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PREFACE

. P 1975—76 was the last year for Innovation. Projects quer Title III of the
Y Eiementary and. Secondary Education Act of 1965. New legislation replaced it

but as the old law terminated, State Departments of Education were forced to

. dolpe ous funds for just one year of effort. What could be -accomplished in one
y ? After several years of three-year projects, this was quite a challenge.

A or the.evaluators, statewide, there was also a challenge, not so much tq see

' " what couid be done, because there would be few visible results within the year,
but to see‘how it was done. How did projeéct directors take hold of these
projeéts and steer them towards what they thought would be a worthwhile end?
We tried to find out through long structured interviews with each of the
directors of those projects which had won the competltiow\fbr the final year . .

\\ of funds.

The State awarded thirty-three projects inm the final year of¥ritle IIT. »

) We got to talk to thirty-two of them as they were completing their work in

p the 1ghth and ninth month of a. twelve-month cycle. We asked thém to describe
their projects, to explain what they hoped would result from them in outcomes
for teachers, students, the commnity, and others; but we were most concerned
about how they did it, how thegy concelved it in the first place, how they
planned how they percelved their own roles, how they developed relationships
with various people and groups who would be important for succdss, how thHey -
~ acquired resources, how they solved problems, how they evaluated what they

were doing, and how they made sure that their efforts would last and would

spread to others.

‘ Each nterview tovk avbut two hours, some less, some a lot more.. We felt
that in most of them we really got to know the people who were directing this s
- work and théy got to know us. In fact, they could have gone longer and it often
' seemed that we had both learned a'great deal? many expressed their apprecia-
tion for such an opportunlty to take a long reflective look at what happened
and especially how it happened.

N

. The interviews .were partly very open, paitly structured (see the sample
schedule included in the appendlx) Thus, they gave us an opportunity both to
.appreciate the uniqueness’ of each and at the same time to compare s®me aspects '

. across projects. On content, there is little-we can ssay except that the
variety is mind-boggling as well as exgiting. But there are similarities and
these become obvious when we look’ at the process. This {skwhat we will try to
convey to the reader in the following pages. RN

[N ' . - . ’
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We focused our study on, the role and experience of the prefect director
partlg because of our own time and budgetary constraints. However, we
reasoned that digectors typically play-the most- vital rple in innovation '
projects. There is one respbnsible person; insiders and outsiders tend to
look to this person for information, reassurances and gu. guidance regarding most

spects of a.project from start to finish. For better or for rse (we think
obably for better) tHe project director,: therefore, symbolized and personi-
fied the project as a whole. ) \

\
“Given this fact, a second general finding is that all projects are

. engdged in a prpblem-solving effort for thg educational community. In other -

words, there are some needs to which attention has been drawn; and an effort
is madé to acquire resources, ideas, facts, and solutions relevant to these

needs and to apply thegse resources to the needs with expectatlons~of positiye
results. . - .

~

A third conclusion is that shis problem-solving doesn't occur in ‘one fixed

sequence; rather, .there is a patterh which repeats itself, sometimes many times

before a project is completed. In fact, the more capacity a project Zzs for
recgcllng, up-to-a-point, the stronger the project, because there is re

' responsiveness to changing needs, changing resources,  and changlng perceptions

.

of what is possible. All projects go through at least ope problem-solving

cycle just -in the process of preparlng a proposal. Very often, at State insist-
ence, this proposal is written up a second time requiring a second year cycle
before final funding is made ‘available. After-fundlng has .terminated, there

are also probably many cycles but we dbvzouslg did not have a chance to look

at them. . >

’
i - ‘ -
. <,

A fourth conclusion of this study is regarding the tasks of ‘the director -
himself (herself). There are at least four principal functions which must be
performed: the'manager function, the facilitator-c¢oordinator, the communicator,
and the intellectual leader or creator (e.g., proposal and report writers).
Almost all directors assumed at least two of these functions; many assumed all
four. We expected that there would be conside e role strain due to @oﬁh
the heavy load of work am .complexity of skil implied by these functidns
and by thE‘margznalltg and ambiguity associated with all new roles which don't
fit existing and traditiopal stereotypes. On the surface, however, there was
not Must evidence of sucA:iole strain or at least of any undue suffering
reSultlng from it. ‘ { ‘ '

»

Of all h;sggér respon51b111t1es probably the most crucial is the develop* . .
ment and mainte of strong p051t1ve relatlonshlps betwyeen the project and

. the rest of the syst most especially the superintendent and the school

board. Most‘project directors well appreciated this point but Some fa11ed to
inspire a sense of commltment, belonglng, and ownership pf the project "in -
these szgnrflcant areas. ~

)
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While almost gll recognized their proje té‘as a form of school district

problem-solving, véry few went very far in askéssing and analyzing district
needs before advocatipg their "solytions,"” and none had a'ﬁftnsfactorg pro-
cedure for red'ssessing needs on a contlnulng basis.
Projects varled greatly in their willingness and ability to use knowl-
edge and technical resources from various sourges. There was a*tendency to
think that what was needed for the project was either alreadg in hand or -
readllg obtainable from a particular source. Hence, most. projects did not -
engage in a serious search effort afd did not tap.a very wide range of leads
into the resource universe of American education.

s

« ¢ ‘ 4

A crucial question for most projects was survival beyond the one year
fanding period. It fvas clear that a very wide range of options exists for
continuation both flmancial and other. Most projécts sought eontlnuatlon
through the same F gial program and most also saught increases and commit-
ments from their ldcal district. The results were mixed. Continued local :
support depended on many factoers, some of which were entirely.outside the
control of the project director. However, relationship to %he community,
to the board, to the superintendent and others was a cruc1al matter over
which he/she usually did have some control.

A
- ”

Pro;ects also'used’a tremendous variety of media to tell their story
both to. theidd own district and to outsiders. Personal, group, print, and
electronic media strategies were used, usually in combination. Local news-
papers are probably the most .common , most accessible medium for dissemination
and ometlmes ae;;sted in building pollt‘cal support for the pro;ect.

Flnallg 1t is'very difficult to make a blanket ludgment about the

. success . the program, partly because evaluation efforts are generally

bad or/the good things that actually happened and resulted. Our 1nc11natlon
is lieve that the over—all effort was overwhelmingly p051t1ve ‘and virg
much worthwhlle .

feei:j/énd 6o narrowly focused to,give a full and fair picture of all the
be

.
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. I.  THE DIRECTOR'S ROLE AND ROLE PERCEPT, : (\\ ) ( S
v
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A

: ’ - » '
An important focus of this evaluatien prBject'ﬁ%s the role of thé* .
v project director. Training activities were undertaken on the assumption'

that the role was often ill-defined and misunderstood by both role occupants.

and the relevant others with whom the project director had to relate. Vol
\ LI [

One wa;‘to conceive the role was asvanother type of administrator
within the system or as' anqther kind of teacher or amother kind of counselor.' L
These more traditional more fully accepted, and more fully understood roles
$ are likely to serve as models or reference points for any new, emergent,-or
fuzzy roles that the system now g;s to deal with. Furthermore, for many ‘of
- our project directors, these were the roles from which they, themselves, had ”
only recently emerged, and perhaps, the roles to which they tould or would re-
turn'whenithe project was ober for whatever reason. .

!
To eéxplore the areas of role functions and role selffperceptions, two

questipns were asked in the interviews. The first was simply. "How wolld you >
define your role in the project7". The second was a\listing of eleven role

- ~functions which was handed to the direct r with the question: "What pErcentage

Y youf time is spent on the foll iing,rzles7" Respondents were reminded that |, °
the total might add up to more than one hundred percent since the roles were
overlapping. They were also urged to provide fuller explanations of wMat work
they performed under each of the headings. To further check on the importance - :
of the role in the total work space, of the person, we asked what percentage of_

$ time was' devoted to project duties altogether. In response to this last ques-

tfon, we found the following”pattern:

) , ) ) o
X ! : gﬁ L .
[} N »
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‘ TIME DEVOTED ‘TO PROJECT " , :
(%4
\ Time Devoted : Te (-
to Project Number - '
100% 10 . gy
g 90% 1~ :
: 807 . -1
\ . 75% 2.
602 w2
* 502 © 6 ) '
40% : 2
N . 35% "3
2 : 302 2
v e 222 1 .
P . L, — -,- S
No codable response 2 _ f/ T
¥ . B ‘ |

Thus, roughly one;third are full-time and the ‘other two~thirds cluster
around fifty percent. In any case,. it is evident that the project director
role is a serious part of the work life of all the people who were internieweé.
Furthermoré, for many if not most it was a dnminating and even all-consuming

activity which swalloned up much more time than wag actually budgeted.

L
)

Moving now to the kinds of activities which were mentioned as a part of .
the role, it i1s clear that project directors are called upon to perfdrm a very
large array of tasks. It,will be convenient for clarity of presentation to
group the findingg intq five clusters and to discuss the open-ended question
and the eleven‘function liet together. The five ,patterns which seem to ensrge .

-

from the analysis are as Follows:

- N
A. The manager . -
) B. The facilitator . '+ . . g
C. _The communicator
- D. The creator .
.- E. The "do-all" 4 T
' 3
® -
L] < . -
- ‘ ] ) -
4 -2 - ’
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A. The Matéger . ! ' ' . R
. : 5 ' ‘ /,
- o :

The largest category involved duties which traditionally are ‘associated
with managing or directfng something, including making the key decisions and
telling people what to do, in short, the "boss". There were 4 total of forty—'
-sevehi mentions of activity which seemed to fit this category. Some of these

+ corresponded exactly with the 1ist which we later provided of eleven functions.

1

For these specified functions in the tables below we will algso provide the:

average percentagé of time which pProject di;ectors.devote to the function.

