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-Dr.MJack Reynolds e . .
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! . ) The Merrimack Education Center is plealed to submzt to, i

you dand the Advisory Council the Evaluatlon hepogt for the
1975-1976 Tltle III pr03ects. -

? ‘: " ’ N '
r -In the Execut;ve Sumﬁary, 51x'recommendat10ns are made

which we believé will strengthen the operation of Title -IV-C

prOjects. These . recommendatlonk were arrived at as a result’

of our part1c1pat;an in project evaluatlons, our attendance

at the State Advisory Council meetings, and as a result of N

.

other, act1v1t1es and efforts related to the Tltle I1I efforts, R a[~“ﬂ 
It.is hoped that the evaluation reports W1ll be heloful . ot
Qbo local and State,agencies as: they embark on the, difficult s Dy

.

~ task of 1mplement1ng the new Title IV-C programs and will

» provide direct implications for training in the fall. We .
K ‘. .. haye appreciated the opportunity to work with you and your
staff durlng thte ofoge;t year and look forward to the fautual
develOpment of recommeéndations for the bomlng year. -

NY .
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A \ L
. ' e Rlchard J. Lavin '
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* This Execut¢ue Summaay outlines 5Lnd4ngb 0f theg one-yeanr
‘evaluation of Title L11, ESEA innovatife projects covering the -
perdiod of July 1975 thaough June 1976. The Mernimack Educat&on —
Centen's gvatuat&on of Title 111 projects focused upon thq 50&ma-
Live. étagea 04 evazuatLon viewed 540m two;peaapecILveA -

How did -the dejecté derdve strategies
for implementation of objectives: deﬁkned
in the&d p40p05a247

What pquceAA did project dumcto{b 60££0w
in attempling to baing about thange 4in |
the&a nespective communities? ..
‘ ThLA Executive Summany peazaLnA dirnectly to’ theae questions
and presents §indings, implications, and necommendations. JThe
epornd which fofLlows presents a compLzatLon 0f LnALghtA and infonr-
ation gathered through the experdiences of a six-member evaluation
am utilizing maLted queatLonnaLaea on-site interviews, and 5eed-
b ck sessions.
The undernlying issues fonr innovation in Magaachubetta are
ext eme!g complex, 4invalving as they do the transition of.funding
‘§rom\Federal 2o Local support. This 44 especially true for those
projects funded duning FY 76 since they were one-yean dejecté
The onientation of this evaluaiion desig addressed significant «-.-.
issues \facing 5ut?aa profects MMQIhQ& they be Title 1V-C, oA Apeetaz
projectd to Limprove education 'Ain the Commonwealth.

" Two Auppﬂementaay reports ane availab¥e with this Executive
SummaAy thch pertadin dLaectzy o the Lbbuz . These 4include:

o A dummany of the nesults of LHIQ&V&QW&
with 32 project dinectors which were conducted
by evalfuation team members. from FebAuaay to.
Aprnil of 1976. ~

The analysis of survey data cottected {20m oy
questionnaines designed .and adm&n&éteaad by
Aat@da D. LLttte, Inc. ‘

Thenre ane two aezated anpendLQgA The TAaLnngcSQAALon agentigs, -
and a Technical Appendix whieh contains questionnaires and survey
instrumends utilized. The Technical Appendix contains an index by
dubject and titfe for all pAOjectA and all project paopo&alé aze
ava&thle on micaoﬁLche R o o

o
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We nepbﬁmend thqt tnainihg be focused onsthe emerging
nole of the project dinecton @s different grom tradi-
tional noles 4in education. 0 . .

o * t . i‘:. ’ ) o ‘ .
We nesommend that training for project management of
Title IV-C projects focus on the probfem of overtoad
and how it might be alleviated. This will requixe 4 -
néview of specific Mole functions forn the project
directon. . _ . . T

',\ 7 . - . 'i . (v. .
We necommend that. training for Tigle 1V-C profect
dinectons deal with management of complex sysiemd

. through ‘a process of planned change.

4
* .

Training fon project dinectons should incfude the
development of strategies that prevent the project
§nom being kept Wsolated and apart from ‘the sysitem.

-

We necommend that the Title 1V projecls outline earnly
in the implegmentation stages projected £ong-range plans,
costs and implications forn LEA continuation of the

innovation. . ‘ ‘

f
e %

We necommend that diffusion funds be made available
. at,the State Level to assdist successful projects in
thein diffusion effonts as part of the validation

process. ) .

L4
"
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-hancing the success of Title III projects in their beginning - - .
‘stages. ' , - '

. especially to assure better use of the human and the materlal

\ . B 2
.

c ‘ . . R * o
" 7 .A, OVERVIEW : . ¢
o ' Lo
, ‘ 1 Y‘ i N . . R o t{/t"!
on Ottober 1, 1975, Dr. Rlchard J. Lavin submitted a proposal . .
on behalf of the Merrimack Education Center to the Currig¢ulum ' |
Services Buredu within the; ssachusetts Department of Education. ¢

The prdposal outlined a pr ss for evaluating 32 state-wide~
Title III, ESEA projects funded by the, Department in 1975-76. . v

) By using a variety of technlques, both formagive and “summative b . e

evaluations were to be undertaken-w1th an immediate view to en-

. .. : J ' f ] o
The phrpose‘ Title IEI of the Elementary and.Secondary " .

Education Act .was to prombte ‘innovation and change in edugation. © | .
The task of the evaluation team was to conduct an evaluation of

the projects including their management and their impact. The \
eévaluation proposal was developed from assumptions that there
were, dally admlnlstratlve problems .in addition to problems in /,,,-//
‘continuing the projects and in disseminating the pro;ec?s to . ‘
others. When administrative problems could be defined and over-
come, the prospects of success would be Amproved. ?

A primary purpose of this evaluative effort was to assist
project directors in maximizing the sucgess of their.projects
through a systematic appllcatlon of problem solving and management
.skills. A secondary goal was to obtain insights into the prop-
lems experienced.by this group of projects and to transla these '
insights into a $et of specific recommendatlons to the State re-
gasdlng the upcoming 1mplementatlon of Title IV-C:

\ . '. s
. ,
. '
LL ]

p . N \"
1. OBJECTIVES OF THE sfupy, . : : \
g

'd

o

"In the orlglhal propoéal to the Massachusetts Department of -
Educatlon, Currlculum and Instrugtion Division, the general purpose
of the evaluation was the improvement of project management, .
.resources ayailable for innovation. The following objectives'
gU1ded the actLv1t1es carried out during ;gggyear.

.

¢ To'conduct a formative ébvafuation by examining-
Title 111 pnOJect outcomes . in Light of project - ..
objectives’ and T&tﬂe 111 expectancleb ' i

. 0 To assist profect dinectons@in meet&ng goats LT
) and expectat&onb thnough feedback séssions
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. '~ g [ .Q\gVLdQ a Aummat&ve 4epont on'-the e&éect&ve~
S ness o f Title TTTESEA programs. with ‘recom- .
L, . meﬁdat&oné gon: 6unthen po[&cy deve20pment
e -
ok v ¢ To Auggeat a plan gon d&ééem&naILOn 0f Title
- : .- 111 profect outcomes through increased Linkages
¢! wizh educat&onal pnactti&onenb.
- It . ’ - . \ ' -
Feedback sessions developed 1nto Training Seminars which
| N utlllzed the activities of data collection and analysis. The
; . general ‘purpose of this survéy-feedback process was two-fold
» J . - ‘ v ,
3 : A ‘T;!&dent&éy pnobtemé encountened by the '
‘\ 2 ' 11 projects -in onder to pdov&de 6eed— P
back to p&o;ect d&dectoné ’
. e : e
. ¢ To detenm¢ne how weCP pnOJect dirnectons coped
| S "with the undnticipated banniens/canstraints. g
| and to document thnough a pdogdebé&ue
| . . evalualion. ,
- 7 u; b ) - #
ﬁ“*. .- .These actiyifies and procéduyés are further descr'ibed in
o the next section: "The Process of the Study."”
o . ) : .
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" B. THE PRQCESS OF IHE STUDY v
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To th1s ‘point we haJe been méyméwlng the“proposa and 1ts
intent. i ThlS Section of our report~outl;nes the activities ~»
engaged’ in by the study teafn.” ~The - follow1ng tasks and act1v1- <o
_ ties.were cohducted:” | . : .

ul . . N ‘; " I
deAAgn ﬂ&eld intenview &nAIMhment
Achedute on-site v&é&té'

coondlnate ma&LLng 05 queéttonuatzté

conduct Tna&nlng Peminans S

il

pnoy¢d2 ﬁunthen data col[ect&oh at TLaLnLng
Sem&nané . ’

1. FIELD INTERVIEW TS TRUMENT

One phase, of the evaluatlon 1nvolved collectlng data.by
interviewing all pro;ect dlrectors ‘between* Januaf?ﬁand April,*
1976. A group exploratory interview was held with one prOJect
. director and three evaludtion team members pregent. The .-
questionnaire was revised accordingly ‘fpllowing’ thzs 1nterv1ew
,and then administered in on-site interviews. anh ‘projetct.
~director was asked the\same series of uestions and responses
were organized so that clusionk might be+drdwn.: The scope

. of the interview was l;mited by the fact‘tpat‘the progects were
funded for one year. ! ) . N

.

g

>
OnlS&te Tnténview: - . Tt P o

Each project spelled out in detail its dbjectives and :its
"innovative" strategies in .the application, to the Massachusetts
Department of Education for Title III funds. “Beforé visiting a
project director the six evaluation team members reviewed the,
‘project apgllcatlon documents. _Each site visit cons1sted of a' .
two-Hour interview by an evaluatlon team member. . : -

[
- /
. s

&

' . ¥Phe projecss funded in the 1976 flsca& year have completed
thelr operatlons;as federally supported programs. Title III-will
be continued in Title IV-C '6f the new legislation (P.L. 93-380)

as it is gpnsolldated with six other programs. .
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"Thé 1nterv1ew focused on several key factorﬁ oL

. - Atagéé of the pnoblem Aoﬂv&ng model . ,
‘.7 .8 notes of profect d&&ectona R L
. v [ pencerded outcomes and ach&evement 06 d?ject&VEA
¢ Local Auppont and_ comm&tment (cont&nuaILOn :
S Auppont) T _ - .
: ¢ dLééem4natAon and d&ééuéton R ‘ p

. < - v - .
P [

The'lnterv1ewer attempted to 1dent1fy factorsy

tated or 1mpeded the development, of an innovative program.

111- N
The™".
.and the

interviewer made judgments-based upon the questionnaire
"+ on-site 1nterv1ew » *A technique used in the interview was: problng‘
which’ usually motivated the project director-to communicate -fully.

‘to anlarge_on,"

lar#fy, and explaln the reasons behind a respowsé“

However, interviewers obtained soﬁe.partlal ‘a
thaf*hrgh!‘be considered 1rrelevant and unclea
! LV .

»

wers,~and others

\
LI S
¥

’

?rogect dlrectors

apswers were-recorded’ on the’ questien-’

naire. ?

EacH of the four 1nterv1ewers used a 51m11ar format to ,

gather the lnformatlon.

.
*

3

.~

’t

e

2. DATA CQLLECTLL&MQEH HAT LED Q%ESJIONNAIRES - : .

%

Questlonnamres wetre sent to project dlrectors and similar
- forms were sent to administrative personnel assoeciated with the .

prOJects.,

e

”

A major purpose-for these questionnaires Was’ to 1dent1fy

.

any potential constraints llmltlné possibkbilities Oﬁ'pr03éct develop-

ment.
of Arthur D. Little, Inc

reported by the ADL team:
/s

The questlonnalres were: de51gned and analyzZed by the staff
Three major taopics were,analyzed -and

-

* sa T - g The anaﬂyé&¢ 05 pioject objectives v
L ‘o The constraints and, obA{acleb encounteaed .
¢ The coping -tactics and strategies deb&gned © A\
.~ %o overcome comdtraints .
‘ v ' -
"'“ 27he questlon aire is located 1n the Technlcal Appepd;x.;

3Se\,’eral ‘interviews were’ taped
the Merrimack Education Center.

