

| cases, one would expect to encounter attempts.to alter %till other
"traditignal" aspects of classroom_management and,practice, such as

Qstudent/teacher relations.or teacher'roles. Our analysis suppod%s this
Zroposition. Projects that had parent_involvement as a major goal also

esulted in significantly more teacher:change. in a nymber.of areas: .
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teachers' ability to recognlze and solve 1nd1v1dual students special
learn1ng problems teachers classroom organlzatlon techniques; and
teachers ab111ty to work w1th students in affective development
Parent 1nvolvement did not alter the way in which teachers taught=
basic skills i seems llkely that prOJeLts pursulng parent involve~

-

ment were less concerned with innovation 1n partlguldr sthect areas

than with a more general change in school or classroom cllmate and

-

management i Thus, it is not unexpected that parent 1nvolvement was .

also p051t1vely related to change in student artltudes or behav1or,

but not to student ach1evement

Barent.lnvolvement as a project goal was positively related to

~continuation of project methods, but not to the continuation of project

materzals,dafter the end of federal fundlng This f1nd1ng supports

the notlon that act1ve parent involvement ‘is part of a po1nt of view
about the delivery of educational services--an: approaLh to educatlon
that assumes considerable change in tradltional att1tudes and therefore

requires cons1derable initial, commitment on the part of staff.