’ TABLE2 -
o “  MANAGER- ROLE DL‘{E‘JSIONS O
: [ ]
Average Per- ) = . Spontaneous \
‘ centage of Time ) - Function Mentions o
Director 8
’ . Budget—books—bills " 7
y 37% Manager - 5 .
N Administrator . .5 <
~ Planning ) 5
Staff recruitment /5
. Purchasing—Ordering
: materials 3
20% Key Decision Meker 1" A

Other functions which received mention and»seemed to fit roughly into
this category were: "riding herd on consultants", "clear bureaucfacy",
"grouble shooter", "logistical problems", and "safety". -

. - - e ‘o , -

-
¢ -

Mos? project directors make it very clear that they feel responsihle for‘
the project fiscally and in all other ways' In a few cases, this is seen as
a burden which was cast upon them by an unkind fate or by mismanagement and
shirking of responsibility further up the line, but more often it is or be—'.
‘comes a welcome challenge and a chance to move up andﬂgn@.of.tradiqional ffj*?

school roles. .,
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Second in importance is the role of "facilitator"; a term w&ch we, ’
/

. use to cdv\.er the various activi{ies related to bringing people together ﬁnd e
helping them to do whatever. it"is that they are to do. For some, this role
was para\nount and precluded functioning as the decision-maker or 4s the on?

who directs others. However, for the majority the ' 'manager” and the "facili-

tator roles either overlappged or had to be perfonned at different stages of

the project . The E?llowing table tells part of the story. N

‘ A
o S {7 TABLE 3 ;
‘ » :
f : 1 FACILITATOR ROLE DIMENSIONS ° ‘ : ‘
’ ‘ Average Per- -t Spont&neous .
' centage of Time " Function - _Metitions . )
[ " ! Coordinator = 7 10" L N o \
. Scheduling 4 , Loos
_ ‘ 17% . Consultant _ 3. o , o
.. , Facilitator ° ] 2: ) e
-—* S « Problem Sd.ver o 22
122 ¥ catalyst )
. - ; -
s 5 ) ‘ ‘

Other functions which seemed to fit. this'category were: "guiding and

~

— paving the way", "orchestrating-ideas", ''generating a team", "chairperson to /
keep things together", working behind the scenes to smooth things", ‘assiV\(
in defining the problem s wo}king with teachers and students", and "forcing /

.people to deal with issues". A.ltogether, there were 33 spontaneous mentions "
. of »functions which fitted this category. ] .o O /

]

c. The Communicator l . ) . ~

v -
3 ©
.‘0 *

A.nother very importang \set of responsibilities related in ene way o‘(\—
another ‘to communication‘ firstly, within theiﬂproject, segondly, between the
project and the system; thirdly, between the project and the community; and
finally, in some cas!s between\the project and a wider communit)% of interest
among - ¥ucators in other school t;listricts across“the state and beyond“the atate .

- M -
- ¢ . -
. 1

“‘, [ "4" ) . . '
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\\0 It also appears that the communicator role becomgs more salient and chang;s X T

as the project progresses through the year. As the next table illustrateflf
‘ﬁ\ ‘-the didensions of this role are potentiaLly vast and extremely complex, re-’
quiring a great variety of skills in using very different media and messages T

P .

to best advantage and in\drchestration

-

Ce ‘ TABLE 4 T .
’ ' COMMUNICATOR-ROLE DIMENSIONS -~ - '
/ . " Average Per- ' ) Spontaneous ° 1 ..
. . centage of Time Function ° ‘Mentions R
112 " Disseminator - 6 )
, Public Reldtions/ . X A P =
publicity . 6 = ’
l# . Resource 'Lipker '’ : ‘3 Q ' h b
o Liaison ' . o
. "' Newspaper articles/press - ' )
K releases- ~ : 2 : v .
. S RPN ) Links to %tate . 2 .
- | ' . * . . *

-

bther activity descriptions wnich seemed to fit this category were:
"communicator", ﬁs‘alesman"',""linking project_inside and outside the system",
"brochure\development", "creating audio-visual presentations-on the project”,
"running worksheps', "newsletter" and "keeplng ‘the staff informed". Com- .
municati g activities were parhaps even more importaﬂt .than tj#se figUres
indicate, but we will reserve much of thet discussion for the part of the re-
port which deals with dissemination as such. . Altogether, there were tnirty-
"Nsix spontaneous mention‘ of role activity in this category iIn response %o the

open-ended question on role description, second only to the manager" category
. L4 \

D., The Creator : . - | ' '
. LY i‘ ' ¢ \ -
. e < ' " s . ' R
‘ It was obvious from many of the interviews that the proj!lt director.- -
viewed him-or-herself as the prime source of ideas for the project and the
one to wHom others would look for guidance and instruction as to what it was-

.all about. \\There were eleven spontaneous mentions which seemed to suggest
E A J . I

~
, - -t L]

- . . € »



this in one way or another.’ For example foun gtated that they were teachers
° or trainers of teachérs inrthe basic substanee of the project, and this item- i
. was rated as repeiving aq aver}geraf 1624pf the direetot s time. 'Two indi—
o cated that they were the solution providers/rand thi? category on the list
was‘rated at, 122 on the average by all project directors Other spontaneous'
mentions which seemed to fit are: "instigator i trainer-of-trainers , "con="
.gcience., visionary , and ' guiding teachers to the solution" )
- ’ B ‘ ‘ ) o U
. * . . .

More' compelling evidence for the importance of this role comes from

«®

~ :

thé fact 'that about half the project directors wrote the- proposals for their

projects, many pradtically alone. “ Even more are 1ikely to have. been involved."

in Qriting~the'proposals fer neit year's follow-op activities.: These facts‘ : .o
should be’ put together with other facts about the perception of the-project

"innovative . Nearly half of those interviewed saw the ‘project as "a very

' w \and unique concept as far‘as I know" (14 of the 30 froh whom respomses.to *
hEiijnestion&{_ere_obt"ained). The other  half (15 out of-30) saw the project
—,A3s 'new at IEast as far as ny region or district is concerned". No‘pn;'stated‘

+ " that ‘his/her project'was not innovative and only one said .that "itrwas ‘only
new as' far as-the particylar cliedt group w3s concerned". Thus, j:wis clear
that project directors,arhnheavily involved in creating their projects aqd- o
see their projécts as creative. This may partly explain the very higPJSEnS% :
of ipvolvement, respongibility, cotmitment to suceess, and comnitment to'conqs
-tin ation that typifz,their attitudes. - . ° ' |
\E. , Qther Roles . _ . .. N .- . . -
. * ! . [ ’,
In addition to the salient roie dimensiong suggested,above, there were R

ather functidns~which received significant‘mention.and these are idﬁntiiied - .
K ¥ g : 1
in the néxt table . ’ ‘ .. . i . . ‘//’!




',covered‘several sets of fumctions spreading across‘these types.

duction .

F..

out analysis of roles
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- The "Do-all"

‘5.

Y

L ‘ ~ . . ‘ \ - . N
} . v ! . ‘h‘& e >
$ * . N _ f v '
- - f " - ]
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2 .
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. . ELES S ] A AN
A . ° S R
- s OTHER DIMENSIONS OF THE DIRECTOR S,ROiE oo . ' K
r Ayerage Per- . - . A Spontanoous ‘
v centage of Time . . Fumction , = °. ‘- Meation .
“ ' . Internal evaluator , 4 )
,  Look for/sslicit ‘finds - 4 \
- . “Develop matenials/modules “he ‘ ' 3 .
B ¥ 4 . -Solutjon adapter ,} 1 _— IR
11z s~ Solution implementor J 0 - e 7 ..
ST ' 'Researcher ) 1
N ) . L O N
- e . > - -
Other unclassifiable responses were: 'look for new avenues" and "pro-

It would be misléading to say that'we found four distinct 'types" in

In fact, almost all project diregtors had duties which -

S~

)

few were

.80 bold as to suggest that they did everything, leaving us .to wonder whether

the old fashioned, ideas of division of labor and delegation ‘of authority hyd

been discarded altogether.

In response to the bpen-ended question

‘ "How. would

/you define your role?" e, received an- averége of 3.9 separate functions per

respondent

In response tq the more élosed-ended 1ist of eleven functions,

the average respondent cdecked 6.4 finctions as involving him or her‘at l%ggt

5% of the time

Hence, it is clear that most proJect difectors are called

updn- to,play diverse roles and more. of them end up‘as "'do-alls" than are.

willing to admit ic.

-

Implications of Role Analysis

. - 1

~

- g

;"'

Giyen the breadth, complexity,sand sheer demand of this role, we might

ask two questions:'first,.is it possible for anyone to do it ? and secondly, if

.
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it is, what sort of person is reduired7 ‘From our interviews, we have ‘the
strong ression that it is very possible. In fact,Qmény people, seem to
_approach“the assignment with zest and flair, even when the assign’ent is ,
“tl“t upon them. by ot&rs and not sought by deliberate choice,. The seconq

. question isnmre.difficult to answer. -In terms of background, sex, age, or .

4

other obvious measures of that sort, wedﬁiscern no' pattern whatever. Many

sproject directors are former- teachers; many' are former administrntors at gy,

.

' various levels, some are former guidance couaselors; a few are new professionals

fresh out of university, two or three are college professqps doing this on
the gside or takidg time out® 1In sum, it is very clear- that Title III create;'
opportunities for new people to do things they have never dome before, to
"broaden their skill m#x, and to gain a great variety of new experiences rele-.

vant in‘various ways to schools.’

" On the other hand, it is no bed of roses. There are severe role strains

— 4

to be -endured; and while most end up doing very well, there are many errors

made along the way which result from lack of skills, lack of training, or a

" lack of realizatiOn until too late that a certain kind of activity was Te—

.

quired which had fot been a pary of the director's "bag of tricks" heretofore.
"Tritle III Project Director" is not -a role which has any basis in the tradi-
tions of education and it is not well understood or even well appreciated by
most educators, even those who administer Title III at the federal and state
level. The problems which loom the largest can probably be summarized best

. ‘ Q\ ‘

by the twowords: "ambiguity' and "overload".

=

-
-

v

Vo .
It is rarely clear to a person entering this role what will be required

in terms of activities and reSponsibilties.~ Theré are few-clearly defined
»

limits and few if any sources one can go to to get even suégestions of the

i best way to define those limits for oneself; hence; there'are‘great ambigui-

ties with respect to the task, itself. .Seeendly, there are ambigui}ies with .
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respect to othgrs, especdally established roles in the system such as "prin-
cipal” and." teacher These ambiguities often léad to discomfort and SOTF-
times open ‘conflict with others -in these more traditioi@i and niore established
roles. Finally‘ there is usually an ambiguity with regard to status and power

S within the system.. Most project directors appear to have more freedom and
more\opportunity for self-definition of work sp;ce than traditional rdle 4
holders, but thlis is almost always bought at the price of security. Further-
more, it is’ often under Epreat by others who feel that their own power or
status hs being threatened. Often,those most threatened will 'aglso be in

positions which are marginal to the system:in one way or another.