"“The data ana1y51s and summary prepared by ADL

obtained from-the Merrimack Education Center.
A‘ }

\

. : .
e » N rl
. - .
[ N t
? .
s

The tapes are

available vat

can pbe

o
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. Subsequentiy, the ADL staff %onducted two workShops to

discuss the findings and implications from the questlonnalre L
‘data. The first feedback 'session focused. on’'a review of )
project objectlves and "analysis of the value of these objegtives
as to .for establishing priorities. and solving problems. The

had been efcountered during the year ‘and the tact1cs that

S~ ’ been devised' to offset or remove the pbstacles.’ '{% ¢
' ' R A . Y ’ N
s PO _ '
L3, DATAQCOLLECTION AT TRAINING SEMINARS o h

Implementatlon of change strategles imposed a progre551ve
) need for feedBack of 1nformat10n and data concerning achievemgnt
L of project gbals. Projéct directors were surveyed with seteral.
questlonnalres regarding the implementation process,6 at each of
.8ix-monthly Training ‘deminars.. Many of the questlons were

. secoqd ‘session centered on a review of the obstacles to success v

. directors about plannlng,

: -

organizing and carrying out acti

deslgned to enhance goal achieveneént.’ -

‘ “ 4
', . B B

e- .
- .signed to elicit feedback enablfngGevaluators to. query. pro;gi -

vities

re

€

4. CONDUCTING TRAINING SEMINARS o L i

Spec1f1c management concerns- were addressbd thrOugh a series
of Training”Seminars wHich placed empha51s.upon succgpsive stages
“of J.nnovatlon.5 Training Seminars initiated dialog folnteractlon
through self-study and observation between and among pro;ect staffs,
Title III_ESEA staff, ‘and evaluatlon team. Training Seminars

~became a means through, which issues could be’ explored including a
+ perspective on- the role of the innovator, an 1dent1£1¢at1qn of ¢
alternative solutions, and coping tactics. Feedback at each
. succeeding Lraining Seminar helped 'to detect the resuits of sng-
gested corrective action. . , Y
v—

Pro;ect dlrectors were encouraged to consider their objectlves
in-light of more commonly recognized educational objectives for.
the* system and the. broader State goals. The- recognltlon of these
relatlonshlps in a hierarchy o0f objectives strongly affé’ts the -
ability of the project director to get others to apply project
results or encourage support fot the continuation of a project.’

. "’ Lt . \"

[ e

5Agendas for Tra1n1ng Seminars can be found with the Technlcal
Appendlx accompanylng thlS Executfve Summary.




"~ a—

i

o~

‘ 0

v

In addition to information about the project's goals, a oo e
major function of the Training Seminars was the identification
of actual or potential constraints to the possibilities of
change. Throygh feedback Psovided during the formative Stades,
project directors received informafion enabilng them to reflect
upon cessary corrections, and adjustments while’ the project
was still in operat*en. :

9

The evaluation occurred during the sequence of decision-
points wh11e project dlrectors.paved a path of implementation.:

Figure 1 represents a Project Planning Sequence illustrating- major
events, in the evaluation time-line. The evaluators gathered infor-
mation reflegting the progress and character of the Title III programs
as they were implemented over the one,year of Federal funding. ‘
The procedures and activities utilized durlng these forﬂatlve \
stages supplied data, plus lessons learned, that cotld be .uséd

to modify the designjof ex1st1ng programs or to draw implications

and recommendations %or future programs.: . .

The. tlme restrlctlons imposed on most projects was a for-
midable constraint.® In the span of one year project directors ‘
weré expected.to conduct a small scale R&D program, establish
innovative approaches to education, evaluate their effectiveness
and disseminate information about their projects.. This expecta-
tion, given what we know about the evolutionary development of
innovations, was too optimistic.

s - 4

‘Sf‘ < N ~

v s 5 t 3
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®The presence of & termination point, when the LEA assumes
full respon31bllity for funding the Title III project, created
.pressure "upon the: project part1c1pants to cohduct an 1nnovat1ve
process in a constrlcted tlme perlod

'y
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-V the evaluation team reviewe

.* the field intervi
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C. 'CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAﬂIONS

» ! :

1 / ,

s  This.section outlines findings bf. Fhe ¢valuat on of Tltle,

III, ESEA pro;ects and presents several 'wecpmmenda ions. In- ‘

order to arrive at flndlngsg implications,. and rec mmendatlons

the insights and infofmation gathered
from .the field interviews, the questlonnalﬁes admiplsteredw and
the feedback elicited at Training Seminars This sectdon focuses

' upon factors deemed important bygthe evaluation team and identi-
fied as critical variables'by other innovation studies nationally.
These factors are con51dered in the toplc sectloné‘below. -

, -
[

il naze of the project directon |
2. problem so0lving : . S
3. ovexcoming isofation

R f\4- dissemination and diffusion

‘ 5. allocation. of nésounees S

I. ROLE OF THE PROJECT DIRECTOR =

~

-
+

The role of the progect dire¢tor is-central to the chances
that exidt for successful implementation, completion, and dis-
semination of a project. Day-~to-day reésponsibility for financial
management, staff and student participation,- effective communica-'"
"tion with school and community, fulfillment of Sta%e reporting
requirements, problem solving of many kinds--these are just a few:
of the concerns of the project director. The.tasks of ma1nta1n1ng
and eventually dlssemlnatlng a" pro;ect are staggerlng

’ We - querled project directors to obtain thelr perceptlons of
their;roles: as 1§ub]ect matter specialists, "as managers, as

- ‘facilitators, oreome combinatidn of the above. 1In a summary of

‘project-director and the organizational surroundingd in which the
prOJects functloned. Five role patterns emerged from the inter-
view sessions conducted by-the. evaluatlongsgam. .

Ls d

, ¢ managen ) W
. .0 facilitatonr . R
" ¢.  communicator S
: " o creaton > )

' o "do-are"- :

[y

L =
,
|

S

©

1

ws, Ronald-Havelock has reviewed the role of the
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Administrators, curriculum coordina ors, classroom teachers_
and school guidance counselors are&frequently called upon to
direct an innovative.project. Rarely have, they received training *
for-a specralty in prov1d1ng project leadership as it relates " .
. to educational ~change. It is not surprlslng that most local
_1nnovat1ve programs reveal various types of shortcomlngs.

. . . - . ) - -

’ . 3

We aecommend that tha&n&ng be focused on the
.emenging nofe v the project dinecton as
d&ﬁﬂenent from tnad4t40na£ roles 4n educat&on..r'

re

LY
) . ~ A ! ¢

\

N )

We. would suggeét that any. data- gatherlng efforts ﬁndertaken
‘with the Title 1IV- C.prOJects next year focus immediately. on the
project director's perceptians df his/her Bwn heeds and- strengths
as a manager, Some of the spec1f;c issues that should be raised
are: : 4 "

effective use.pé-objé!%ideé as tools gon
project evdtuation and management

.desdign and use’. 05 profect status nepontt, .
‘ 50& &dentrﬁ&cat4on 0§ “‘operational problkms

detenmrnat&on 05 various. enttenia fon the
selection of alternative codrdes of
‘cheative actipn 4 ~

coping with nrepergussions ,which commanty 2
afiise when .an "&nnovat&on" {8 Lntnpductd

# N

4 .
= = —rr
s

We. necommend that training fon project manage-
ment of Title IWC projects focus on the '
" problem 0§ overlfoad and how L% m&ght be
alleviated. «~Thxis will nequine a.neview of
specific role 5unct¢on4 504 the project
d&necton

\
L T . -
Havelock has reported the great work demand: (overload) on
the educatlgnal innovator -as well as the precariousness of being.
the go-between or the middleman between the,.,innovative and the .
"traditiohal.” The summa¥y of ‘field interviews prepared by Havelock
can ‘be. obtafhed from the Merrimack Educatign Center. This summary
~has_practical import for understanding the prOJect’dlrector s tasks -
and activities and how he/she orov1des for the 1mplementat10n of l
prOJect objectlves.
(

-
L3
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P 2. PROBLEM SOLVING AND_ THE PROCESS OF CHANGE' + = .
0. - ) Coe MK ‘
ot A model proposed for the evaluatlon and Trainjing Semlnars.

as a point of reference was that contained in-Havelock's Guide,- '
.to Innovation in Education, a six-stage model of "rational"

- problem solving beglnnlng with the establishment of a 'relation-,
-ship between change, agent and client; proceeding to diagnosis
of the real- educational need; a search, for resources relevant

* to solutions to,that need; the bulldfhg and choice amongy . ...~ ,
alternative solutlons, the gaining of acceptange for cho;en
solutions- through a more widespread social diffusion effort;
and finally, the implementation and long-term maintenance of the
agreed-upon solution, leading optimally to an internal capacity
foxr problem solving on other- éducatlonal problems whlch 1s self-

‘ renewing. I )

rs

-

. . . . Because innovation’is a process rather than a decision point,
support capability must be establishéed for project directars to

. implement this process. 1Inp‘'adapting the model to fit the Title
IIX s1tuat10n, one important consideration was the lnfe—cycle -

- 'of ‘the typlcal prgject. - The one-year funded cycle is’'a com-
* pression of the problem-<solving cycle Both’ relatlonshlps and -
needs were established long before projects were funded and even
search and ch01ce dmong solutions Xook -place either during or
prlor to the proposal wrltlﬁg process N

P

. . NeedA Alalysis. - . ¢

A survey feedback approach was employed to reveal problems
. encountered and assist in idéntifying successful’ solutions.
~ 'This probtem solv1ng focus was des1gned to assist prOJect dlrectors v
as they responded to complex environments. . “ s

«
™

1] Lo \

3 . Asr a prOJect develops there are crltiqal issues that arlse e
leading to a new set«@f questions (i.e., needs) and the project
director .-must. return to the beginning step.and work 'through
again. The needs may have changed, the resburces avallagée may

’ have altered, or new solution possibilities may have emelrged. )
Problem analysis assists the prOjeCt d1rector in 1dent1fy1ng
likely causes of incomplete implementation. This leads him/her
. to search much farther and much deeper for information and ideas,
and to develop, reflne, and choose among solutions with far more °
skill and imagination.’ ” ) : o

A

’
. - N .

-
-
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e necommqnd that train¥ng forn Title IU-C
. project dihectons-deal wXth management of ’
o 'y compfex systems through a\process of ) ) :
' . 2} . planned clange. - /¢ ‘ . ’

:

.
' -

*

priorities: needs assessment, dissemipation, utilization of.
resources,;valrdatlon, and project con&inuatlon. Fi ure 2 °

. 13 r .
) \ ?ralnlng for pro;ect dlrectors\igould focus. on these

111ustra§es the concepts of the proposed training mo 1 '

: Tléie III project dlrectors reported that their progects

wént through the cemplex process of 1mp1ementatlon. Orice this 4
process has occurred, the effectiveness of 1mplementatlon and . .
ggtéh tial' student 1mpact can be examineds These later effects’ ) ’
L;fi;;’ re more visible dprlng the second and third years of a prOjeCt. " .
However, the project director must make dritical decisions in

%: the first year that affect, the poteng;al ablllty 'to reap outcomes :
| in the future. = . 7 . , \.
‘% . ' » . . N — v
.'% . o e ) . ' , o
. % 3. OVERCOMING JSOLATION -, : T e
3

Innovatlye pro;ects, by deflnxtlon, embody a departure from
— procedures and concepts traditienally malntalned ih a ‘school

Ly ﬁyftem. Unless a project director has 'some consistent tie with
thezadmrnlstratlon,.the prOJect will 1ndeed be isolated. -* A work-
1ng‘xelatlonsh1b is needed that is sufficient tQ keep the admin-- ,
istratigh apprised of shifgs in project emphaslsfvas well as /
polltlcal or lOglstlcal dlfflcultles. 3;& <o

E Y
v
[

One means of overcoming 1solatlon of the project is to locate v
discrepancies ‘between 1n1t1a1 objectlves and expectatlons held by
project directors' and administrators ‘of"whe local system A close
\§ " fit of objectlves of the project to the school district's goals
< must be found and frequently cemmunicated. 1If goals clarification

"ig '‘part of thé developmental process, the project director. can.

T more easily determing How, mUch, energy and respurces’ the district

‘will commit to di€fuse’ project methods to other schools in the |
district. For ntiguation of the project it must become an ]
~integral component of the System important enough to the dlstrlct ) :
" to merit local support and—funding. , ‘
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. An early training seminar should redefine the‘purpose and
s ultimate utility of the project goals and objecti vin-
? creased demand for ‘specificity may have driven thé;prOJect

: " planner to trivialize the objectives. Objectives that are so

" specific that théy -amount to a listing of activities, not to a
] framework in- which’ activities may be designed, pedesigned and
- executed systematically, are epty slightly useful as a tool for
project management. Failure to devise a logical structure of
objectives within the project's subsystems and the_school district
S envirdnment will have lmportant consequences for the . project.

} ~' . Interorganlzatlonal llnkages at the LEA level can prevent\\‘
isplation of projects by bulldlng ties with other agencies, | '
organlzatlons, and groups. ‘Interdepartmental linkages, although
v difficult ‘to establish, help to adhere the prOJect to the more
traditional educatlonal approaches maintained in most schools.
Those prOJects that remain "flexible" are likely to be-succesgs-
o fully perpetuated either in whole or in part.

2 ' ’ .y
- :

— Tnaanng for project directons shoutd include O e L
¥ o the development of strategies that prevent L,
. ‘ : -the project from beding- hept LAoLated and y

apart §rom the Ayétem.

'

3 B ¢
4 - i)

.
, e

In many stances Title III project directors did not trans-
. fer functionls to the "clients" and projects were not geared to -,

. 4isengage.’ ‘% one-year .period-of time“was not adequate for. this .
to occur. Project directors should strive early on EB determlne
the resource” commitment of the LEA to the innovativé prOjeCt. .