’
v

i Overlbad: -

-

. Our corcern about' overldad derives more from logic than from the direct*

. evidence of the interviews. Few complained specifically aboué overload in
spite of the obvious bustle of their work lives Then why raise the question?
For three reasons: first,of ak} it is obvious that the variety“bf role de-

“  mands will lead people t§ over-exterid themselves, perhaps even without knowing'

' it. Second, it is likely that many project directors put the best face on{it

< when they ‘gre imterviewed by €n- d“tider, it is simply not kosher to.admit - -

.failures and inadequacies to strangers, q'becially when they may have an An- ,
fluence on your future. Thirdly, we suspect that.the "do—all" syndrome is
ultimately unhealthy, not just because mistakes get made and jobs don' t get
'done well, but also because not enough people pet into the act that way and -
others aren't being traihed to tike on parts of the fole/when and '1f the pro-

ject director drops out of sight for whatever Teason.

M *

v ‘v

i There seems to be some evidence that the long interviews, coupled with

“the training sessions at which project directors oould discuss and compare

) their roles had sdme sort of therapeutic effect, even though it came very

-

late.in' the project year. Project directors have had. few chances to see the

*+  role in perspdctive and to work on filling out or upgrading their skill reper- -

toire. We feel that there is a need to expand and strengthen the specisl

‘a N T * . . . .
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culture of project directors through training experiences\and through con~-
‘ tiduing opportunities to dialggut with each other and with experts on vérious

aspects of project management. o . :

. N
II. BUILDING AND MAINTAINING RELATIONSHIPS WITH KEY PEOPLE' AND GROUPS

. - T .

. ot .

It 1s evident that ‘the suecess of a project at all stages depends upon

the good will and, to some extent, the involvement' of persons in various key

~

Ppositions in the district and sometimes'beyond the district. Hence, one of

. the questions’in our interview dealt directly with relationship issues. The

iy
' ‘ :gjya R .V

question was put as follows:

v
»

"Have you been able to ‘bulild relationships with people
in kegpositions° (Those who authorize, unlock doors to
funds, clients, etc. 9)" N

(

Four follow-up questions sought more detail "Who are they’ .What kind of;
effort was needed to acquire these relationships’ How S0 you maintajn ‘them?
and, §re ‘there any current problems where relationships could'be improved?"
. %

In answer to the geperal question, we found a large majority of 'yes"

answers, even in one or two cases where furthef probes revealed very seriou3
‘relationship failures. Twenty clearly claimed success in establisﬁing key

relationships and were able to present ‘evidence of this. On the other hand
for five of the projects, there &ere significant failures which hampered the
implementation of the projects in important ways; for the 8ix other projects,
it was difficult to detdrmine whether .or not key relationships had been es~

tablished ‘because of the oblique or incomplete nature of the response. on "

the other hand, a majority of projects cited instances of problems in.rela-
tionships which occured at one point o another, seventeen cited problems, ‘
-‘eleven claimed no problems and the remaining four did not give a clear re-

sponse which could be codable one way or the other.

.

U - . .

-

'u)’r—
»
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A. ' .Key Relationships: What are they’

N *
Title III projects usually must fit into one of two Basic social con~ .-

figuratioas, simply stated .as the "district configuration" and the "multiple .

district configuration" (which might be regional or state-wide). The district

configutatiqp is‘by far the most common and' is remarkably constant, regardless .
. of the specific content of the project the number of sch,oolf involved or tﬁe !
‘level It is illustrated in the figure’ below 'I'he left-hand side -of the
figure shows the key roles within the district, represanting individualsy ¢
staff, or adminis,trative hierarchies. Also represented are groups of people,

org‘anized or otherwises Ar;ows rep‘resent. the key relationships.

N .

. . L]
l ' ’

';School
Committee

Supt

7 futsiders: .
3/ e.g. Consultants N\ ‘

. / Universities A
b D b Private Agencies |
. \ Agsociations /

Teachers \ Collaboraties

- 3 ~ ne’
C o . ~Resource Orga

A Y

FIGURE 1: The District Configuration
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The most constant elements in this configurftion are probably the ) -
‘relationship between the project and the superxintendent and the inter- L
connected relationship of tﬁe s&perinténdent to his rschool committee and
its chairperson. Decision—maﬁ;gg Jbower in the system is very heavily con~- .
centrated at these two points, making th;ir‘good will and support abaoiutelf
essential,' especially for long-term continuance. ‘
) ! ' s)
~ The multiple district configuratio;'is often (%ut not necessarily) con- )
siderably more complicate@ and certainly more variable.- ?hus, the diagram
below must be viewed much more tentatively.-  Furghermore, because.our data is

very limited, the afrows aréﬂdFdwn more-or-less speculatively.

' . LY . -

Te
.""\ ’

7 Mo, "\

. / private \

. . agéncies, \‘ B .-
P resourtce // ~

AO \srgaéfzations | ‘ .

N

S -

Interest
Groups of
parents,
citizens




X o
As Figure 2 suggests, it is vastl¥ more important for multiple district
projects to build geod reletionships with associations of educatais and con-

. cerned citizens which cut across\district lines. There will‘still be impor-
,tant\relationships to maintain within districts, of course, but these will-be
necessarily more limited with the possible exception of the "host" district,
if\ﬁhere.is,one: i.e., the distnict‘which provides a base for the staff and ’

N fef various activities and services. This ;ay well be the district in which
e project o;iginated in a previous year. Because of the nebulous character?,
oj many, of the assoc1ations to.which~the project must relate, it may actually
find itself in the business of’ creating an ad hoc organization or association -
of its own to serve as a membership focus for those who would 1ike to~be ip— X
volved. Indeed, many of the eduietional collaboratives which are now- thriving
withiﬁ the State of Massathusetts have sué® an origin.

/ R
e ’ .

: 3
Given the dbove distinction between project types, who ub we find identi-
fied -by the projeéct directors themselves as the key people? ' The following

e
N

table summarizes the findings:) ) - - \
TABLE 6 - ’ A
. 3\ HOW PROJECTS RELATE TO KEY PEOPLE . . . ‘
. \ - Relationship
KRey Role/Group . ~ Solid =  Problematic - Total
Superﬁptendent ‘ I 3 | . . 2 -
~Principal(s) . 12 ‘ 2 14
* School Committee . g | 2 “ 11 ‘e
Admin, staff¥(e. g. pupil o )
/):‘ personnel, spec. ed. dir ’
dep. sup., curr. directoxs) .18 2 20
ieaehers* (inc. dept. heads)\ 10 3 13 .
‘State Title III Staff ' -3 1 4 <\
Parent Groups* (advisoéy) s 3 &0 ' 3 7
-Students* LT NG I (s :(2)
( oy
. S Z13 - ‘

‘ S . . . 1Y
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In addition to the aBove, two projects ‘noted relations' to university
people, in one case adequate, in the other praoblematic. Ome project ndted
‘a very gqod relationship .(interest, involvement) with the mayor of the city;

another noted relations with selectmen. School psychologist guidance per-

sonnel and counselors Jwere edch mentioned once as solid r:lationships In 5’

one case, there was difficulty relating adequatealy to t ef project con-

sultant who had originally developed and written the proposal.

A

B. . Quality of Relationships A

L4
-

In some cases, it seemed evident after a good deal of probing that a
""good" relationship with a powerful person or group.wasn't necessarily good
for very much - For example, one director first claimed that relatipns witp
the superintenaent were quite good, but later informed us that the Superinten-
dent had been unwilling to recommend cbntinuation of the project to the school
'committee‘jn the absence of continued state funding. This and other\examples
of a dimilar kind Suggest that project directprs sometimesiiake too much’ for
granted - * If there 1is an important gatekeeper whose strong endorsement is

necessary, it may be a good ihea to test the strength of the relationship and
-

to, indulge in- intehsive communication beyond the point at which formal en-

dorsement—has been secured.

Y

C. what were the Problems? ' ‘ ’
% ) . .

We were able to identify six classes of problems connqpted to building®
relagionships, "and of these, at least five had to do directly or indirectly

with power, ’ ‘ 'f

(JZ'TUrfishness: in at leagi two 1nstances, the project seemed to

represent a threat to the authority or the "turf" of other people .

in the séstem: in one of these.cases the project director had

attempted Eo by=pass the authority of anothgr administrative.person,
' attempting to build a firm relationship with the superihtendent;

]
-
‘

)
- 14 -
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- when' the' latter stuck to the chain of command, Yhe project came
under mugh tlghter control and survelli;nce by the unsydpathetlc
1ncermed1ary. In the other: case, a mul;zple dlstrlct conflguratlon,
. key relatzonsh;ps with unuverslty people failed because of 1nter-

) lnstltutlonal suspicions and concern to maintain traé;tlonal ) L

“:i' prerogatJ.ves. . .o . :

’ - - N

y v f ) :
N \ .(2) ‘Pdssivity: some important people.simply chose to remain aloof
from project activity by delegating excessively to others or by . W
playing_hard-to-gee. Yometimes tZe lack of contact was deliberaéely'
\ihahipuléted by an intermediary. For example, it is common practi .
1 in some dlstrlcts for the superintendent to block access to the Jzoool /,
committee or to filter it excessively so that there is no real chance
for the project to-Bisplay its wares to the people who will make the

decisions on its fate. N ‘a

. .