A dlrect tie to 1nsetv1ce funds of the!lécal district is ofteﬁ
helpful for the projeéct director to win acceptance and suppoxt
within the .school(s) -where the project will be diffused.- By
examining the inservice budget, the project director can' set .
long-range goals related to quantity and quality -of .staff develop-
ment for dlffus1on prospects.

Since the innovative project becomes changed durlng 1mp1;\
mentation, as it is operatlonallzed revised, and perfected
* within the realities of the institutional setting, what the |,
project eventually looks like might not be what the logal admin-
istrator thought he was “buying” and supporting in the beginning.
A whole new level of effort to win support is needed. -

c? -
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. Isolatlon is further helghtened by the fact that T1tle III
. projects, durzng the path of implementation,-tend to concentrate
on one subsystem as a start1ng point. .

.
-

A school may try to make limited improvements in
R its, teaching technology without attempting, to deal
dN with the accomganying changes in authority structure,
and morjle problems. Or it may focus on faculty - ¢
' morale and attitudes without dealing with the R 4
environmemnt or formal authority system. 4 )

’

ﬁ‘r v

.

", _When the Tltle III progect begins to make marglnal improve-
ments in one area it,then must adjust for the repercussions in
other subsystems. These adjustments and fine, tuning are the
respon51b111t1es of the project directo¥ and not all of these
can be set out in the application grant for funding. .As each
new subsystem is woved into the complexity, the project director

_must ant1c1pate constraints and barriers as well as "repercussions.”

4. DISSEMINATION AND DIFFUSTION

'

4

>

' -‘1 Current d1ffus1on approaches conceptuallze issues e1ther in
mechanical terms (how to disseminate .from the validated State or
national bank) or exclusively in terms of local self-help with
minimal focus on external resources avallable., The mechanistic
approachels full of products but lacks the moticagjonal basis
" while the second approach is content-free and inbued with social-
psychologlcal assumptions about the nature of innovation and
" gelf-renewal.® Neither strategy alone is suff1c1ent and an inte-

and a talent pool of progect directors. . .

L4

Strategles identified by Title III pr@ject d1rectors‘for
dlssemlnatlng information about their pro;ects 1nclude the follow-
1ng items in Table 1. .

7T; Deal and V. Baldridgef‘ "An Organlzational “fiew of Educa-

tional Innovation." Stanford University: Center for Research
and Development, 1974. -

_®Susan Klein. "Tpward Cofisensus on Migimum Criteria for.

Educational Products." Washington, D. C.: ational Institute of

Education, -1976.

"gration of product and process is required us1ng verified practices
L 4

"

3
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g ‘ TABLE 1 . -, 4 \ .
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o B > . . . A ;-
- COURSES /WORKSHOPS Lo
. } ° L. * ! i [
) \ C. A | ’ ... N ) '
~ ® Courses open to-other school,systems
® Curriculum materlals.ln demand by .
’ other dlStrl‘FS ‘
] e Training- materials 1ooated in { o,
collaboratlve centers T, . 2
L ,Workshops sponsored by dlstrlcts for -- )
other towns R o,
Y
e Involvement of individuals in training
PUBLICATIONS/PACKAGING B
] ) . , - ' . . hd ¥ .
. ® Creative package which can be used by
ot dissemination centers , S,
e Handbooks development -
, ® Library of written curriculum mateirals
v, ?///;umulated
L L e lished currlculum’/’ S ‘ RN
® Resource bank for ‘all schools in.district
» . ) ) .
- @ Inventory listing.-of packages/materials ’
. % A ° f’ r
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ﬁany times 1mprovemept p;ograms that are successful 'in the
pilot tryout in a few classrgoms or in one or two schools fail.
to spread.throughout the school “district. -School district .
. afficials geperally ke crucial ‘decisions during the initiation/
support stages of in oVatlon rather than later during implementa-
tion, District admi strators may be too busy and too remote to
. become involved in the day to- day 1mp1ementat10n of the %rOJect
School’ boards are reluctant to budget money for innovative pro-
grams on a district-wide level espec1§lly when the program re-
qulres consyderable expense in inservice training or the pilot o
_was initially funded by outside sources .g., Title III- funds)

“but the school district is asked to pic the tab_fgx_QLffu51on .
. to other schools. .

Incentlves fust’ be found for the school dlstrlct to c0ncern
itself with diffusion of the federally funded prOJect
‘alternative sources for new funding (LEA and non-LEA) must be
found. - Project directors proved resourceful in their sdarch

' for new fundlng and.-a list obtained from.the survey of Title III
- projects is offered in Table 2. '

»~ - - - ¥

~ :
TABLE 2 ©7 ‘.
°4 A ] ¢
~, -’ . 'SOURCES OF FUNDING , y
- * . . B . -
e, ) . e
 J ) 1 o
GRANTS g e 4 -
Prdbpsgls - both Federal and State SR
. . " 'Involve-community resources 4, \ et
AR ‘Submit project for refunding as rpart ' .
R R, of, Jarger project :
o —_— \\V ,T - . T
\ . **-EXCHANGE SCONOMY * B
4‘ f . oo . - -
. Ipitiate fee for all future worksho s "
ooy R p . \
: . o AsSess participating sy;tems for' L. ¢
Jd memberShlp A L
- ~ ¥ . " P
K T Sell products uslng experlge and < - -
- findings ‘ s R
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"bbviously, more alternatives must be sought to enable
projects to continue after cessation of Federal funding.
DiffuSioh. expectations should be defined-by‘the project
director and communicated to administrators in the school
district.’ . ) L -
- s : k4 : n -
“ ' . ' .
We necommend that the Title IV projects
. outline early .in the implementation stages
projected Long-iange plans, costs and "impli-
. © cations forn LEA contindatdion of+the innovation.

. 1 )
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5. ALLOCATION.OF RESOURCES - (State) | . ~

3

‘Pitlé IV-C staff within the MDE. should undertake a thorough
review of project expenditures for each of the Title IV-C proj-
ects in an effort to'illustrate the concept 'of investment funds

and show relationships to expected returns at the local,. State, - “Lb

and national levels. Incentives should be investigated that

would examine the whole exportability question. An effort

analysis and analysis ,0of funding should be reported as part ofw
the State's evaluation to the Pitle IV-C Advispry Council.
Aggregated information. from all Title IV-C prpJegts can be re- -
viewed 'by the Advisory Gouncil to det@rmifhe what areas are not
being emphasized by prejects and the signifigance of these
exclusions. o :

,'ﬁ&éiuation of funds allocated within project provides an

If this review were to take place dm the first year, the .
project directdr and the.staff from.Title IV-C could realistically

. project over three years what can be accomplished with the re-

. Federal ‘funds' the project could be diffused to another district »

sources. To obtain greater returns from the investment of

using the projected costs rather than funding the new district
the complete amount to "gein‘vent"_ the project?®

Ly e

«

—%" N
‘ We necommend that diffusion funds be Made. - *

available at. th® State Level to assist ,
* successful projects 4in thedn diffusion .

¥

idea of how project directors are as;éﬁn'ng priority to objectives.

e&&ontq\aa\pgﬁf\zf the validation pnocﬁié. v
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The benefits of the Federal funds can he broadened and

N
- O .

‘ 1ncreased through allocation of mini-grants for those dlstrlcts

. volved in the diffusion 'of innovative projects and their

which choose to repllcate a validated project in neighboring’
towns. This mini-grqpt is precisely for the purpose ¢f diffu-
sion. In addition, we suggest that advisory council members be .
as51gned ad hoc to areas ‘where they desire .to become more in-

z

1mplementatlon strategles. o "
Figure 3 illustrates Havelock's flndlngs suggestlng the

cogplex set of relationships necessary to diffuse ‘an innovative

project. Groups of people, organized or otherwise, appear in the

configuration with arrows representlng key relationships. The,

\ iple district pattern is often #onsiderably more complicated

and certalnly more variable than the single district pattern.

’

. Because data were very limited, the arrows should be viewed

-

-

speculatively. ,
Figure 3 also illustrates the complexities'of the linkages

with other organlzatlons and agencies. 'The acéompllshments of
Title JII and Title. IV-C should encourage the State Department to
*begin to look at’ establi shlng ‘linkages with internal (MDE) and
exterfal organizationS.: Through thesefphannels the Title IV-C
validated practices can‘be shared with’other major program compo-=
nents of MDE. Not accomplishing these linkages can only lead to
dupllcatLOn and reinvention of the same "innovations.

THE'rev1ew process for contlnuatlon of Title IV-C prO]eCtS
should ‘include examination of resource allocation patterns in the
individual pro;ecbs.* Continuation proposals should hagimviewed
to determine the capability of the district to accomp;lgh
objectives given the resources the LEA has committed. .The review
grocess for continuation should carefully look at results of
-project- policies and plans with- continuation funding contlngent
upon thls,rev1ew. -t . i \

C . The ‘award process for any new Title IV-C pyojects should .be
reviewed annually for possible policy revision. A committee,

comprlsed of members of tha advisory council and other - 1nd1v1duals,

would examine the grant awar8 process and make recommendations for
modificatiqns in solicy, ba§ed -upon .data gathered from the forma-
tive evaluation. - : o
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, maintained despite the merits of the individual projects.

. I -20 - . ‘

, D: SUMMARY AND FINAL OBSERVATIONS® N

. . _ .o . . b
' ‘ P < ]

.This study has ridentified a seties of\féﬁbmgendatlons for
local and State policymakers derived from the ‘impact of the :
final year .of Title III, ESEA funding. Our report only begins
‘tQ suggest the meshing of talents and resources needed to support
adabtatlon ‘and transformation of innovative projects for: the ‘
diffusidn of successful accompllshments.

%

—

Without a high level of support within the educatlonal A
system, it is unlikely that the process of innovation could-be
This
support must be.more systematlcally brought to bear on rthe .
d1ffus1on/va11datlon procedures 1dent1f1ed for Title IV-C.

N ' [4 \

If an nnoVatlon is validatéd in one school, it is assumed
that the district will want to continue part or_all of the project
using: other sources of local fund And the 1nnovatlon should be

available’, w1th approprlate 1ncent1ves prpylded for dlffu51on in
the State. 2 S . )
Through workshops and the interviews conducted and the

review of informative materials from Title III projects, price-'
less informatiom was collected for future use. A subsequent- ‘
concept paper will be available shortiy on the training 1mpllca-
tions {ffrom our recent observations that can be utilized in the
progreSszve evaluation of Title IV-C projects. Work on diffusion "
and validation models will be glven a. more practlcal turn because
‘of thlS evaluative study. . :

3
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PREFACE

197?—76 was the last'year for Innovation Projects under Title III of the
Elementary and Secondary -Education Act of 1965. New legislation replaced it "
but as the old law terminated, State Departments of Education weffe forckd to
dole out funds for just one year of‘effort. What could be accomplished in one
year? After several years of three€-year projects, this was quite a challenge.
For the ‘evaluators, statewide, there was also a cpallenge, not so much to see
what ‘could be done, because there would be few visible results within the’ year,
but. to see how it was done. How did project directors take hold of these
projects and steer them towards what they thought would be a worthwhile end?
We tried to find out through long strucaned interviews with each of the'

4dllirectors of those projects which had won* the competition for the final year

"acquired resources, how-they sodved problems, how they evaluated what they

of funds. . -

»

The State awarded thirty-three projects in the final .year of Title III. '

. We got to talk to thirty-two of them as they were complefinglﬁheir'work in

the eighth and ninth month of a twelve-month cycle. We asked them to describe
their projects, to explain what they hoped would result from them in outcomes

“for teachefé, students, the community, and others; but we were most concerned

about how they did it, How they conceived it in the first place, how they
planned, how they perceivy their own roles, how they developed relationships
with various people-a groups, who would be important for suacess, how they
were doing, and how they made sure that their efforts would last and yduld
spread to others. . - ‘ , .

- Eaéh,interview took about two hours, some less, some a lot morem- We felt
/ . g ,
hat in most of them we really got to know the people who were directing this

seemed that we had both learnqua great deal: many expressed their apprecia- 4'
tion for such an opportunity to take a long reflective look at what happened N
and especially how .it happendéd. . B

. 5
_ 'The interviews were partly very open, partly structured (see the sample
schedule included in the appendix). Thus, they gave us an opportunity both to

appreciate the uniqueness of each and at the same time to compare some aspects

&ross prpjecgg. On content, there is little we can-SRy eycept that the’
variety Is mind-boggling &s well as exciting. But thege are similarities and
these become obvious when we look at the process. This is what we will try to
ponvey'to the reader in thelfo;lowing pages.

K
¢ »

1 - . »
. P :
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work and*they got to know us. In fact, they could have gone longer and it often’ .

\f ’ \
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.+ " we focuséd our study on the role and experdence. of the pro;ect director
partly because of our own time€ and. budgetary constrainfs. However, we . o
. JFeasoned that directors typically play the most vital role in innovation
projects. There is one responsible person; insiders and outsiders tend.to
look to .this person for information, reassurances and gULdance regardlng'most
! aspects of a project from start to finish. For better or for worse” (we think
probably for better) the‘pro;ect director, therefore, symbolized and personi- ' .-

fied the _project as a whole. .. !

o N _ 7 . ’”~
N .