. -

(3) Over-control: 1in cne instance, the project director ciaimed that
, the essential goals of a project were compietely thwarted by a con-
servative principal who "Chairs everything and everybody”. In another

case, project staff found that they were being held "accountable"” by,

an impossible number of petty bureaucrats. .. ) .
\\. _ f4) Low-power association: in one instance, the persons t3 whom the
s ) prOJect rélated most’ closely had Very little power to affect change

Iin.their own organizations. It is important for progect directors to
make a dlstxnctlon betweem the ﬁgbpie d& is serving as clients, many
— of whom are: necessarlly and by deflnltlon in low-power positions, ard

. those to whom it must relate for admlnlstratlve and fiscal s rv1va1

] . P B
‘a -

“ i .
(5) Pre-occupation of key persons: in one case, the me;its of a pro-

-ject could not be appreciated because the school committee was locked‘

.

in a re-electibn struggle. In other cases, people were for various
. .y

»
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* °  reasons just .too busy or overbooked to give 'the project the attenﬁion
that it needed: s ’ - .
‘(6) Finally, there were a few instances of simple resistance to chapge.
In two cases, department heads refused to concede that newer approaches
were worth even minimal investments of staff time or attention. In
another case, a superlntendent was unwzlllng to take any risks on be-
- half of change after an 1nc1dent of 1nappropr1ate behavior on a f{eld
o tr;p early in the pfOJeCt
b e . .
This listing of problems should he ﬁlaced in the perspective of all °.
the projects in which no problems were reported and those in which problems

Y
were confronted and’ oq\rcome with relative ease. The overall record seems

remarkably good. Certainly there is Iittle evidence that there is any massgﬂe

3

resistance to educational innovation within the S?fﬁi‘of Magsachusetts. ) T

- % . . .
D. How~Are. Relationships Built and Maintained? - | ’

- %

'spect to any one key person in any detail, we &re not able to report as much
as we would like to about how relationships developed over time ‘and what types

of strategies and tattics were employed. It is clear, however, that personal

Because the interview'did not permitmthe traciné>of actions with re— (/

face-to-face contact~ﬁas no spbstitute at -the early étages The most success—

ful project directors ‘seemed to be very forceful and bold in this,regard, gome
of them meticulously making the rounds to every school in their district more

than once: .first to explain everything‘to tihe principa‘ater, with the
principal's blessing, to the staff. Such a thorough pe

al approach geems .
"to pay off. More passive approaches using brochures or letters or reports
-and memos did not sgem to work well except as’supplements to the more’ direct
personal approach. "If this 1s the case, it follows that project directors
must make very shrewd judgments as to who the "key"- people really are for
their projects since it will not be possible to make effective personal con-
tact with all the school personnel who are potentially relevant in the dis-
~ trict. This is even‘mope obviously true for the multiple district config-

; '
urations. . - )

7

Ve
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E. Implications/ - - .

: ¢ .
Buildin&?relationships and maintaining them is perhaps the nost X N
; critical agpect of.the_mahagement of all innovative projects. Hence, it
..would appear obvious that project directors have some amount of training
or orientation‘regardiné'relationshig issues, problems, and strafegies
prior to ent * on their mission.' Ingfact, there are at least four entry -
ituations;’the first and easjiest is the "old hand" in the familiar situa-
////-’/zion. A few of our respondents indicated that relationships were notja prob-
lég because they already had positions in the. system which commanded/ power. . p
and respect and had known all the key people for years. The second entry , .
situation is the person whd has been with the~system for some timﬁ in a .
!Frelatively low starus, usually teacher, sometimes guidance counsélor, who f ot
now-takes on a dramatically new role with greatly -enhanced but ambiguousA
- status, a third type is the newcome: who starts his/her expeyience in this
district with this project eventhough he/she might have had/some other edu-
cational role in the past. A, 1ast entry point is the out-ider, d.e., the
person whosée home base and professional identity are rea ly outside the
e district. For the last three entry positiomns, training 'and/or sophistication:,’

in relationship building are Critical . .

\
¢

There are.at least three areas in which some @art of training'would.be -
beneficial (1) the sociometry of theAdistrict (oy region.or state), (2) inter-
personal relating, and* (3) group drgnnizing and Yeadership.. Regardfng the
first we Have already noted the‘basic configurgtions which must be understood
within those configurations, prqigct directors/muat become adept at identifying
those persons and groups ¥hose active support/is most essential. Regarding \
' interpersonal relationships, it is clear tha project dif!ctors must become

skilled at relatg.g £o power figures on a ofie-to-one basis without being either

intimidated or - ‘of fensive. With respect to group lea_g;ship, project directors

need to know how to organize groups(of pa ents, community members, or educators
: ' to provide adequate linkage,/support ad ice, and 4f necessary,;bufferiqg f’tﬁ#’

-

potentially-threatening interests' thus specific orientation and help-on the
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recruitment, management, .and utilization of adviiory groups of various '

: ‘inds is in order. : . . , ) . ¢ e
« . ! \,
IZI. PROJECTS AS PROBLEM"SOLV_I)VG , ) , -
— - ‘- N L " , « - 3 :

A major argument behind this approach to evaluation has been a con-’

E]

ception of Title Y{II Projecte as educationmal.problem-solving efforts. ‘' The

model which was proposed as a point of reference was that contained in ‘Have-
-

‘lock's Guide to Innovation in Educationl, a six-stage model of "rational" "

“change‘agent wnd client, broceedidg*to diagnosig of the real educational'

nroblem sol(i;i beginning with. the establishment of a relationship betweem’
need, a search for resources relevant to éolutions to that need, the building
and choice among alternative solutions, the gaining of acceptance for chésen

-solutions through-a tore widespread *social diffusion effort, and finally the

id‘lemeptation and long-term maintenance of the agreed-upon solution, leading
J

optimgfly to an internal and self-renewing capacity for problem-solving on 1412

oth¥r educational problems. In adapting this model to fif the Title III .

wituation, certain modifications are in order. One important‘consideration
is the life-cycle of the typical project, itiis never the,ease that the one-
year'funded cycle is a {ruly complete problem-solving cycle; in fact, it is
only a part of one, indeed often a fairly small part. In other words, both
reiationships and needs werg established long before and even search _and choice
qégnong sofutions took placeueither during or prior to the proposal-writing pro-
ess. At the other end of the cycle, it is also obvious that many aspects of
maintenance and self-renewal are .only settled nonths ©or even years after fund-
inglﬁas~been terminated. Fiéure 3 might suggest,this situationdiagrammatically.
Nine periods of time are suggested; of these only two or at the most four ate
conducted withih the official "funled" cycle, namely T6 and T7 and posSiblv
T8 and T9. We 'would prefer to argue, however, that a—project does not

involve just one cycle of problem solving, but at least twa (/“ : <

' L]

'Ronald G. Havelock. '"The Change Agent 8 Guide to Ihnovation in Education.”
Educational Technoloé} Publications, Englewood Cliffs, New Jerséy, 1973,

'
1y [
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'FIGURE 3: SINGLE CYCLE MODEL OF THE LIFE OF A PROJECT

L

thé same; equivaleat reaspning should apply to the search énd solution phases

and probably many mgre. In other gprdé, it does’ nat suffice to consider a

need at one point in time and then forget about itgbr éssume that, it stays

of a project. -Hence, we ¢an conceivesof a pre-fuhd;pg cycle and a post-

funding cycle‘as diagrammpd in Figure 4.

« T ~ IMPLEMENTATION S
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. : PROP FUNDING ’
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Sol _CYCLE .
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. ' PROBLEM=SOLVING SE i
CYCLE : &~ 1
Sr2 b

y

FIGURE 4: MULTIPLE CYCLE MODEL OF THE LIFE OF A PROJECT ¢, . )
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Thgre are at least three reasons why Figure' 4 repxesent%lwhat should s
- .

happen in a project rather than F gure 3. The first is Eime'lag The
situation at the beginning of the \funded cycle’ is frequently not the sam

as it was in the ve:y early stages of project concep?ion. The need may v; \\\
changed, the resources available may have altered, or new solution  posgibili-~ B
ties may ‘have emerged Secondly, with the funding should -come a greatly &
increased capacity to work through thenproblem—solving steps‘sq that it
should now be possible to do a much more thorough job of needs assessment;
to search much farther and much deeper for information and ideas, and to
develop, refine, :and choose among solutions with far’ more skill and imagina—
“tion. Thirdly, after the proposal is’ funded we are dealing with a changed, - . 3
almost always enlarged gocial situation. -More people are involved at more * e '
levels, it cannot therefore be assuned that what was perceived as the need 6{
the most appropriate solution by one of two individuals wtigmﬁﬁ the proposal - &
will be perceived exactly the same way by the larger circle. If norms of «
-participation and democratic dec*sion making are upheld, then there is a
necessity of proceeding through many of the problem-solving\steps once more
~with the larger group (The same logic, of course, applies»ﬁith_even greate?
force at the diffusion stage whede the spcial'circle expands enormously.)
Following the abeye reasoning, we asked project directors to tell us"‘r
what steps they went througﬂzto assess needs and search for resources and
solution alternatives, both before and after projects were funded. The o
findings are a bit disheartening,°suggesting that the Figure 3 model 1is - \\2/‘\\
much mo:e/tommon than ihan the Figure 4 model. A number of thterview ques~
tions attempted to get at perceptions of the project as a problem—solving
process. The first and most obvious of these questions ylelded the slimmest
returns: "Do you'‘see your project as an example of problem solving? °‘Can
you expldin what you mean by this?" Almost all respondents mistook the intent
of this questien, ansvering that their projécts,represented‘solutions to the
problems of this or that client group, usually students. What”they missed’was‘
the notion of a process of problem—solving which was implied in the question.

L] . ' ‘ .
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It emeﬁ that the fbcus was ver§ much on the solution and)not the problem
orthe néed from which the problem might have_been formulated. Most pro=
ject directors perceived the need as fairly obvious and the solution gs

] something they were committed to -and thoroughly convinced of the appro—
priateness. . : . i . ‘ .

N ‘”‘,, o / K i

‘a A numbeg of other questions addressed tHemselvee to more specific ’

- aspects of probiem‘golving - Two questions conce@eed diagnosis ‘and. needs -
assessmept' two loncerned financial resources, one concerned acquisition of
information products and materia}s, and, a set of four questions asked about
the solution‘choosing and adapf%tion process. ) ) v

’ +
7 . .
. e

.2

e " piagnosis and Needs Assessment ., . - S

N .

' »
* One item sinTply asked responden.ts to rate the amount of effoft which

. went i‘nto dlagnosis and needs assessment.” The results were as follows:

1

L * . ' =
TABLE 7 y ¢

‘= (| . w AMOUNT OF EFFORT APPLIED TO
. . DIAGNOSIS OR NEEDS ASSESSMENT /

\ 7| "mintmarv o
e - - "Reasonable Amount" 13. ‘ .
o L. "'Large Amoint" ' 9. *.. o Voot ¢

~ . "Ext‘r:emely large amount" . 3 ‘ . )
/- L N . ~ ¢ - B »x ~ ' o
N - No Response " .. ) 2 . ) v .
’ f Py L - - . . .

ey - b \ - ‘a. .
. In most 9ases, the a!sessment referred to took place before the project was T

funded and 'in gany cases, the process was described as "informaL" . -
s ¥ .

o -

(S
v

* ) The more revealing'quést;ion was worded as f%c’ws "How well,lhave w

you continued to assess and ,diagnose needs (and problems?" Most of the.