Given this fact, a sec¢ond general fimding is that ail projects are
engaged in a problem-solving effort for the ‘educational community. In, other
words, there are some needs ta which attention has been drawn, and ah effort ~
is made to acquire resodrces, 1de§s, facts, and solutions relevant to, these
needs and to apply these resources to the needs with expectations of pos1t1ve *
results. T

o »

f
o

f

5
~

A third conclusion is that this proh&em—sva1ng doesn't occur in one fixed

L L

‘ sequence; rather, there is a pagpern which repeats itself, sometimes many times ~
before a project is completed. In fact, the more capacity a project has for -
recycling, up-to-a-point, the stronger the project, bécause there is.more. . ———— .

responsiveness to .chamging needs, changing resources, and thanging perceptions
of what is possiblé. all Rrojects'go through at [least ong .problem-solving
cycle just in the process'pf prepar1n5>a proposal. Very often, at State insist-
ence, this proposal is written up a Second time requiring a second year's cycle . .-
before final funding is made available. After funding has terminated, there

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

at them. - - - g © . ’,

'
- L
.

-

A - / .
. A fourth conclusfon of this stidy is.regarding the. tasks of the director
himself (herself) There are at leas® four principal functions which must be
performed' the manager function, the fac111tator-coord1nator, the communleator,
and the 1nte11ectuai leader or greator (e g.., proposal and report wr1térsf
Almost al#,dlrectors assumed at least two of these functions; many assumed all
four. We expected that there would be considerable role strain due to both
the heavy load of work and comglex1ty of skills implied by 'these functions L
and by the marginality and ambiguity associated with all new roles which don't
fit existing and trgaiﬁlonal stereotypes. On the surface, however, there was
not-must evidence of such role strpain or at least of any undue suffering, .
resultlng from it. no

t

3

. of all hig/her respon51b111£1es probably thé most grucial is the develop-

iy .ment and maintenance of strong positive relationsh1ps between the project and
the rest of the system, most eSpeC1allg the super1ntendent and the school

! board. Most project directors well appreciated this point but some failed to
inspire a sense of commitment, belonging, and ewnership of the project in
these-significant areas.’ ] -

, B ; > ~—
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« While almost all recognlzed their pro;ects as a form of schéol district
pboblqm-solv1ng, very few went very faroln assessing and ana1921ng dlstrlct
needs befdre advocatlng their{ "solutions," and none had a’ s@tlsfactorg pro-

»

cedure for reassessing needs on.a& continuing bqsis. A |
4 f . -
Projects varied greatly‘in their willingness and ability to use knowl-
..edge and technical resources from various sourc¢es. Theré was a tendency to .
think that what was needed for -the. project was either already in hand or
readily obtalnable from-a particular source. Hence, most projects did not
- engage in a serlous search €ffort and did not tap a very wide range of leads
= into the resource universs 6f Amerlcan education. - ;,

2 . - 1 4 .‘
’ t

A crucial questlon forfmost pIOJec%s was survival beyond the ohe year

"funding period. It was clear that a very wide Fange of options exists for

.continuation both financjal and other. Most projects sought continuation
ﬁhrougb the same Federal program‘and most g@lso sought increases and commit-
ments from their local district. The results were mixed. Continued local
support depended on many factors, some of which were entirely outside the
control of the pro;ect director. How&ver, relationship to the communlty,

. to the bqand, to the superlntendent and others was a crucial matter over
which he/she usually did have some control.

.
. -

L

Projects also used a tremendous variety of ‘media to tell their story
. both to their own district and to outsiders. Personal, group, print, and
. - electronic media strateg»es were used, usually in combination. Local news-
- papers are probably. the most common, most accessible medium for dissemination
and §ometihes assisted in building political support for the prdject. i
Finally;m;t is very difficult to make a blanket judgment about the
"success" of the'program, partly because evaluation efforts are generdlly
feeble and too narfowly focused to give a full and fair picture of all the
bad or the good things that acfually happenéd and resulted., Our inclination
is to belleve that the over-all effort was overwhelmlngly positive and very

much worthwhlle. D . .

. - ;
4 .
>
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I. THE DIRECTOR'S ROLE AND ROLE PERCEPT T '

An important fogus of this evaloation project was the role of the
project director.. Typaining activities were undertaken om the assumption
. that the role was often ill-defined and misunderstood by both rolé occupants

Y

-‘and the relevant others with whom the‘project~dinactor had to relate.
One way to conceive the role was as another type of administrator
: witﬁin the system or as another kind of teacher or ,another kind of counselor.
These moré¢ traditional, more fully accepted, and more fully understood roles
‘are likely'to'servé'as models or reference points for any new, emergent, or
fuzzy roles that the system now has 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 could or would re-

»

+*,  turn when the project was over for whatever reason.

4 o~ ’

. To explore the areas of role functions and role self—perceptrons, two -

- questions were asked in the dnterviews. The first was simply: "How would you
define yoor role in the project?' The second was a listing of eleven’roie
functions which was handed %o Ehe director with the question: "What percentage
of your time is spent on the following roles?": Respondents were remindgd that
thd total might add up to more than one hundred percent since the roles were

) overlapping They were also urged.to provide fuller explanations of what 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
'timd/was devoted to project, dutiesgaltogether. In response to this last ques-

tion, we found the following pattern:
4 w
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TABLE 1
TIME DEVOTED TO PROJECT

'Time“ngoted : )
to Project Number

100% ) 10
90%
80%
752
60%
50%
40%
35%
30%
20% .

LY
.

HRWN NN

Yo codable response
]

N
R

.

‘ ) ,
. Thus, roq@hly 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 intervie&ed.

¥

Furthermore, for maﬁy if not moét it was a dominﬁting and even all—cgnsuming

& activity which swallowed up much more time than was actually budgeted.

n [y

. Cy | N
Movillg now. to the kinds of activities which were mentioned as & part of

i tﬁe role, it is clear that prpject directors are called upon .to perform a’very )
large array of ‘tasks. It will be convenient for clarity of presentation to '
group the findings into five clusths and to discuss the open-ended question
andethe eleven function list together. The fivé patterns which seem to emerge

from the analysis are as follows:

A. The manager —
B. Thg/fac111tator
'¢. The communicator
D. The creator
E. The"do~all”

s




" For these specified functions in the tables below we will -also provide the

a. ‘The Manager . . . , ;

_— iy ;

* . - & 1

The iargest category involved doties which traditionally are aSSociated
with managing or' directing something, including making the key decisions and

4
. telling people what to do; in short, the "boss'". There were a total of forty- e

seven mentions of activity whigh seemed to fit this category. Some of these
-~ .
corresponded exactly with the list which we later provided of-é€leven fuﬁctiqns. .

st smmpime— st el &,
¢
.

¢
averag_ percentage of time which project directors devote to the function

= - NS
. i

b - TABLE -2 . )
o MANAGER ROLE DIMENSIONS
Average Per-’ ‘Spontaneous . —_— v
. centage of Time Function Mentions, L,
Director . 8
. ]
Budget-books-bills 1 . ‘
372 , Manager 5 .
* " Administrator 5 ‘ 'e
N . Planning 5 R N v
o . Staff recruitment 5 ’ . .
. Purchasing-Ordering ‘ ' )
: ‘ materials ' 3 - M p
S 20% . Key Decision Maker L 1 - 1 ' & .
’——h'-'——-'—" : — __ v - L RS
Other functions which received mention and seemed to fit roughly into ’ . f
thid category were: '"riding herd oy consultante", clear bureauc;acy , . ¢’ ’ é
A : . ?
"trouble shooter",f"log}stical-problems", and "safety T - _
: Most project directors make ig very clear that they feelﬁ;esponsible for - ;
the project fiscally and in a11 other ways. £n d few cases, this ‘i$ seen as " *
a burden which was cast upon them by an unkind fate or by Eismanagement and t T f
 shirking of responsibillty further up the line, but more often it is or be- , |
comes a welcome challenge and a chance to move up and out of traditiohal . -
D 1 .‘ [ X i ! . . ‘ i . I
o?h’p' ro}es @.~ RO . . .
?
N . s ‘
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use to cover the -various agtivities related to bringing people together and, © r/‘ {

‘help:lng them to do whatever it is’ that they are to do. For some, this role l

wai parjnt nd precluded functioning as the d,ecision—maker or, as. the one . £
ts

¥
&

(' ,.".P WhO dir

¢

others. Howpver, fox the majority the "marager" and tT Mfapili- - N \
. tator" roles either o pped or had to be performed/at different,‘s&ages of

. the project. The following table tells part of thé story.*

LAY
L]
L}

<

- L \" : ’ . E ‘3 ) . ’ r] : :
A - ¢ ""'_': . rd - e 1‘
L | . FACILIT ROLE DI . '
SR g wistons L
e , Average Per- | ) v Sporitanegys N ' ‘ |
g . - centage of Time . Functlion’ *_ Mentions ) .
¢ ) .o .. b . - . i
L. L .‘ Coordinator L - 10 . |
., ! . Scheduling . 4 .- . B |
; S 17% Consuitant > . o 3 : . |
o ) CT ‘Facilitator. . 2 . » g
’ ‘ . - .Problemn Solver _° o2 .
) B - 12% .+ Catalyst . 1€
- ~ef . [ ‘. . ’ A 4 ' e ) " .

. S T e ~ ’

- Other functions which seemed to fit this;category were: guiding dnd '
paving the.yay"' orchestrating ideas . 'generating a teamirperson to . "
keep things tog;_(her worklng behind the scenes to smo&h‘things s assist, .
in defiging the P Bleq(, worklng with teachers and students and "forcing

Ll ’ a ! ) 5 . '

-
fs‘sues . Alt‘ogether there were 33 spontaneous mentions

. of £uunc£ions which’ fitted this category. ’ - ' o .
- - ¢ \
R - - ‘ [ * ’ ’
.C.. The Commun’lcaL @ ' .o ‘e :
. ” . - .
. .
Another very Amportant segt of responsibilities related in dne way“or ) 6
T * .

agother to communication firstly,within ‘the pro_]ect, secondly, between the
4 . "project and the system, thirdly, between @e prcﬂect and the community, and ‘ -
-~ finally, in some - casés, between the pro_]ect and a wider commun}ty ofs interest ‘

among educators in ather, school dilstricts across he state and beyond the-state. . -

~



. . TABLE 4 : C
' COMMUNBCATOR ROLE DIMENSIONS
Average Per- ‘ . . ) Spontaneous :
N | centage of Ime g .. Functiop - Mentions
¢ 4 11% Disseminator 6 o .
. *  Public Relations/ < . - . v
: ‘ publicity ] 6 *
L . 12Z /" Resource Linker \ N 3. g0 a ,
- T _~"Liaison | 4 o "
o . Newspaper,articles/press ’ \ . . ’
’ - reldses ' 2 i A
§ AN Links to state 2 >
! * - ‘ ‘\Q .
,'-L ) . ~‘ 7 v * E Y ‘
N | D T .
Other actLvity descriptions which seemed to fit th}s category were.
N "Communicator s salesman", "linking prOJecg inside and outside the system",

a "brochﬁ?e development", "creating audio—visual presentations on the project" b

¥ “running workshops"‘ "newsletter" and "keeping thevstaff infbrmed”. Com<\

. municating activities were perhaps-even more important than t‘DSe figures )
indicate, but we. will reserVe\much of that Qiscussion for the part of vﬁé re- .
port‘which deals with dissemination ‘as such. " Altogether, there were th1rtyﬁ ,
~s&E;ISpontaneous mentions of role- activity in this category in response to the ’

, .. open-ended question -on role descript1on, second only to the "mqhager, category.
. \ s \f.. ~—
v - o , . ' . L'y 9-7‘ * N @ . T ) ) .. -
D. The ‘Creator @/ e ) - R y @ .
’ . . ) / ] : , '5" , . / . .
- P} .
It wasg® obvious from pany of thé interviews that the project‘direct 8

b . v

K} i
- . "

It aiso appears that the communicator' ,role becomes more salient'-and changes
as the project progresses through the*year. As the next table illusta:‘ates, ’
" the dimensions of this role are, potenfially vast and extremely complex, Ye-
quiring«a great variety of skills in using very 'different media and me3sages

_Pto best advantage and in orchestrat on.

viewed ‘him-or-herself as the pri*me source of j&eas farr the project‘ and

) one to whom others would look for gu1dance and instruction *as td what t

ph)




{

this in One way or* another. 'For 'exa‘mple, four stated that. they were teachers

or trainers of teachers in the basic suﬁstance of the project, and this item

. was. rated as receiving an average of 162 of the director s time. . Two ~ indi
chted that they were the "solution prqviders" and this' category on the 1
was rated at 121 on the average by all prqoject directors. Other Spontaneous

v mentions which seemed to. fit are! "i,nstigator , "trainer—of trainers", "con-

science » "'visionary", and guiding teachers to -the solutiom". -

g ) B < . ': ‘ ’ -‘/ﬁ.
. «More compelling evidence for the importance of thiggrole comes: from )
the fact that about hal? the proJect directors wrote the proposals for thei’
- ' pro‘jects Jany practically alone. Even more are likely to have been 1nvol
in writing the proposals for next year 's follow—on activities. These facts
should be put together with other facts about the perception of the project

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

*

new an umique concept as far as I know"

(14 of the "30 from whom responses to

', this quéstion. were obtained)

. The other half (15 out of 30) saw the p%Ject

’g', as "new at 1east as fartas fhy region or district is concerned". No one stated
‘that his/her project .was not irnovatIve and only one &aid that "it was only
new as far as the particular cli.nt group was coneerned' Thus At is clear’

é _that project directors are heavily involved in creating their projects and
see their ppojects as-crgative. This may partly ‘eXplain the very high 'sense
of* involvement, responsibi’t}r-y, commitment to success, and commitment -to con-—
#inuation that typify their' att,1tudes. : - . ’ o

"o . . c v fue -~ B
E. ° Other Roles . ( .

v - b . - ’ . . / » Lo A g |

- ® 4
! “"In addition tQ the%alient role dimensions suggested above, there were
.other functions which received sign-ifican mention and these are identified v
in next table. . | ‘ ' n

NN ) LT
. P . . s
/\\\ ’ ’
4

. - . ¢ . - B ,

e 1PN “/ |
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! A , TABLE 5 s
2 oo T -
. > . OTHER DIMENSIONS OF THE DIRECTOR'S ROLE.
) Average Per- ' = - ' 7 v Spontaneous .
- centage of. Tfme -~ Function . Mention. - T
N Internal evaluator 4 .
e . Look for/solicit funds 4
. Develop materials/modules . 4
112 " . Solution adapter 1 ' : _
112 Solution implementor 0 /
o 1% - Reseamher ) 1 ,
¢ o Loy 3
Other qnclas.sifiable‘responses were: "look foranew avenues" and "pro-
. duction". ) b . ' ‘
‘ ; . S L
. .. U' v " N N -
F.  The "Do-all" e T e
— " ! -
Bt would be misleadlng to say that we f‘ouad four distinct "types" in
our ana=1ysis of roles, 'In fact, almost all project dit‘ectors kad duties which
. covered several sets of functiens spreadimg':eée types. "A few were " -
so bold as to suggest t’hat they did everything, leéaving us, to wonder whether ‘ .
the old fashioned ideas of division of labor and delegati‘aﬂ /of agthority had '
been discarded altogether. In responge to.” fhe op@n-ende’d question, ""how would o
you define your role?" we ’r:eceived' an avenage bf 3.9 sepatate functions per
* respondent. In'response to the more clos”ed—ended list"of eleven functioms, o
' . the -average reéspondéent checked bed functions as 1nvolvipg him or her at Jleast
5% of the time. Hehce, i® is clear%that mdst projéct direct.ors ‘are called
x
upon to play diverse roles ahd m.ore of the end up a5 "do-alls" thar are . ¥
, willing to admit it, : J T C ‘*s“h " )
! ' ! B * . '.,. \ﬂ v ) I " A o
“14 ) 'l<>"/~"‘ v.‘ 4 ¢
. . ' . Y N ° N i‘:# - i
Implications of Role Analysis.: 4 o . .
. . ¢ ! ~ £
s . “* . ;
Al ’ 4 Ad [ ’ T J‘
~ ﬁiven the "breadth, comp“lexity, and sheer demand of this role, we might
ask two guegstions: first, is it possible for _anyone to do it? and’ secondly, if L
v : v y . , .
. ’ A
,~‘,. ’ ’ N
¢ ¢ -//—0 ) , a' /; « ‘ g‘. 14 — ’
N . 9 4 4 ‘ )




it is, what .sort of person is required? From our intérviews, we have the

strong impression that it 3 very possible. In fact, many people seem)to

*

\ approacp.zhe\assignment with zest/and flair, even when the assignment is

i thrust:upon them by ethers and mot sought by deliberate choice. The second -

question is more difficul; to answer. In terms Of background, sex, age, or

othef obVioui.measures of that sort, we discern no pattern whatever. Many
project directors aré former teachers; many are former adminvgtrators at
various-levels; some are guidance counselors, a- few are new professionals
fresh out of university; two or three are college professors doing this on .
the side or taking time out{ In sum, it is very clear that Title III creates
opportunities‘for~new people to doshings they have never dbne before, to
broaden their skill,dix,'and to gain a great uariety of new experiences rele-

v , .
) t

vant in various ways to.schools. | . . .
.. ¢ - y T

rv;ﬁS‘On the other hand, it is no bed of roses. There-are severe role straians
.to be endured, and while most end up doing very well, there are many errors
made along the way which resuit from lack of skills, lack of training, or a
lack of realization until too late that a certain kind of activity was re-
quired which had not been a part .of the director s."bag of tricks' heretofore.
"Title II1 Project D1rector" is not a role, which has +any basis in the tradi-

V tisn;"bi education and it is not well understood or eyen well appreciated by
most educators, even those who administer Title II1 at the federal;and~a;ate

) level Thé problems which. loom the 1 rgest can probably be‘summarized bedt

by the twowords'"ambiguity and * overload"'
’,“ N . . ’~ . i . ) .
1t is rarely clear to a person entering this role what will be required

»

Ambiguity:

in terms of. activities and respomsibilties. There are few clearly defined

limits and few if any sources one can go to to get even suggestions of thg
‘a

best way to- define thosé limits for oneself; hence, there aresgreaf ambigui-

ties with respect to the task, itself Seconily, there are ambiguities with =~

s




! respect to otherss especially established roles in the system such as prin—
cipal" afd "teacher" These ambiguities often lead to discomfort and somer
times open conflict with others +n ;hese more traditional and more established
roles. Finally, there is u5ually an.ambiguity with regard” to status and power

! ~within the system. Most, projéct directors appear to have mora!freedom and \___;

more opportunity for self- definiqinn.ef work space than trad1tional role s

holders, but th1s is almost always bought at the price of security. Further-

more, it is often under threat’ by others who feel that their own power or - °

status is being threatened. Often,those most threatened will also be in . =

]

positions which, are marginal to the system in one way or another-.
. - !

A

o overload: ~ '
S -9 _ . ' - ,
Our concern about overload derives more from logic than from the direct Y
evidence of the- interviews.. Few complained specifically'abeut overload in
- spite of the obvious bustle of thefr work lives. Then}why raise the question%
For three reasons: first of all, it is obvious that the variety’ of role de— ’ L
. mands will lead people to‘over-extend themselves, perhaps even without knowing ‘
" e, Second, it is likely tha ny project directors put the best face onit
. when they are interviewed by an o tsider; it is simply not kosher to admit -
¢ failures and in!gequacies to strafgers, especifally when they may have an in- ~
- Lfluence on your future. Thirdly, we suspect that the "do-all" syndromg is
ultimately unhealthy, not just because mistakes get madé~and jobs don't get
done well, but also because not enough people get into the act .that way and d
others aren't being trained to takeon parts of the role when and if the pro- } /

'C‘ ject director drops -out of sight for.whatever\‘iispn. o

—~—

/ - .
' There seems to be some evidence that the long interviews, coupled with “

", the training sessions at which project directors could discuss and compare
their roles had some 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 perspective and to work on filling out or upgrading their skill reper-

toire. We feel that there is a need to expand and strengthep the spectal

e
. 4 L
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culture of pfrject directars through‘t;ain g experiences and through con-
tinuing 0pportunities to dialogue with each other and with experts on various
aspects of pbeect management. ’

—_—

- - . It

f "
| "I¥. BUILDING AND MAINTAINING RELATICIQ;ZPS}(?&&KEY PEOPLE AND GROUPS . °

. o '
. ! 3
.

It is evident that. the success of a project at.all stages depends’ upon -
the good will and, to some extent, the involvement of persons dn various key

positions in the district and sometimes beyond the district. Hence, one.oﬁ L}

the questions in our interview dealc directly‘with relationship issues. The"

question was put as follows:

"Have you been able to build télationships with people ' -
in key positions? (Those who authorize, unlock doors to
funds, clients, etc.?)".
"who are they?"; "what kind” of
effort was heeded to acqu!?e thesé relatiomships?";

Four follow-up questions sought more detail:
"how do you maintain them?",
and "atethere“any current problems where relatlonships could be improved?" |
In _ansver to the general question, d!“fqugg,a large majority of "yes"
answers, even in one or two cases where further probes revealed very serious.
relationship failures. Twenty clea;&z-claimed success in estab:/7hing key

‘reiabionships and were able to present evidence of this. On the/other hand,

for five of the,projects, there were significant failures which hampered the
implementation of the projects in important mays, for the sik‘other projects,

- a A

. it was-difficult to determine whether”or not key relationships had been es-~

tablished‘because o?-ihe oblique or 1ncomplete nature of the response On
¢ ¢
! the other h d,-a majority of prOJects cited instances of problemd in réla-
» . y ] ]
\ tionships which occured at -one point or another; seventeen céted problems;
: , . K
eleven claimed no problems; and the remaining four did not give a clear re-
" gponse which&ould be codable one way or the other. i -
l" L] -
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2y Relationships: What are they?

' l
v
B . 4

: ‘Title III projects usualiy: must fit ithed® of two basic social con-
fig;rations, 'sfjﬁi;ly' stated as the "district confi wftion" and the "'mu;tiple
d:tsfrié-t conif.'iguration" (which might be i-':eg‘i'onal or \sta{:e—wide). " The district
configuratich is by far the most common and is re‘narkalbly Eonstant, reéardlesg
of the"specific content of the project, the number of schools involved or the

level. It is illustrated in the figure below. The, left-hand side ‘o_f ‘the
Eigure shows the key roles within the district, representing individuals, .-
staff"," or administrative hierarch_ies. Also represented are gr'oups.of peoplé,

-+ . .
organized or otherwise. Arrows reépresent the key:relationships.

. . N s
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—_— . The most ‘constant elements in this configuration are probably the
relationship between the project ahd’tge superintendent and the inter- -
connected relationship of the superintendent ta his-school committee and

- :;ts chairperson. Decisioa—making power in the system is very heavily con-
centratged at these two points, making their good will and support absolutely
esseni#ZI, éspecially for long-term continuance. vl
The multiple district configuration is often (but not necessarily)econ-

\siderably ‘more complicated and certaiﬂly more variable.. Thus, the diagram

below must be.viewed mdgh more tentatively. Furthermore, because our data is

veryalimited, the arrows are drawn more-or-less speculatively. ‘
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As Figure~2 suggests, it is vastly more important for multiple district
projects~to build good relationships with associations of educators and con-,
cerned citizens which cut across district lines. There will stil} be impors-
tant relationships to maintain within districts, of coursé _but these will be 8

3

necessarily motre limited with the possible exception of the "host" district,
if there is one, i.e., the district whfch provides a base for the staff.and ;.
fer various activities and services. This may well be‘the district in which
the pgoject originateq in e'previous year. Because of the nebulous charactet
of many of the associations 'to which the project must relate, it‘pay,actually
find itgelf in the business of creating an ad hoc organizatgen or association
of its own to serve as a membership focus for those whe would like to be in-
volved. Indeed, many of the educationai collaborativés which are now thriving
‘within the State of Massachusetts have sfich an origin. - o :J

[ 4

Given the above didtinction between project types, who do de find identi-

fied by the project directors themselves as the key people? The following .

table sgﬁﬁarizes the findings. .

R S

—ar
TABLE 6 .
H HOW PROjECTS RELATE TO KEY PEOPLE .
; ' Relationghip
" Key Rwle/Group © Solid Preblematic Total
Superintendent "9 ) 3 | 12 X
;Principal(s)'~ . _ 12 2 ’ 14 S
School Committee . 9 C 2 | ) '
“ . N\ . .
Admin. Staff (e.g. pupils = = | ) o -
personnel, spec. ed. dir., - _ o
dep. sup., curr. directors) 18 - - 2 20
Teachers* (inc. dept. heads) 10 i 13 -
State Title~III Staff ~ 340 - g 4
Parent Gfoups* (advisory) ' 3 0 ° 3
) Students* | @)) . ) (2)
- " .
- ) .
! aet .
7 ’ .
n ¢ - 13 - P
\] N » v 3
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" of a similar kind suggest that project directors sometimes take too m

-~

. In addition to the above\ two projects noted nelations to. university
peOple, in dne case adequate, in the other problematic. One project noted

a very goqd relationship (interest, involvement) with the mayor of the cdt?;‘
| guidance per— .

In

another noted relations with-selectmen. School psychologist
.

songel, and counselors were each mgntioned once as solid relationships.

one case, there was difficulty relating adequately to “the chief project con-

sultant who had originally developed and written the proposal.

v
: .