QA'
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. the few which claimed to have rather'serious relationship difficultdes. .

.. ! , -
responses seemed to fit under "evaluation" rather than needs assessment.

For example, sevé!lmentioned student tests of one kind of another, usually —

referred to as pre—tests . Five others mentioned teachers' ratings of

students. Two mentioned "feedback" from students: in ope case via a special -
form, in the gther "comstant". One mentioned very specific outcomes such as «
"the number of boats built, issues of the magazine actudlly published." 1In

one case, the project revolved, around very-intensive diagnostic case studies

of individual children with gpecial needs. The project director in this case

indicated that the assessment process could not be generalized; it had to “be

i N iy > .
¥ viewed case by case.. Altogether, sixteen project directors mentioned some* -

sort of data from or by or*on studenti: themselves, as a major patrt of the

diagnosis.

Data on‘teachers'_self-assessments were cited four tines,';nd regular
‘meetings or visits with teachers, three times. Letter requestsltb parents
and parent meetings were each cited'once. In three cases,- workshop reactions z
were‘elicited; one said thaﬁ Yeach activity has its own instrument". 6ne in- -
dicatéd that assessments were by personal visitations which were "carefully
documented". . S ‘ .

Five stated little more than that’ the process was "informal", one saying
that the need was "obvidus", another indicating that he/she spends a lot of
time trying to anticipate problems- . ¢
. \ - " . ‘ . ‘\ - - ’

: One director perhaps stated wyhat was inplicit in somé other responses,
v [ .

that this needs assessment step was done "just for proposals"..
ar ] , ' ‘¢
’ . o * . -~

< One project actually hiredran outside consultant to come -in on a weekly

basis to examine how the project was going and how the project team members .

were relating to each other and to relevant others.. This pypject was one of

L f c e




In snmpary, we feel that the needs assessment process 1is treated
generaltly in a very informal and petrfunctory manner. Aséessments,are
rarelyrased td redirect or refocus‘ project objectives or activities in a
significant way. .There also‘seems to be a confusion between (a) needs
assessment, (b) needs analysis and intenﬁretation, (c) formative evaluation,:
(d) summative evaluation, and'(e) student.testing. Wevwili return to some
of these issues later in this report in discussing what'respondents said
about "evaluating_benefits". f T

Implications

’

~ N
There seems to be a need for a more satisfactory orientation ﬁo the
subject of needs assessment or diagnosis by potential project directors.
It is noteworthy that scant mention was made of national, state, or local
educational priorities and one wonders whether these have any real meaning
or visibility to the average educator. There is also perhaps a dearth of -
V-appropriate Leols EB assess a range of needs'in some way which allows mean-
+ 1ingful: optioné to emerge and ratfonal choices to he made. Finall&, it would
appear that whatever needs assessment -is made in the propasal stage stands
for the entire project It may well be that'state guidelines sho/'d’encourage .
some form of reassessment of.needs prior to implementation of the project as

specified in the proposal. _

B. “searching for and Acquiring Resources™
. ’ ) . v
Most directors indicated that*they had made an extensive search for
resources, in terms of products, materials, and to a lesser exteht " conn
amltants. However, some also indicated that they needed to make no search
because "I already had it in my head.” We- find this latter response dis-

tressing since it was fairly common and seemed to represent some Iack of

openness to new and different ideas and approaches ‘ ' ' V/k\_
f 4 N . / . '
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Many projects take it uporr themselves to develop their own materials,
h;ndbooks. etc., expressing dissatisfaction pr lack of awareness of what

presently exists.

w

A

(Y]
- -

Three projects mentioned nniversities or university-based.consultants *
" as resourées; other human resources mentioned were a "people bank" of 25
resource linkers and privéte consultants. ‘Two projects mentioned other
kinds of resource centers. The State's Regionals Centers and the several
 collaboratives did not rccei&e explicit mention in this context. Only €wo

projects geve explicit credit to pdckaged materials developed .é&lsewhere.
) ! - '

L 4

We also asked directors what problems or difficulties they might have
encountered in trying to get materials In a few cases, delays were en-
countered because of school committee objections or simply inaction, but
most indicated that there were no real problems here. In'one case, the
project director held a regional center reiybnsible for a blockage. 1In
three cases, directors indicated that they or their staff were too o;er-
extended and tied to a tight projcct timeline which allowed little time to
expend effortin this direction. One project cited resentment in the district
caused by too much innovation: ' "Innovatidn on top of innovation beyond the

tolerance point. .

.ot g
- ' ’ «, 5

Implications ?
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As with needs assessment there does dot appear to be a con;istent or
coherent strategy of information—materials search in any of theed projects.
In 3pite of the claim by many that they,expend effort in this d‘rection,
there 1is little eviderce-for this from what they report Furthermore,
there.is little evidence of imﬁginaggon in the sedrch process, such as it ,

"1s. Almost no use seems to be made of the vast information resgurce repre-
gsented by ERIC, collaboratives arg underutilized' the State's ;esoﬁrces are
underutilized; there is little‘search for past Titie III projfcts which

»
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might have tried similar kinds of things, which might also have developed >
suitable materials, which might have a great deal of experience and techni-
cal know-how to pass on. This lack of outreach-to a very rich res?urce
universe should also be contrasted with the strong claims these projects’
make to be original and’ "innovative It is doubtful that _these claims to
originality could ée justified if more extensive searches had’'been under-
taken, on the other hand, the ghalitz and sophistication of projects, and
furthermore, their genuine innovativeness could be enhaneed by such a search
It would appear that a more thorough orientation and-training would be justi-

;fied in this area also, together, perhaps with more explicitlencouraéement by
the State for such search activities after the project'has been funded. |

[} 2 _ h !
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" L. Consid tion of Alternative Solutions

-

,Another interview questign'vas phrased as follows: '"Have you con-
sidered or_deveioped alternative #olutions for the projgct objectives dif-

ferent from those expres the start of your Broject7 ~- and, 1if so,’

how ‘did these alternatives emerge.‘ The typical answer was "Yes" (13 ' 'yes'",
3 "no", of those answers which were C\early codable*): On the other hand,
most‘of these "alternatives' represente inor shifts in procedure or scope.
Two. projects indicated that they had shifted from.an individual approach to

a "syst;ms" approach. Others indicated a shifting, expanding, or narrowing
of the primary_target'group .Ome project to develop "altgrn/tive schools"
~.,JV found a good deal of resistance to such a global concept,-and thus reoriented
itself to the more modest-sounding objectives of developing a resource center

. and technical.assistance for "non-traditional" programs.

/ / -
*Because of great length of the interview, some sections were marked as

'lower priority than others, meaning that if the interviewer were running
short on time,he/she might pass over them to others. The reason why these
items were deemed lower in priority is not ‘their gemeral importance for
project management but the fact that we were interviewing late in the °
project cycle when little could be done to alter the situatidn based on .
qur. findings or reflections..

=/
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The sources‘of influence for seeking alternatives were almost always

negative, e.g. , reaistance by & particular group of teachers, feedback from
students and teachers, or mandate from the superintendent In one case, a

, superinteéﬁent would not allow implementation _of an alternative solution,
requiring that the project stick to the original objectives in. spite of what

‘the proiect director viewed as clear evidencé of their inappropriateness.

« +
[}

An additional question asked, ''"What Process was used “(if anv) to adaot,
or test the solition ‘chosem before implementationV" This question elicited
very few responses and it seems evident ‘that most directors feel there 1is no
time for such testing within a one-year cycle. Those projects which represent
either replications or diffusion of past successful projects are obviously in
good shape on this question For, example, the Watertown Reading Resource Center
] was a concept already “well tested by EDCO in 20 Bostom schools before being

tried in Watertowk. Similar advantages applied in the case off the "Adventure"

projects. For a few projects‘ fnitial rejectian of a prop:jil leads

tota rethinking, redevelopment and resubmission on a followfng. year. Im at
least” ome instance (Saugus, ACT "III) the fesult seems to have .been very satis-
factory A few projects do report major redevelopment within the project cycle.'
In one\case4 the original approach met with considera lepthections and re-k -
sistancé'%y studefits (an individualized learning progrgm), workloads which were *
deemed unfairly heavy and inability or unwillingness of students to take com-
pletely self-guided actions regarding their course of study. The projec%»éir-
ector felt compelled to provide more structure and admitted: "I'm more authorit-
arian with the students than before'h They need to be told to be hefe and to do

"
the work. - _—

We regret that we have only these few scraps of evidence to provide on
the process of adaptation which has ;?en suggested as critical by many experts
7 1in the field of innovation. Evaluat ons of project management in future years

' should explore this area more thoroughly‘

o
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, IV. ADEQUACY OF FUNDS . ) : ‘4

.

It was a genuine surprise to find that project$ were uniformiy satisj//
fied with .the level of funding which~they had been awarded under' Title.III.
The question was put as follows:’"To what extent are you satisfied with '
the financial support the project has received thus far?" The snggested S

alternatives with tabulated responses appear in Table 8.

*

' TABLE 8
Adequacy of Funding ' Ty
i "Not Enough" -, 0
"Adeqnate Funds" 25 . -
X '"Money Left Over" 3 oo
‘ No‘eddable re- . & ‘ ’
sponse 3 ,
. | s,
& <

Sa a¥l three cases where it was predicted that money would be left over, the
amounts were small. Oqu‘three of those who said it was adequate offered .
qualifiers; one wouldmhgmgjgmﬁgd,more if they had not started late since
they had far more participants than they thought would subscribe. A second
said they succeeded only because of volunteer helpers supported under another
federal program; é third simply indicated that it was "tigh(" We view_this
satis‘aetion .with project funds with ‘mixed feelings. On the one hand it seems
to indicdre great wisdom (or generosity) on the part of the state in par-°
celling out the funds. . On the other ‘hand, from our point of wview, especially
in lighe of the findings reported in this section, the projécts would have
been.more truly beneficial problem—solving activities if they had invested

~ more time, and inevitably more expense in such activities as needs assessment,

"‘ resource search, careful selection of a solution from among altermatives, and

adaptation and redevelqpﬁbnt of the solution to meet the special needs of the

clients. L ‘

- , ! .
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V. , STABILIZING THE INNOVATION: COIH’INUANC"E ’ h
T o n

At the time of our interviews, the issue which was heginning "to 1oom

large for many projects was continuation-‘into the followAng year.‘ Obviously,

it is a matter of great importance for the prpject director and his/her staff

since their jobs may well be on the line., More importantly for many of them,

theif emotidnal imvestment in an-idéa and an ideal is on the line. For the

.
-,"

federal and state people. who fund such projects on a short-term basis, it is - f

Y also a crugial mattkr to see that the investment is not plowed under when the - J

first leaves turn. ,THerefore, we.exploréd a number of aspects of project con-

A

tinuation plans in our interviews. The lead questions concerned funding,fof

course. We geked: "Do you anticipate acquiring adequate financial mesources

to continue the proiect?" and then "What kinds of activities did you employ

to meet this need?" in'response, three simply'saii'"No", one innicating that

they might do something later under '"766"; a second that suchwas nat necessary;

-and a third that continuation of the project was undesftable in its present \
‘ form ‘since it was going "downhill" - " T LN

-

- A
-

Most projects indicated that they had submitted proposals under Title’IV—C,
< the- continuation of the TitlIe Il programs and ﬁostfseemed hopeful of funding
via this route, although in fact the state was. to, fund only a handful of these
. projects for another round. *Beyénd this, many projects seemed lopst. Six pro-
jects indicated that they had pfoposals in for various federal programs (all- -
different!). Ihose cited were: the National Ennowment»fcr the‘Arts,

.