Quality of Relationships

In some cases, it seemed evident after a good deal of probing that a

'~

"goodﬂlrelationship with a powerful person or group wasn't necessarily good

for vety.much. For example, ong director first claimed that relationsg with

* the superintendent were duite good, but later informed us that the'supefinten-

_dent had Peen unwilling to recommend continuation of the project to the schdol

committee in the absence of continued state funding. This and other -examples

or
-

gtanted: if there is an important gatekeeper whose stroné endorsement is

necessary, it may be “a good idea to test the strength of the relationship and
to indulge in intensive communication beyond the- point at whiqh~£25ka1‘en-

dorsemfff:yas been secured. & . .
: - v 'r' . -

C."* What were the Problems?
, oo “, ‘ ’ . m' . .
. We were able};o identify six classes of problems connected to building
.%elationshj}e, and of these, at least five had to do directly or indirectly

with power. . (:::3‘\ ‘ ; .

(1) Turfishness: in at least two instances, the project seened to

% represent a threat to the authoritg or the "turf" of other beople
in the system: in one of these cases the project director had

attempted to bg—pass the authority.of another administrative’ person,

attempting to bu11d a firm relationship with the superintendent;

¥ ' -
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when the latter stuck'to the'chain of .command, the project came
under mugh tighter control and survelllance by the unsympathetic
intermediary. In the otherbcase, a multiple district éonfiguration,
keg relationships'with university people failed because of 4inter-

institutional susp?cions and'concern to maintain-traditional

. .
perogatives. - H ' S
(2) Passivity° some important people simply chose to remain aloof

[y

from progect activity by delegating eXCGSSlVely to Others or ﬁg

playing hard-to-get. Sometimes the lack of contagt was dellberately

manlpq}ated by an intermediary. For example, it iIs common practice f

in some"districts for the superintendent to block access to the school
committee or to filter it excessively so that there is no real chance
for the project to dlsplay its wares to the people who w111 make the

s

decisions on its fate. . s ‘ 2 .

‘'{3) Over~-control: 1in one instance, the project director ¢laimed that

the'essential goals of a project were completely thwarted by a con-

servative principal who "chairs everything and everybody". In another
L3

case, project staff found that they were being held "accountabie" b

an impossible number of petty bureaucrats. -

'

(4) Low-power assoc1at10n in one instance, the persons”to whom the
project related most closely had very 11tt1e power to dffect change

.in their own organizations. It 1s important for progect d1rectors to
make a dlstlnctlon between the people it is serv1ng as c11ents, many
of whom are necessarlly and by definltlon in 1ow-power pOSltlép s, and

.

those to whom it must relate Mr administrative and fiscal survival. -

. ‘
.

{(5) Pre-occupaticn of . key pepsons: 1n qpe case, the merlts of a pro—'

Ject could not be appreclated because the school committee was locked

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

. -

'

e
.
«
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reasons just too busy or overbooked to give the'project the attention
. _ =
that it needed.

» \: ' ’ . . -
(6) Flnally, there were a few instances of simple resistance to change.

ooy ¢

In two vases, department heads refused to concede that Mewer approaches B

€ ) vere‘worth even mlnimal investments—of staff time or attentsor. In.

'  another case, a.superintendent was unwflling to' take any risks on be-
_ - half of change after an incidept of inappropriate behavioy on a field
. trip early in the project.' . ' .

This listing of problems should be placedﬂin the perspective of all
the'projects fn which no problems were reported and those in which prgblems

» Were confronted and overcome withyrelative ease. *The overall record seems.
remarkably good, Certainly there is little evidenze that there is any massive

resistance to educational innovation within the State of Massachusetts.

D How Are Relationsméilt and Maintained?  __

&

-

Because the intervied did not permit theAtracing of actions‘with re-
spect to any one'key person in any detail, we areinot able to report as much
as we would like to about how relationships developed over. fime and what types -
~ of Btrategies and tactics were employed. It is clear, however, that personal
face-to-face contact has no substitute at the early/staée;.. The most success-
~ ful project directors seemed to be very farceful amd bold n this regard, some
of them metieulously making the rounds to every school in their diStriht more
than once! first to explaln everything to the principal later, with the
principal's_blessing, to'fﬁe staff. Such a thorough personal approach’ seems
, to pay off. More passive approaches using brochures or letters or reports
"and memos did not seem to work well except as;igpplements-to Kve”Toie direct
personal approach. '1f this is the case, it follows that project directors L
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 poténtially relevant in the dis-
trict. ‘This is even more obviously true. for the multiple district config—

urations. . : ) . . v




Implications

. L
a
’ -

Building relationships and hmintaining them is perhaﬁs the most Y
" eritical aspect of~ the-management of all innovative projects. Henée, it

would appear obvious that project directors have’some amount' ‘of training

?

&
or. orientation regarding relationship issues, problems, and strategies

_prior to entr"? on’ their mission. In fact, there are at least four entry

" - situations: the first and easiest i; the "old hand" in the familiar, sitqa-
on.u A few of our respondents ‘indicated that relationships were not a prob-
lem because they already had positions in'the system which commanded power
and respect and had known all-the key people for years. The secopd entry t
" gsituation is the person who has been with the system for Some time in a
relatively low status, usually teacher, sometimes guida;ce counselor, who

now' takes on a.dramatically new role with greatly enh#nced -but ambiguous -

status; a third type is the newcomer whe starts his/her experience in this
s

district with this project eventhough he/she might' have had some other’ edu-

5

cational role in the past. A last entry point: is theg ouesiaer, i e., the
person whose home base and professional identity are really,outside the

.

district. For the Jlast thréetentry positions, training andfor sophistication

»

in relationship buildfhg are critical. ’ T : & -

, . L~ .

, L 4

efhere are at least three aregf in which some sorxt of training would be
beneficial: (1). phe sociome tigy of
‘personal relating; and (3) .group organizing and leadership. Regarding the

M

e district (or region or state),a(2) inter-

first, we have already noted the basic configurations which must be understood

- within those configurations, proJect directorsmust become adept at identifying
those persons and gr0ups whose active support 1s most essential Regarding
interpersonal relationships, it is clear that project directors mdst become
skilled'at’;elating to power figures\on-a one-to-one ‘basis without being either
1ntimidated or offensive. With respect to group leadership, project directors

'“need to know how to organise groups of parents, ¢ggmunity members, or edacators'
to provide adequate linkage, support, advice, and if necessary, buffering from
potentially-threatening interests; thus,_speciﬁ%: orientation and_help on *the
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& re;;i/nstment. managemen;f, and utili-Zation of advisory groups of various
) . . . Y
S is in order. . : . ’
r M '. - L4 - PR . - Q .
M ' ) . ~ v PR * ’. N - > .
v ’ M -
. III.? PROJECTS As PROBLEN=GOLVING =
. I B . ' . ' o ¢
° \' . » Q‘ . # N . [ 3
v - A major: ar‘gument behind this approach to évaluation has been a con- )

’

.wepti.on of-‘nitle I11° PI‘OJeC.tS as educationmal problem—solving efforts. Thq‘ 5
model wh:fch was-'propos;ed a% a point of reference was that con-tained in Have~
. 2 1qck's Guide to Innovation in’E n', a six-stage model of "ragional"
T problem lying beg'Inning wiﬁblishment ‘o’f a_ rélationship.\ between, .
- .change agent and client, proceeding to (ﬁagnosis of the real cational
! .need@ search for resources relevant “to solutionst‘f‘o that neéd the building
’ and choice mwlternative solagion‘s, the gaining of acceptance for chosen-
- m solutions through a more -w'ide.spread soc1al\&\f;u,sion effort:, and fina‘lly the

agreed-upon solution , leading

"“‘»implementation and long-ter‘ maint\enance of
optimal(to an internal and self—renewing capac1ty for problhm—solving oﬁ ‘,,
other educati%\problems. Eh adap,ting this model to fit the 'I‘itle III

“_' ,’:i/taation, certa modifications are in order. 'One,pimportant consideration

H .e”
, 3

34

he l-ife*cycl'e. of the t)spical prOJect It is never the case that the one-
, year funded cycle 1¢ a tr\tx complete problem—solvmg c‘.ycIe' in fadt, it is ,43
+ ¢ enly a patt of one, indeed _often a fairl small part. In other words, both -
. ation s and” nééds wére establi 4d Jong before and dven search and choice’
;- amon ons t:ook place either during: or prior- to the posal—writing pro-—
B . cesé At the her., en’d “of A:he cycle, it is also obvious thab many aspects Lof - R
.maintenance and/ self—renewal are only s&ttled months or even years after fund-~

¥ irig has been terminated. Figure 3 "hxight suggest this situation diagrammatically
E -

o ng periods of tim,’ﬂ suggested; of these only ‘two ot at .the most four are
& ‘“ conducted within the official "fun legl tycle, namely T6 and T7 and poss1ble

"l‘8 and 19, We would prefer to argue, howevex that a progect does not: '
invqlve just one cycIe of probLem so&:’v1ng, but.at leasfatwo . -t

‘ A 4 . T . . Lot )

. , . s ’ R ‘.4 . . J ) . ’

g lRonald 6. Have ock‘ .:he Change Agent s Guide to Innovati‘on in Education.‘ |
Eduﬁtﬂonal 'IZechnology Fublications, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1973 ™
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\ ) increased capacitx to work thr0ugh the problem-solving steps so that it

P
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) e Y ° 4
. . There -are at least three reasons@why Figure 4 represents wﬁat should

4

.
3
.
[
-

. hh.ppen in a project rather thap Figure 3. The first is time l__g_ The
~ .situatioﬁ\ ae the beg"i"ning of the funded cycle' is frequently no‘t the ;same
as it was.in the very early stages of project conception. The heed may have' .
‘ changed the resources available may have altered, or new solutd.on possibilf— .
- ties mayyml';ave emerged Secondly, with, the funding sh0uld conie a greatly - \

,/

ghould ‘now be posﬁible td do a much more thorotgh job of needs’ assessment,
to search much farther and much deeper for information and ideas, and -to

develQp, refine, and choose among solu’tions wi;h fa ore skill and imagfna—

v tionm. Thirdly, after the proposal is funded, wg ealing with a changed,

N
almost always enlarged, soc1al situation\.' More Pe

e are involved at more.
levels; it cannot therefore be assumed that’what ‘was perceived as the need or -
the most appr0priate solution by one or ‘two, individuals writing the proposal
l be perceived ex ctly the Same way by the larger ¢ircle. If norms of
participation and democratic decision making are upheld, ehen*ere is a
gcessi&y of proceoding through many of the ptoblem—solving $teps once more
tﬁe larger group. (The same logic, of course, applies with even greater
force at the.diffus1on stage where the social circle expands enormously )
.L— T ’-.hti . e T, T

\ »
. N . Following the above reasoning, we aske&pro_]ect directors to tell us

- .what- steps’ t}\ey went through to assess needs and search for résources and < - b

. solution alternatives, both before and after proJects were funded The :
‘findings are a bit dishearten1ng, suggesting that the Figure 3 model is o
much more common than t.han the Figure 4 model. A Eumber of interviebes—
tions aftempted to get at perceptions “of the pro_]ect as a problem—solving

]

-

W

'process. e first and’ most obviou‘s,qf.these quesC‘ions yielded the sl.immert’, . -
4 :""Do you see your project as an example of problem golving? Can v .

ou “ex lain what yoli mean by this?'y Almost all respondents mistook the intent
y p

. Toe, s

£ 3f this question, anSwering that their proJects represented solutions to the ~ .

ems® of this or th”client group, usually students What they missed was

L

‘s the notion of a process of problem solving which was im%ied in thé question". .

. . Tt U - -
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. It seemed that the focus was very much‘on the solution and not the problem

or the need from which the problem might have been’ fprmulated Most pro—

Ject diregtors perceived the need as. fairly obvious and the solutioﬂ‘as
soﬂething they were co&gitted to and thoroughly convinced of the appro—

-

'I

4 ' . -

A number of other questions addressed tﬂ@mselves to more specific

aspects of gsoblem‘hal‘%ng

assessmeht' two concerned financial fesources, one concerned acquisition of

o

Two questions eoncerned diagnosis and needs

information, products and~materials‘ and, a set of four questions asked about

the solution choosing and adaptation process: .

Al - Diagnosig and Needs Assessment - ) . 4

. - B :-‘ .
f\ st A

Y

One item simply asked respondents to rate the,amount of effoxt which .
went into "diagnosis and needs agsessmegnt.” The results were as follows:

.
N () . . \ N

‘ ’ Agﬂ _TABLE 7 - y :
P [ R - i
- . T OF EEFOR¥ APPLIED'TO
DIAGNOSL$ OR NEEDS ASSESSMENT | .
. -4 -
"None e *
. "Min;mal" . N , '
T "Reasonable Amount" I . ‘
S . "Large 'Amount" 9 . 1. .
"Extremely ldrge amount" 3 ) ) ".
. . » O k o ’
‘ No Response . 2 3 | i
A . . !

k]

In most cases, the assessment referred to took place before the project was
funded and in many cases, the process was described as "informal"
3 . ). kY \ . . - ”‘ ) K
"How well have

Most of the

1]

The @\ye revealing question was worded as follows:

you continued to asséss and diagnose needs and problems?"

. .
¢ 4 L. -

&
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' responses seemed to fit under "evaluation”

rather than needs assesshent.

For example, seven mentioned student tests of bne kind’of another, usual

referred to as "pre tests". Five others mentioned
stqfents. Two mentioned."feedback" from .students:
fonm, in theiother "constant”. One mentioned very

teachers ratings of T s
in one case via. a spedial
N—

specific outcomes such;as

the number of boats builg, issues of the magazine actually published " In

- 1 4 )
one case, the progect revolved around very intensive diagnostidgcase studies

of individual children with‘special.needs.: The project director in this case\
indicated that the assessment, process could not be geqpralized' it had ta be'“

viewed case by case. Altpgethetr, sixteen project directors men oned some

sort of data ‘from or by or on students, themselves,

diagnosis. .
¢ ) .

as«a major art of the

Data on teacﬂgrs' self-assessments were cited foyr times, and r!gul!r

meetings or VlSltG “with teachers, three times. Letter requests to parents .

- and parent.meetings were each cited once.’ In three cases, workshop reactions

_were elicited; ome said that "each’activ1ty hds its own instrumént" One in—

- dicated that assessments wen¥ by personal visitations which sere "carefuily

N

v

documented" »

-

+

Five stated little more than that the process was "informal", one saying

that the need was "obvious”, another indicéting that he/she spends a lot of-

time trying to anticiéate problems”.-

14

-
3

Qne directbr perhaps stated what was imp11cit ‘in some other responses,.

that this needs assessment step was done "just for

-

.

o

.

prqposals

One\prOJect actually hired an outside consultant to come in on a weekly

¥
basis to examime how the prOJect was going and how

were relating to each other and ‘to ‘relevant. othqrs.

the project team membe;s

This project was ohe of

the few which claimed to have rather serdous’ relationship dtfficultiesl

»

s - -
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In summary, e feel‘that_xhesneeds assessment process is treated
generally in a very informal and perfunctory manner. Assessménts are
.rarely, used to rediréct or refocus project objectives or activitieg in a
significant way. There also seems to be a confusion between (a) needs B
assessment, (b) needs qialysis and intenpretation, (c) formative evaluation,

. V.
,(d) summative evaluation, and (e) student testing We will*retuin to some

~ of these issues later in this report in discussing .what. respondents said

_abbut "evaiuating benefits". . vl N

‘ .
\ L adEN . '

N -

. Y Impligitions S - ,

Y - L) ’ ¢
. There seehs to be a need for a more satisiactory orientation'to the.’
subjeet oﬁ'needs assessment or diagnosis by potential project directors.. :
It is noteworthy that scant mention was mhde of national,'state, or .local .
' educational priorities and one wonders whethen'these have anv real meaning
. or visibility to the average ‘educator. There is also_perh‘af a dearth of. oo
- 8ppropriate tools to assess a range of needs in some way which allows mean- g

Finally, it would

"ingful Options to emerge and rational choices, to be ‘made:
appear that whatever needs assessment is made in the proposal _stage stands
for the,entize proJect. It may well be that state guidglines,should encourage '

' | some form of reassessment of needs prior to implementation of the projdct as

o specified'in the proposal. ’ o : s :
T e | | R ;. N
= ) L. . 3 (OY -
B.' Searchihg for and Acquiring Resources - "sf C, e ,
’ ’ ) ‘ o P R SR
. . Most directors indicated that they had made an extensive search for- oo

T e
- respurces, in terms. of products, materials, and to a lesset extent, gon-= ; ‘

However, some also indicated that they needed to maké no search"

sufi tants.- ,
?\\h_‘gscause "I already had it in gy Head." We find this latter response,ais— ' &
. tressing since it was fairly common .and seemed to represent some lack of
; .
openness td new and different ideas and approaches. R v
- o .. ) . - . ' ‘,
s . . ~ . y
o ’ . / PRI .
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. Hany ptojects take it upon themselves to develop their own materials,

.’ handbooks. etc., expressing dissatisfaction or lack of anreness of what
resentl ists. ‘ - - ‘ -
p 'ym% . 1 ’ . > ’ ) —t—
L " Three projects mentioned +universities or university-based consultants

as resources; other human resources mentioned were a_"people bank" of 25
resource linker$ and privete consultants.” Twa'projects mentioned other:
kinds of resource centers, The State's Regional Centers and ‘the several
COllaboratives did neﬁ/receive explicit mention in’ this context. Only two

)

projects gave explicit credit to packaged materials developed elsewhere.

We alsp asked directors what problems or difficulties they'dught have
encountered inp brying to get, materials. In a few cases, delays were én-
countered because of schopl committee obJections or simply ina¢tiom, . but:

»

most indicated that there were no real problems here. In one se, the

project director held a regional center responsible for a blockige. In-

“9-

three cases; directors 1ndicated that they or their staff werdNtop over-“
. extended and tied to a tight project timeline which allowed little time to '
' expend ?ffortin this direction One project cited resentggnt in the dietrict
caused by too much innovaoion' 'Inhovgtion on top of innovat\on beyond the

‘ . - - - ¢
tolegance point. . N / . ) -

. s Implications
R : '
As wigh needs aséessment there does not appear to be a consistent *or
coherént strategy of information—ngterials search in’'any of ,these progects.
‘ In spite of the claim by many that they expend effort in this direction, ,
there is little evidence for this from what: they report. Furthermore, '
there is little.evidence of idééination in the search process, such és"it

is.. Almost mo use seems to be made of the vast information resource repre-

|
. . {‘
sented by ERIC; collaboratives: are underutilized the Staté's resources are . ~
- » > i
uuderutilized' there is. little search, fbr past Title III projects which !
oo . L “ . ! |
~ , w
. ' | : \
/o < / ‘ . .- .
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might hive 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 passyon. This lack of outreach‘to a very rich resource
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 be justified if more extensive searches had been under-

taken; on the other Hand,vthe qualitz‘and sophistication of projes$s, and .

“furthermore, their genuine innovativeness could be enhanced by such a seéarch.
. L}
57«7‘ It woulG‘appear that a more thorough orientation and training would be justix

fied in this area -also, together, perhaps with more explicit encoqragement by
1y

1

the State for sucr( wrch activities after the project* has been’ funded
R Al - 4

o ' L. —

C. Cpnsideration of Alternative Solutions g

M|
. ‘ N
. .
- . . L, - ,

= . Another interview question was phrased as follows: '"Have you con-,
e sidered or developed alternative solutions for the project obJectives dif-

fergnt from those exprsted at the start of your project° ——Aand if.so,

. how did thgse alternatives emerge’" The typical answer was "Yes" (13 "yes", N

3 "no", of’ those answers which were'tlearly codable*) On the-other hand,

-
.

most of these "alternatives' -repregknted minor shifts in procedure or sdopev

Two»projects indicated that they had shifted from an individual approach to’

g, oOr narrowing

r _a systems approach. Othefs indicated a shifting, expand .

of the primary target group. One project to develop "alte ative schqols

found. 4 good deal of resistahce to such a global. concept, aril thus- reoriented .

“itself to the- moxe modest—sounding objecttves of developing a resource center

» ";

and technical assistance for "non-traditional" programs.

- ' \ “ ’: RS

- }‘

G

*Becaus® of gyeat langth og the interview, some sections were marked as
lewer priority ‘than othérs, meanirg that.if the interviewer were ranning
short on time, he/she might pass over them to others. The reason why these .
items were deemed lower In priofity is not their general importance for - -
project management but the fact that we were interviewing late in the '
project cycle when little could be done to alter the situation based on

- ,our findings or reflections.
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> ) . [ Y j
" The SPunées of influence.for seeking alterpatives wvere almost alffays

. négative, e.g., resistance by a particularngroop o; teachers; feedback from
students and teachers, or mandate from the superintendent. In one case, a.
superintendent would not allow implementation of an:alternative solution,

reqniring that the proJect stick to the original objectives in spite of what

the project director viewed as cleay evidence of their inappropria;eness
« . .

.’ ;:\Eaditional question asked"(what process was used (if any) te adapt
or tést the solution chosen before implementation?'’ This qugstion elicited
very few responses and it seems evident that most directors feel there is no
$ime for such testing within a pne—year cycle. Those'profects which represent
either replications or diffusion of pastvspccessful projects arewooviouslybin
good shape on this question. For example, the Watertown Reading Resource Center
was a concept already well testdd by EDCO inr20 Boston schools before being ,
tried in Watertown. Similar advantages applied in the case of the "Adventure"
,projects For a few proJects, 1nitiaL‘re3ection of a ptoposal leads .
: tofa tethinking, redevelopment and regsubmission on a following year.‘ In' at
Ieast,one instance (Saugus, ACT IlI) the result seems to have been very satis—
‘ £a3toryﬂ “A few proJects do,réport major redevelopment withigithe project cycle.’“

9

in one case, the original apbroach’met with considerable objections and re-

1

sistance by students (an individualized learning program), workloads which vere
deemed ,unfairly heavy‘and inability or unwillingness of students to take comx
pletely self-guided acfions regarding , course of study. The project dir-

¢

‘ector felt compelled to provide more structure and admitted: "I'm more authorit-
arian vith the students than befoye. They need to be told to be here ‘and" to do
. . LY R ) ¢

the work."

Lt
A4
.
.

We regret that we have only these few straps of evidence Lo p;ovide on
LY

the process of adaptation which has been suggested as critical by many expertse
in the fiéld o ‘; ihnovation. "Evaluatiods .of project management incfitnre years

should explore this area more thoroughly.
: "

’
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IV. ADEQUACY OF FUNDS . \ o
' It was a genuine sutprise to find that projects were unif\:aly batis~

fied with the level of fundiqg\which they had been .awarded under 111, "

The question was ‘put as follows: "To what extent are’ your satisfied with
‘the financial “support the progect ‘has received thus far7" The s‘ﬁgested

alternatives with tabulated responses 3appears in’ Table 8, o N
¢ = — . ¢ -
. TABLE 8 ' ’ /
;}sf : “ '. Adequaoy of Funding ' E
' — ' }/ "Not Enough" ) 0 .'_¢4; ,,“
v "Adequate Funds .25 '

' . "Money Left 0ver 3

_ .
.. .. No.-codable re- -, ‘
' sponse - 3.7 :

- ~

. T

. In all three cases whete it was predicted that money would be left over, the. .

amounts were small. Only three of ‘those who said it was adequate‘offered
qualifiers: one would‘have needed more if they had not- started”late since -
they had far more part1cipants than they thought ‘would subscribe; a second
said they succeeded- only because of volunteer helpers supported under another
federal program, a.third simply imdicated that it was "tight". We view’ this
satisfaction with project funds with mixed feélings, bn the ope hand it seems
L0 indicate great w1sdom (or geneqpsity) on the part of the state in par-
celling out the funds. On the other hand from our point of view, especially

in light of the findings ¥eportedrin this section, the projects would have
been more truly beneficial’problem—solvi&g act1vities if they had investedkw
mqre time, and inevitably more expense in suwh activities as‘needs assesSment,

resou search, ‘careful selection of a solufion from among alternatives, and

-

ada on and redevelopment of the solution to meet the\special needs of- the

4
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Ve - STABILIZING THE INNOVATION: CONTINUANCE ' .
I BE] ' K , ¢ . ~
. - » . e - ¢ K
’ 3 . N , . . . *
At the time of our ‘lnterviews, the issue which was beginning to loom
Obviousﬁy, R

‘ 1atge for many- proJecté\uas\:ontiquation into the following year.
it is a matter of great impoFtance for the project director ‘and his/her staff .

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

. their emotional investment in an idea and an ideal is on the line. For the

federal and state peppie who fund such projects on a short-term basis, it is ’ \

algo a crucial matter to see.that the investment is not plowed under when the

first leaves turn. 'Therefore, we explored—a-number of aspectss of, project con-

of

"Do you anticipate acquiring adequate financial resources ,

_tinuation plans in our interviews.» The lead questions concerned funding,
course. Ve asked
- to. continue the prOJeét7" and then "What kinds of activities did you employ

. to meet this need7" In response, three simply said "No", one indicating that

-

¥
they might db something later under "766"; a second that suchwas not fiecessary; -
and a third that continuation of the project was undesirable in-its present '

form gince it. was going "downhill" : : l . .
; Most projects indicated that:they had submitted proposals.under Title Iv-C, '

b

~ the’ continuation of the Title III program:and most Seemed*hopeful of. funding
via this route, although in fact the state was to fund only a handful of these
projects for another round.” Beyond_this, many projects seemed lost. Six pro-

" Jects indicatEEJthat they had proposals in for various féderal‘programs (all
.different!}.