. U, S. Office of Education-Bureau of Education for the icapped; Elementary 4

ana decondary Education Act National Institute of Education, and the ' .
National Defense Education Act. y .

Of these, at, least three were either assured or 'in. hand. Private foundations - . y/][

were sought in at least four instances. In one of these, support is assured
in addition to support from Title IV-¢) and in two;othees-it is possible., -
The assured case is instructive; the project director searched’a foundation
&irectory for several who seemed like they might be interested in his kind of

project, wrote off severjtgletters explaining his needs and got vague responses
‘ of interest from three.

&

ese¢ he pursued with vigor, receiving a further
vague response from one. Continued pursuit of this only finally yielded a
grant, thus, the energy and persistence of the director paid off. ’

- 28 - 34
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Even though it is possible to extend some projects for many years
on state, federal or private grants, sustained improvements in education 3
eventually must -be sustained at the local level, backed up by 1ocal tax °
dollars. ?herefore, the most important long-term route to continuangce 13 o ’
through the local a stration, the school committﬁe, and sometimes
ultimately the electorate. It is clear that many Iﬁtle ITI projects have‘-
rough going at this point. Theoretically, there are five ways a school
committee can cope with the renewal of a project: (1). it can increase the
level of effort (not an illogical proposition, -given the fact that most’
projects are initially funded as "pilots" in some sense); (2) it can keep
it going at the same level of effort; €3) it can reduce the level of effort-

significantly- whiie maintaining the essential aspects; (4) it can reduce the

Py
N level of effort substantially, eliminating essential aspeets; or (5) it can ?
, drop support’altogether. It appears, however, that only the last three of
these five optigns are real as far as school committees are concerned ;
there are no instances of thes first two options among our projects. Fifty
percent is probably .on the generous &ide for LEA funding reiative to state-
federal, and it’is usually a struggle to get long-term commitment to more

k]
than one new position. ©

»

s - -

,pontinued financing can be a gloomy topic for innovators, but the pic-
ture need not be so dark as it is usually painted. In fact, there are several
alternative ways to approach the problem and many examples emerged from our,
interviews. Abovk\all it is important for project directors to be diverse‘
in their thinking bout future funding ‘A frontal approach to the Superin-

tendent and the scn\bi.committee is only one approach that is worth trying
t Even with the frontal approath, however, it is important to proceed strate-
L\;jjcally. The relationship to the superintendent is the most'crucial, follo&ed

losely by the relationship £3 the board. The latter relationship may

evolve either directly or through the superintendent;




Y
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it is sometimes even possible to by-pass a negative or passive )
superintendent if solid relationships have been developed with key board i \‘5“%;
members, although we do not advise such a strategy.-.The relationship to

hey power_figures has to be developed in such a way that there is no prei

mature closure on their decision making. As noted earlier, one project .
director who claimed to have strong support from above also said that fund-

ing through the school’ 9qmmittee would not be proposed for next year: evi-

‘dently "support" was one‘thing,but "priorities" was another. The true test

of -support 1is thelwillingness of those in duthority to re-examine their ;. -
priotities. and, in tight budget situations, to mahe a ohoice for the new

over \the old., If a:project has proven itself as a maEhr contribution.to

the educational’ process in the district, it has earned the right to displace

other activities that have been going longer ang therefore, should not be viewed
as an "extra" or, as one respondent put it, "frosting on the cake". It is
up to the project director and more importantly the state and its represen-

-

tatives to point out these things to the district. . o N '4.
———
with oprwithout direct support from the district, there are many funding

options which,need,to be eﬁplored, Among these are defining and subdivid%ng
some elements of the project which might be separately fundable in different
ways or under different categories of the school budget, exploring non-cost
options such as the use of idle equipment, empty or ‘underutilized space and
facilities, parent or student volunteers, community;resource persons outside

the schools, voluntary contributions, and fee-fbr-service ee-for-product

arrangements. We found some examples of each of these options-in o
t

anotlier project. \
- ) /
We were especially intrigued by some of the examplés we found of whag/ ) "

might be called '"exchange economies". For example, a theatre arts project
in Boston was successful enough to develop its own company which could put
on productions and sell tickets to generate revenue. Two other pxojects® '
were able to generate addftional ‘revenue through the sale of materials they

had developed. The highly inventive '"OPUS" piojeet, only in its planning
. N ~ )
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- year, has already found severa) ways to reduce cos s (through donations and
use of idle equipment volynteers from various segments of the community etc.)

and to generate small bdt meafiingful amounts of - revenue by selling the various

'The general point mhich should -be made to conclude, this section is to
. recognize that innovatipe projects which’ provide significant benefits ought
' to be salable in one way or another, but prdject'directors probably need
help in exploring viaple alternatives. We can-see from our interbiews'that
there are___;zalter?étivesbut these alternatives are not equally perceiv/d

by all project direftors, . X

-~
-

We should t ignore the fact that there are non-financial aspects

to continuance which we might put under the general heading of "institutionali—

(1) .
training, (2) materials development; (3) facilities development or reorganization,

- and (4) admiqéstrative restructuring.

zation." We ca identify many of these activities under the headings of:

The most commonly cited of these was
trainink, fiﬁe ‘projects indicated that they did some special training of °
trainers og gpecially designated staff persons who could carry on the basic. .
aocivities/pf the project, passing. them on to other tralners, as a result of
such training, presumably ad infinitum. Three projects indicated ‘that they
felt their development of materials which would last and could be passed on
to others represented a kind of insurance that the project would have longer

. term impact. However, the means by which such materials.would be diffused

and put to good use were not well thought out. _There were other instances®

of the development of laboratories or resource genters which have an obvious
physical reality which.lives on after the paid staff-are gone, but in one
instance the director expressed stromg doubts as to whether her carefully

‘constructed and assembled resource room could be effective without some full-

time person who was responsible and trained to keep it together, keeping

track of items loaned, replenishing stocks, and maintaining active awareness
jk . ] .
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among teachers. : o ) ~
\ .

L . ‘ ) .
Finally, with regard to administrative restructuting there are uSuall;
several types of options, all of which need to be worked out with key power
' figures, but many of which can be accomplished witbgut obviously affecting
the school budget and hence without disturbing the school committee. Gne
step is awarding officiai rehognitlon to the project as’ a8 part of the regular
school program. Another- is the, changing of job descriptions and perhaps. the
‘awarding of newly vacagt ‘slots to members of the Title III project (there was
otfe example which clea ly fitted this pattern) and changing the title of the
“position. A third appr ach is the fusion of projects or parts of projects with
existing ongoing and we l-acceoteﬂ servicea. 1In this iatter case, of course,
the project director ma& feel that the essential purpose of the innovation
will be subverted when this is done, a sentiment expressed by at 1east one

respondent, B . - . .

/// R ~
' wvr DISSEMINATION L .

Title III projects can be judged successful on three(grounds' first, on ‘
the direct effects; 1i.e., the benefits that they produce for students or others: during
’;he lifetime of the federal/state fhnding. Second, tbrough‘their continuation
and ﬂﬁtegratiqp inu:theongoing attivity of schdols in subsequent years, and
third, through their digsemination -oT diffusion to other schools, other school 7 *°
gdistricts across ‘the state, and perhaps even to.other states. This last:-measure
{bf success is at the , ime the most enticing and the most tenuous since it
raises the possibility of g¢hormous educational gains and widespread igfluence
resultiag from relativ modest initial investments. For this reason, we
were eager to examine’ the various-ways in which projects were engaging in dis-
gemination activities, For the most part, it seemed that di'ssemination was
not a very salient goal at the time of our interviews in comparfson to issues -

of cbntinuanceor'nmplementatioﬁ Nevertheless, almost all prgfects had engaged

"
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the clients designated as the primary beneficiaries of the projects' activi-

ties or services), and many had quite ambitious plans for widespread dis-

semination in the last stages of the project. - _ e
t.’ . ' ] . . ;
Almost all projects used more than one medium to get the message across,

some using a great number. Je counted at least 25 distinct §xpe§ of media or

strateeies yhich’couid be classified as follows:

Personalized:

5 . ’ -~ 4

[

Workshops: cited by nine_projects as an explicit dissemination strategy,

five of these for dissemination beyond the district, four. for dissemination

to other schools or other populations within the district. wWorkshops

and training events of various sorts were also mentioned in other con-

texts by at least 10 other projects, many of these undoubtedly resulting

in fairly widespreal dissemination. — . >

Course Teaching: explicitly mentioned -as a dissemination strategy by .
qnty one project but clearly an important medium for dissemination

for, several others. . C

‘,Visitation—dbt: two projects -indicated that they would disseminate by
& . making personal visits to other schools, in one case inside the dis-
trict, in the other outside. Another regretted that there was not
enough time for such visits.

Visits-in: only one project made explicit mention of inviting outsiders N
in to visit, discuss, and observe what was going on. We wonder why this
obvious approach was not more populak} ?

p A Demonstrations: only mentioned once explicit}y. Again, this seems a
bit strange. It may be (a) that most of tgéle projects were not«very
dgmonstnable in thlS sense, or (b) that this particulaf word is out of
‘fashion.. Many of the activities that fall' under the tategory of . °*
"workshop" might equally fit a locose definition of "demonstration”

Using collaboratives: a special oppfitunity in the State of Massachu-
setts iIs the presence of several voluntary educational collaboratives
which cris§-cross the state. Only one project made explicit mention
of such a strategy, another’conszdered it. ‘

» -
. &
~

Building orxtapplng/lnto existing networks of educators: explicitly -
mentioned bg'only two projects: one said they made use of informal ’
teacher coffee hours (in-district dissemination), the other mentioned

the Reglonal Centers. Again, for many others this was an 1mp11c1t
strategy byg not articulate” in response to our survey. ’

-

.
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.fonsulting: one project director indicated that she was CODSld;ﬁ/ ng
dissemipating the process she had-developed through private con-
. sulting to other districts on a fée basis. .o
- ~,/ - i - -~
I‘/' Print Media: ) ) i

¥ f-. ‘ . i -

e Newspaper coverage: explicitly mentioned in 15, projects,. this was

i clearly the most popular single medium for dlssemination. Usually N

--coverage was in the local community nEwspaper ‘but regional newsr-~ . \

papers were also commonly used. It was almost never-difficult tp
get coverage, and stories and press releases were usually accepted
by such papérs. Cordial and even close nelationships with editors
or education writers were sometimes cited as well. A few projects
also geceived coverage in. the large metropolitan dailies, but'in
these cases the project had considerably-less control over content.
As noted eanlier in discussing the director s role, many directors N
soon learn to become adept at dealing with the local mxess. — =

Newsletters-school: mentioned by three projects, obViously for

intra-district dissemination. L i
AN

Newsletters-educational: one project mentioned using the North Shore
Collaborative's newsletter; another mertioned "professionif news-
letter". ! ¢

Newsletter-Project: three projects ‘cited their own newsietters‘és . .
a prime dissemination vehicle; two others mentioned such a news- = ‘.:>“ '
letter as a planned activity. ! ' . ) .

] -

Journal articles: three mentions. ’ ‘ .- - ‘o

B .
] ’ -

. _ ) . P ] . . . A o,
Non-Print Media: .’ e - ] -

-

- ] Radio: wused by one, planned by another; indirect evidence suggests, “
) howex, er, that several gther projects received minor phblLCity from N
this dium (see below) PRY ~

1 -

/- " ., -

Television: cited by five projects; two commerical, one.educational,«
_one cable, one closed-citcuit. . ey o '

\

] ) . *

R ,
Print Materials: )
~ L3 e,
>

Packatyes-kits: three developing, one planningi ) - T .

Handbooks-manuals: five mentions; and imblicit for several others. ..
. . : ¢
Brocnyres-pamphlebs-- five developed, one planned; presumably several »
. others had. developed brochures but did not report them in terms of a
. ’ disseMAnation strategy. . )

e
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ReErts. actually mentioned by only one pro;ect as part of their ’
di&senunata.on plan. . -

» - ¢ . . ‘ he -« " 2, )
. , Bumpexf stickers: - as noted earlier, one project generated some revenue "
. throug) the sale of bumper stickers which promoted agriculture in:

. Massachusetts ("Support Mass. \Growers") At the”same time, in smaller
pr.mt, the stickers advertised the proyect

! -~
Non-Print Materials:

v !

'SIide-tle presn.wns mentioned by four projects.‘ .t oo

-t

Vi deotages. three mentions.

Y *
Film: one mention.
—=2=Z¢.on
[ b" . ‘ . e

Photo eesag; oM mention.

Loy

-
<

Dissemination Strategies: ' . . ) e
- ' i . -
Exchange’ with other projects: two mentiohs.f__
7 N
one dention. ) L . <

A

"I may just take the whole show elsewhere": one mention.

¢ ., S, . ! -

\

; The above listing is impressive inm its variety, but the explic4~'mention§ “
) . -

are probably gross underesgfimates of actnalause in most’ casés’. At least this

. 1is the imprgssion ¥ thich w got f.rm}\ .group discussions of dissemination which st
etings in April. Nearly all pazﬁcgants in these -
groups in-dicate.' use of local newspapers on’ several occasionsg, and about half
noted some experieneﬂith eith‘é"ﬁdio or television. What we'are mast con- '

cerned bout, however, is the absence of any coherent and deliberately-planned
i

- strateg’y of diffusion"in nearly dﬂhe projecks. - Little thought was given to
the kinds of audiences that should be targeted. the ‘use of opinion leaders, and

the use of seve‘ral m&dia in concert ‘to produce synergistic effects. We feel ’

that it would be worthwhile providing/:j-etﬁation sessions and training in o

ttg use of various media, thq.development of- disseminatien materials, and, ,

- above all, the ‘design and implememtion of oveﬁﬂ dissemination strategies.
- 'I’he few grou.p discussions —which were held’ did reveal a,£onsiderable amount

" of sophistication by some directors and a lot of wisdom worth sharing. For"
) . , —y e ) . . A . -
S . - ~ '
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example, the following points came out of a brief exchange on v coverage.'
"You have to pressure them.’ MYou need to give them a "news' angle: What
‘is the story? When is it going” toshappen?" One project urged four of 1ts™-

‘studeq;s at dif?hrent times to make.presenlations on Bosten's Channel 4

” Sgeak— t program. "All four were accepted with-a resulting deluge of calls

for more information. The discussion went on to raise points about how to
handle radio-coverage, the use of awards as publicdzing "events," distortion

eifects that can come from mjiscommunication with reporters and so forth. We

only regret that (a) there were not ﬂ.&e opportunities for such discussions,

“and that (b) ‘we were not able'to capture more of the experience for inclusion

in this report. Clearly, also, more probing and extended interview questions
3
on the dissemination experience of differsnt projegts should be,. undertaken

"in,subsequent.- yeaxs. - .,

- - N
PRI N

VIT. ~EVALUATION . , o .

N s °
The last question in the interview asked "He® are you evaluating the
benefits or outcomes of the project”" -In responsg, we found a variety of

procedures followed as summarized in Table,9.

. w




z .\

Procedures .Resgondeﬁté No. of Projects
Questionnaires ) ‘ 12 \
' . Teachers (8).
Students .. (4)
Administrators - {2)
T - Parents’ (L)
. ) , ’
Interviews 4 Co- 6 ,
’ . z _ Teachers 3)
© Students * (2)
! Administrators (2)
Parents )]
Tests: 6
Teachers (1
Students (6)
Feedback o s ' 4 ’
o Teachers 3)
* Parents (2)
Counts (e.g. number participating) 3
- [ N . L .
- Observations (e.g. .classroom) 2
) Written,ﬁva%sations (by tegchers) 2
,“Sub}gctive" (by érojg director . 2
17 ih qpe casey’by parents
ih another) o . .
Records' 9 * 1
Documentation fﬁ 1
"Infoml" A ‘ 1 L
None (Not relevant; needs to be.at 1
it *longer) , - N
Undodableﬂro response 'i . 6
v ‘

TABLE 9

>

PROCEDURES USED FOR PROJECT EVALUATION




Two clarifications need to be made’ regarding this table. First, most of

those not respondinz to this questia(had coverecl the topic of-evaluation:
in discussing the earlier question on needs assessment. As noted in that

. section, many of the responsos such as "pre and post tests". seemed to it
Begter under évaluation. Secondly, since wany projects mentioned more than
dne type of respondent  and more than one type- of procedure, the totals in -

- # N
the table overlap considerably.

It is fair to say that evaluation was not .a very salient aspect of most
projects and very few were thought of or designed as "ex'periments." ‘No men-%
tion was made of ' control groups, sampling," ."randomization " "hypothesis

. testing'" or any of various possible statistical tegts or analyses. Undoubte
such matters would have come up from various projects in more extensive prob—
ing; the point is that they were not mentioned spontaneouse;y

v

' — . b v ) '
Perceptions of the "Success" of the Project oo °.
5 a e~ el » *
- . ~ . . r

C b ' “ .
We did not feel that it ~was possible tc‘ collect quantitative data from

projects on their degree of success in any> way that cogld be meaningfully

compared, grouped, or summated vbut ?gd ask each director a subjective ~
question near the. beginning of theﬁnteﬁﬁew +which probably tells us some~
. thing about the overall impact qf‘ the Title. 111 Progrgm. The question was
simply "How is your project ‘going at tﬁis point"" Responses can be 'grouped
n Table 10, . o J.' s .
04 : .

HOW THE pnozscr IS "GOING" AT THE
'TIME OF THE IﬁTzRVIEw -

Und;ualifleQ success
Very welly’ some prob!.ems

7
8 .
, OK-no prob\lems 5 ’ T
# OK-some problems N 6
1

Struggling-not OK . 4

« 7 o - .
. r Failing . %2 : "
: : . p ‘ <

’

oo .44 e




.\ Some examples from each group’might add meaning to theee,num}—)ers:

e .
\ , R ) . -
.

Egyalifi ed success: )

" "Propgsal well-conce:.ved, prOJect follows-it closely. Really good
feedbéck, high workshop attendauce, nothing but praJ.se for materials

(((((

'!Fagulous! Thirty- people have attended the 15 planned sessions

regularly.” ' ’ ; . o
: ‘ w

"Excellent. Positive feedback from teachers and students; the .

prograp is accepted and is effective. The community is supportive.

-All activities went off without problems.” :

. Very well-some problems: - ' o -
- . I 4
r “ "It worksl, We have \the endurance to put up with bureaucracy; we
Ry don't quite fit in. The best part is.thdt we Have merged -school .
: and community."” . -, . N
\‘/- ' "A.bsolutely great--}zoth.ing but positive feedback. Teachers really
L, . excited over workshop. Principals very supportive. Problems of
. sproximity, not enough materiﬁ, funding for next year.”
¢ ~ . . ﬂ -
"Very ‘successful pro’ect.,but Regional Centers aren't promoting
. It; it needs state support.” .
‘ * OK-no problems: " ' . . ’ oL
. . - ' ’ ) .-
*Appeals directly to special interest groups. Because it is on
a volunteer basis, thére is -commitment.” ‘
_° "Stayed close to the ject as written.”

r - ‘
"Good progresst. " , g % - . .
0 '
OK-some-problems: N

"Bas.icallgw::l. We came with a different concept of school;

there was resi¥tance and confusion which led to redesign and .

o clarification by us. Now the teachers are saying, 'we're. be-'
'ginning to see what they're dbout’.”

"Very successful in providing service and in getting people to,
work with @ but unsuccessful in getting the system to pi¢k it up.”
- .
~ - o ’ *
. . -




.. . ' ’. . | i \ g Q
| .Strugg:litii: ' | L E ,

' "Too much for one-year;, participants felt no support, overload.

Program is seen (by administration) as a panacea and 1s supported . .
) without any knowledge.* , .
. Failing: ° - .

"Ill-conceived; principal 1s very conservative; chairs everythlng

and everybody.” .
. ’ > - .
"Downhill! Breakdown of communication. Regular teachers resent
involvement in' 'special ed'; difficult teacher union negotiations;
confused perception of objectivﬂs by all groups.”

¢

These quotes should give a good flavor of the types and range of
responses received. They do not, however, represent a true evaluation of
whd% was going on. In some cases, our own judgments would be more harsh,
based on what was saidﬁszssequently, in some cases more lenient. Neverthe— ¢
less, our overall impression of the Title III program as a whole for 1975-76
was thgt it was remarkably successful(in providing the stimulus for: change in
a wide variety of ways in a wide variety of situations. The precise measuiii

d

! ment oibthe benefits probably has to be done on a projecj;é?—projeot basis

. *
S

many projects will yield data of this sort. We would guess, however, that g
many of the evaluations will undereséimate true impact. As one director

noted, many “use and henefit without reporting back, and much of the benefit }.
in terms of'improved atmosphere, attitudes toward school by studenis and
parents, increased options for ;earning, and sa forth will go completely un-
measured, either because they are "intangible" and unmeasurable or simply
because they were not part of the evaluation design; i.e., not intended or

"stated objectives.

.




Foes s _ .

oy

Our evalu%tion tﬁiough these ifAterviews does highiight onéﬁimportant
fact: very diverse projects with divérse(Bbjectives do have a lot of things

in common when it comes.to the management of innovation. They all experi-

enced very similar challenges in building relationships, ass?@sihg heeds,
segrching'for and implementing solutions, and evilué?lng outcomes. Particu-
larly when it came-to continuance and dissemination, they experienced verw
similar kinds of difficulties. We hope, therefore, that future evaluations
Qi i again focu§ on the project management process and ﬁrovide some formative
evaluation data as well as orientation and training and ekxperience-sharing

sessions for those who are engaged in this important enterprise.

.
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MZRRIMACK EDUCATION CENTER
TITLE III ESEA EVALUATION

. e Interview Questionnaire

, -~ .
The purpose of tﬂis interview is to get your (Project Director) views on °
how the project is gg&ng up to now and perhaps to explore aspects. of
project management which you feel might be improved in the short time
remaining between now and June@ ’
There are three qbjectives to these field visits we are making now. The
first, and perhaps most important, is to determine ways'in which we might
help aut with the concluding phases -of the project, especially with issues
of long~term Yaintenance and dissemination. Secondlf, we want to get
some information from each of the projects which we can use later in the
worksho

for the State on the problems and progress of this last year of Title III

sessions we have remaining The third is to collect information

'which will help the Title III staff do a better job next yeara

Do you have any questions at this point before we begin?

A S
4

1. Would you descrife your project to me?

\‘I

2. How is your project going at this ﬁ%int’ (Interviewer will need to
ask leading questions to. move response from yes/no)

A »

>4
e, |
[

[




3.a)Who are the people that your project serves directly?

L ] s

N,
- T ) &a

3.b)Are there bthérsiwho also receive benefits? Who are they and what
benefits do they receive? )

]

¢4. Given the choices on this card, how would you describe your project?

a) It 18 a very new and unique concept as far as you know.

b) It is new at least as far as your region or district is concérnea. P

c) It ;ﬁgnew at least for the particular client grogp you are _
/ worki .g with. -

“4) It is not really innovative at all.
- - b N . . ——
5. If you consider your project innovative, will you explain what you wiew

as the most inmovative aspects? (After the initial respomnse ask--Can
you think of any other .innovative aspects of your project?)

N

..
\\

"




-3 -

6. Do'you see your piqject ag- an_example of problem solving? Can you
"Explain what you mean by this? _ .

- » >
2

s . ;

7.a)How would you defiﬁe your role in the project?

»

' 7.b)What percentage of your total time is spent on project duties?

rd

7.c)Whatsort‘dfwdék do you perform in additfon to this project?
’ P . s

-

»
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-4 -
N — . . 0
-
’

There are a nupber of different terms that various people use to describe -
the roles they fill on Title III projects, ang usually someone defined
formally as the "director" fills many of these role§ simyltaneously or
consecutively I would like to give you a list of the roles and ask

you to make a rough guess as to the percentage of your total project

time you devote to each of them. '(only roles you feel you sfend time in)

.

[Provide interviewee the following list of role3°]
¢

a)What percentage of your time i3 spent on the following roles: (Note:‘ﬁo
not need to add up to 100%Z)

‘ a) managerYadminiétratorhof the project -
b) key decision-maker < , ,
¢) researcher . L
. ) o .

d) trainer—teacher-

e) disseminator

f) catalyst (someone who incites others to aetion and to articoiate
their needs)

g) consultant (helping others to help themselves) -~

’ h) solution provider (offering explanation and solutions)

. 1) solution adapter (someone who takes innovations or innovative
ideas developed elsewhere and reshapes them in some way to fit
AN the lgcal scene)

j) solution implementer N

~ . A
\/’ .

k) resource linker (ask respondent to iFdicate whaig resources he
is thinking of) .

A} . . .
b) (After examining the percedﬁages of time spent on’ various roles, ask the
project director to give a brief description of what is meant by each of
the rdles that take up the largest percentage of his/her' time)

)

*

[Noge: If project director spends’ less th&n 50% of his/her time on project,

then have two people present, i.e., the one who is doing the work.]
. N

s ™

) \ . ‘ 59 o -
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9. Timespan and Timeline of Project Stages -

We would now like to get some perspect#ve on the major steps or stages
in this project, simpiy frpm the point of siew of when they happened and
how long they lasted. In responding here, I;would like you to think not ,
Just of the activities\asjspecified in your proposal buf-to look at the ’
project in the larger sense which probably started much further back and
will extend into the future, perhaps well beyond this summer. T am going
gto pravide you a chart with 12 possible stages that might have taken place
If you cannot - pinpoint or identify some of these for your project,. that is

quite understandable. Otherwise, try to give a date roughly to the nearest

month if possible.

(Refer to Timeline of Project‘Stages)‘,~

10, Have you been able to build relationships with people in key positions’

(Those who authorizey unlock doors to funds, clients, etc.?) -

A
e

»

* a) WHo are they? ‘ N

-

#

. N ° B © e

b) What kind of effort was needed to acquire thesg relationships?

c) How do you maintain these relationships? .

a ~ . -

= . - -

d) Are there any current problems in areas where the relationships
could be improved? [If yes, then probe for barriers.]

- -
~ -\ i

-

#h
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11,

. i

13.

14.

How much

-~

-

none

minimal

reasonable amount

‘To what extent are you

has received thus far?

large amount

extremely large amount

3

.

.

effort has gone into assessment and diagnosis2 (Use car@)

How well have ,you continued to assess and diaggose needs and problems’
Can you explain ydur answer further’

¢

satisfied with the financial support tﬁe project

(use card)

money left over. (how much?)

adequate funds
o~

Do you anticipate acquiring adequate financial resources to cdontinue
What kinds of activities did you employ (or contemplate)

the project?

to meet the need of adequate funding?

LN

project? (give card)

£

’

\

-~ .

.-

not enough (how much more
would you need to adequately

-

complete your objective? )

AN

.

s

4

B 15.a)What is the amount of effort and degree of sheceas so far in searching
‘for and acquiring information and/or products and materials for the

3
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> 16 a)Have you considered e*t dev ped/alternative solutions for project ‘
) obﬁectivea\different from ressed .at "the start of yourgproject?
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17.a)Do you have plans for diffusion of this project or its findings? .
;. . . »
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17.c)How will they be supported?
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18.a)Have spécific steps been taken to insure the continuance of the project
a&Fer July? What are they?




18.b)Have steps been taken to imsure the durability of ‘the accomplishments -
of the project after July? What dre ‘they? r . , , \ .
’ i y ~ . ‘ 4 . :
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19. How are you, evaluating the benefits (outcomes) of the Drojez [What
criteria? Qualitative or quantitative mk‘ans? Can You pro¥ide thie
’ to us?] ' o .
. < ] -
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) : . v
?_‘ . t o, . — .
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v, M &
'+, 20. Can you #ink of any questions we should have asked but didn't?
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_ . @ 1975, 1976 Projected.....q
' Not 1972 ot .| Jan, {Mar. |[May |July| Sept} Nov.{ Jan{ Mdr.|May-| July
. - ~|Sure [earlier | 1974] Feb. [Apr. {June |Aug.|Oct. | Dec.| Feb. Apr. [June | or latex
A, When did the basic ideas behind the project '
originate? S ;
B. When did the projeet originate? - . -
C. When did you first establish \relatibnships with } - ) [
key persong? . . . , -
». When did you establish relationships with the direct ‘
clients of t?e projwith people in key power posi- - . ’ - '
tions with respect to the project, those who author- - /. »
~ ~ize, who unlock the doors to funds, resources, . % 1 N / s Lo
clients, etc.? - * y .\/ .
E. When did you establish relatienships with the in- ! - » i
direct clients of the project?” ’ T -
v e
. ¥ ]
F. When did you becpme ‘aware of the problem described . )
in your project? i o ) W
G. When did you complete the initial reeds assessment? A
. O —
3 - L] -
1. When did you begin the reassessment or ongoing ) > - |, Py
need definition? ~
1. When were objectives first esfablished? N [ N
. ] e L] }]
J. Have your objectives been altered? i1f so, when? )
7 . - [ - A
LK. dhien were you notified of official dpproval of -+ . " 1
* - project funding? ) - .
- hd l
L. Wlien did you initiate a resource search? When ] ) ,
dld you seek out resources? ' ,
M, h‘hen did you actually.begin implemutation of . . v /,
. your project? . o el *
/ »
N. Have you conducted diffusion activites? # i -
when did you begin? . . . . .
0. Jhe'frwere outcomes pf'the project evaluated or v ‘ B 1 ’
: benefité agsessed' tn any formal sense? ‘ .. . . -1 - N
- .’ N N ' v 13 ! - v
EKCH o’ o ’ o q . Py
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