Those cited were the National Endowment for the Arts, - -

U. S. Offnce of Edgcation Bureau of Education for the Handicapped Elementary
ana becondary'ﬁducation Act; National Institiite of Education,,and the ','
. National Defense Education Act , o . ~n

i
e .

of these, at 1east three were either assured or ir hand. Private foundations
o were sought in at Ieast four instances.. In one-of these, support is assured
. (in addition to support &rom ’gitle IV-C) and in two others it is possible.
‘The, assured case is instructive: the project director searched a foundation
directory for several who seemed dike they might be interested:in his kind of
" project; wrote off'several letters explaining his needs and got vague responses
of interest .from three. ‘ These he pursued -with vigor, receiving a further ‘
vague response frqp?one. Continued pursuit of this only finally yielded a ,

grant; thus; the energy and persistence of the director paid off. . °

‘. . . -‘28 -_‘ v -, ¢ M
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Even though'it is possible to extend some'projects for many years '
on state, fedgral or private grants, sustained improvements in education '-
eventually must be sustained at the local level backed up by’ local tax .
doliars. . Therefore, the most important long-term route to comtinuance is
through the local administration, the school committee, and sometimes.
ultimately the electorate. It is clear that many Title I11 projects have
rough going at this point. Theoretically, there are five ways a school :
committee can cope wlth 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 1eve1 of effort. (3)‘it can reduceathe level of effort )
significantly while maintaining the essential aspects, (4) 1it can reduce the
lfvel of efforb substantially, eliminating essential asnects or (5) it can
dxop support,altogether. It appears, however, that ﬂ,_Z the last three of
these five options are rea1 as far as school committees are concerned; .
there\\re no instances of_;he first two options among our projects. Fifty -
percent is probably on the generous side fér LEA funding refative to state-
federal, and it is usually a struggle to get long-térm commitment to more
than one new pgsition. ° “? \

?' ) ! N ~
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Continued fipancing can be a gloomy topic for innovators, but the pic—

i

ture need not be so darkf g.t is usually/painted In fact, there are several Y

,alternative ways to approach the problem and many examples emerged from ‘our
interviews. Above a11, it is important for project directots to be diverse
in their thinking about future funding. A frontal approach éo the superin-
tendent and the school committee is-only one apprbach that is worth trying

Even with the frontal approach however, it is important to proceed strate-
gically. The re1ationsh1p to the Superintendent is the most crucial ‘followed -
closely by the relationship to the bo@rd. The latter relationship may
evolve either‘directlylgr through the superintendent;

* >
’
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- key power figdres has to.be developed in such a way that' there is no pre-'

-
-

0

it is.sometimes even possible.to hy—pass 3 negative or passive “’;/// -
superintendentsdj solid relationships have been- developed with key board -

members, although we do not advise 'such a strategy. The relationship to

L 4

fmature closure on their decision making As noted earlier, one proje¢t

director who clalmed to have strong éupport from above also said that fund--

‘ing through the school 20mm1ttee would-not be proposed for next year: evi-

dently "support" was one_thing but "priorities" was another. The true test .
of support is the willingness of those in authoritﬁ’to re-examine their
priorities and, in tight budgeét situatiens, to make -a choice for the new

over the old ¥If a project has '‘proven itself as a maJor‘contribution to

the educational process in the district, it has earned the r1ght to d1splace
other activities that have been going longer and, therefore, should not be viewed

as an extra or, as one‘!espondent put it, "frost1ng on the cake' It is

- up to the pro;ect d1rector and more importantly the state and its represen-

v

in Boston was successful enough to, develop.its ovn company whith could put

tatives to point out these things to the district. ”

-

. i
A . . - 3 . * L

With or d%thout direct support from the district, there are many funding
options which need to.®e explof/ﬂ Among- these are defining and subdividing
some elements of the progect which might' be separately fundable in diffekent .
ways or under differept categories of the school budget, exploring non-cost  ’

‘options such as the use of idle equipment, empty or un erutilized‘space-and

facilities, parent or student volunteers, community reso §Ons outside |

the schools, volunta coritributions, and fee- for-service or fee—for-product

arrangementg.  We fow,d some examples of each - of these pptions in one ot
ot »

.

another pro;ect. : .
. . . . .

[N

We were especially intrigued by some of the egamples we found of what’

might be galled ."exchange economies': For example, a‘theatre arts project -
on productions and sell tickets to generate revemue. Two other projects *
were able:to getierate additional Sevenue(through the sale of materials they
had developed. The highly inventive "OPUS" projegt, only in its planning

‘ - P



.
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(through dgnations and

use of‘idle equipment, volunteers from various se ents of the community etc‘)

~and to generate small but meaningful amount revenue by selling the various
products of: its enterpriges such as bpfiper .stickers which promote agriculture’
in Hassachusetts and, of courseﬂ its agricultural produce. This project

.~ promises not only-to provide integrated academic and real life experiences

of high valie to students but to be self-s porting doing so!
gf 24

. | The general point whi¢h'should be made to conclude this section is to
/‘ recognize tﬁat innovative projects which provide significant benefits ought
to be salable in one way“\or another, but “project directors Pllfob’aply need - , \
help in exploring viable alternatives. We can see from-our intervievs that '

] N -,
there,ﬁtérmanyalternativesbut these alterngtives are not tqually perceived
. by all project directors. S 2e IR : .o
v > Lt "/'

. +
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We should not ignore the fact that there are nod-financial aspects

to continnanEe which we might put under the general,heading'of "institutionali-

zation." We can identify many of these, sctivities under the ‘headings of: kl)
- training; ‘(2) materials development, (3) facilities development or reorganizatioﬁ‘

and () administrative restructuring - The most commonly cited of these was
,training, five prOJects indicated that they did some .special training of
_ trainers or specially designated staff pefsons who could carry on the basic
" activities of the project, passing them on to other- trainers, as a result of

such training, presumably ad inffﬁitnm Three projects’ indicatfed that they
‘ felt their devliepment of: materials which wéuld last and could be passed on )
- to other's represented a kind of insurarce that‘the project woyld have longer -
LA term'!mpacb However, the means by which suchﬁmaterials would be diffused
and put .to good use were‘not well thought out. There were other instances o :
of the development of 1aboratories or resource centers which have an obvious
physical reality whieh lives on after the paid staff are gone, but in °n§w .
instance the director expressed stroqg doubts ‘as to whether her carefullynl
constructed and assembled resource room could be éffective without somg fulI—
time pergon who was responsible and trained to keep it together, keeping ) L

track of items loaned, replenishing stocks, and maintaining active'awareness

]
¢
e 5
I ‘ . . : . .
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+ among’ teachers.. S, . ) * . . Vo~
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e : Finally, with regard te a‘dministrati’be restructuring t‘here‘are usually )
0 sevex:al types of options, all of which need to‘be. woz’ed out with key power
figures, but maﬁy of which can be accompllshed w1thout obviously affecting -
’ the school budg'et{and hemce without disturhing the schoo& committee, Ore .

. step,%s awarding offcial recognition to the" pro_]ect as a.part of the regular

¢.?

%
schodl program. Anqther is the changing of job descriptions snd pe?haps the 4
there was. " .

. awarding of newly vacant slots to members of the Title III pro_]ect

one ,example which clearly fitféd this pattern) and changing the title of"the_‘ L »
position. A third‘ approach is the fusion of projects or parts of' projects w1th ’

s éxisting ongoing and well- accepted services. In this latter case, of course, »

i

. .the Project director may feel that the essentlal purpose of the innovation

¢

will be sub\;erted when this is* done, a se‘ntiment expressed by at least one ' .
“xespondent. : C, : p e
» : ' - * R
- ) , . . y e ; . ‘.
y} DISSEMINATION . ! . v ( ,
D . . . ‘ ’ ] . s ? ] .
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N K’I‘itle III projects 'tan be Judged ccessful on three grozmds first, on
e direct effects i.e., the neffts that they produce for students or othefs dur1ng
the ljifetime of the federal/ tate fund1ng Second, - through“their continuation

J s
and integrﬁ‘on -a.nto the ong01ng activity of schools in. subsequeng;ears ~and

t,hird, through their d1ssem1nation or diffusion to oth,er sch'o.plS, other school - 4
v distxicts across the state, and perhaps- -even tp oth., states This last; meaSure . .
) of ‘success isfat the same time the most enticing and the\ most tenuous sinc',e it ~
' raises the possibility of enormous educatimlal ns and. Qdespread influenf:e ‘ ‘ oo
reésulting from relanvf-!ly modest inlg-al investments. For this reason, we -+ » J

‘re’re eageq: to examine the various ways in which pro_]ects ?Jere engaging in dis-

- [ TN ’ ‘ - - < .
. -semination act1vities For most part, it seemed that dissemin’atibn was * . . <
¢ Vsl .

not a very salie?lt goal at the time of our, 1nt,grviews in compa.r'lsbn to fssﬁes

* of continuance or implementatlon Nevertheless, a }mostaall- rojec'es had eﬁgaged
in some kinds o semination well beyond their”’ nitial tafget grpup (i:e.,'

o * e
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the clients designated as the pr‘imary beneficiaries of the pro;ects activi— ~ /
cea /!
ties or services)) and many' had quite’ ambitious plans [Fe espread d1s— o

semination in the last stages of the p Jeet . N - . v
‘14 ' - o @
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. Almost all projectg used more tham one medium to get the mbéssgge across, -

of
some using a great number. We counted at least 25 distincf of -media or

- strategies which could be classified’as follows. L e ' ‘e

. . ’ ., .

! ' \

. Personalized: . . ' ¢
. - L] R 8

%

) . Workshops: cited by nine progts as an explicit dissemination strategy,
five of these for disseminat nd the district, four for dissemination’
tc® other schools or other.pagulations w.z.th.m the district. Workshops

, ™~ and training events of various sorts were also mentioned in other .con- ‘

- texts by at least 10 other projects, many of thdse undoubtedlg res‘ultrng

b )e in fairly w1despreaa dissemination.

Course Teaching: ‘explicitly mentioned as a dlssemlmhon styategy by )
N - only one progect sbut clearly an important medium for dissemination ,
T ' for -several others. . " ' . . . o
' . . [ ] . . . A
- &  visitation-out: two projects indica?ed that they would disseminate by T,
' V\' making personal visits to other schools, in one case 1n51de the dis- . .

trict, in the qQther outside. Another regretted that there was not e

enough time. far such visits. :

. 2 . el . N * .

[ *

. - . -

*.Visits-in: only one project made explicit mentJ.on of inviting outsiders ’ s
in to VlSlt, dlSCUS$, and observe what was going on. We wonder why this T
. ., obvious ?.Qproach was not more popular. _ ' o ’
Demonstrations: only mentioned once expli,cit_‘lg. ‘Again, this seems a ‘
v * bitestrange. It may be (a) thét most ©of these projects were: siot very e o
o demonstrable in this sense, or (b) thdt this. particular word is, out ' ‘
" fashion. Many of the activities that fall under the category

. "workshop" might equally fit a 1oo§e definition of "demonstrﬁ:lon deow

k Ty

Using cglaborat_'ives a specia/b‘opportunity in the State of Massachu- . "
setts 1s the presence of several voluntary educatidna llaboratives ' B e
. which criss-cross the state. Only.one pI‘OJeCt m%ﬁfolt mentlon » )
. { f"such a strategqy, another cons.1dered it. Cy R ,
. . - M ’ . )
. 1 Building or tapping into ex1st1ng ‘nétworks of educa‘tors. &gil’citly ©
s mentioned by only two projects: one said they made use of ormal ' “:
' teacher coffee hours (ln—dlstrlc dlssemlnatlon), the other’ mentioned )
the Regronal Centérs. Again, fo®&any others.Xhis.was an 1mp11cﬂ ) . "(
strategy but nbt articulated in 'tesponse to our survey ‘

1Y &
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Consulting: one project director indicated that she was considering

. r~ disseminating the process she had developed through prlvate con-

' sulting to other .districts on a fee basis.
/ S ‘ ' L v - ~ ‘
Print Media® - . ' . ‘ ‘ .
. ® -

-

@ °  soon learn to become adept at dealing w1tg’;he local press.

I3

Newspapel” coverage: expf1c1tly mentloned in 15 projects, thlS was
clearly thé most popular singlge med;um for dissemination. Usually
coverageg was in the local communlty newspaper but regional ‘news-
papers were also commonly used: It was almost never difficult to
get coverage, and stories and press releases were usually accepted
by such papers. Cordlal and even close relationships with editors
or educatlon wqgters were sometimes cited as well. A few projects
also regeived coverage_ln the large metropolltan dailies, but in
these cases the project had considerably less control oP®» content.
-As noted earller imdiscussing the director's role,.many'directors

Newsletters-school: mentioned by three projects, obvioqslyffor
intra—district dissemination. . -

-~

. -

Newsletters-edudatronal‘-one progect mentloned us;ng tpe ‘North Shore
Collaborative'’ s newsletter; another mentioned "profe551onal news-
letter!. ‘ , ) '4 .

’ . . ‘. ' ¢ ) -

NewsletterﬁProJect. three- ‘projects cited their own newsfitters as .
.a pr1me dissemination® veh;cle, two others mentloned such & news-
letter as a. planned actﬁvlty. . .

t

.Journal articles: three ‘mentions. . ‘

, NQAJPrint Medla

) [

-
‘. . . ; H

1
1

> * .

Radlo used by one, planned by another; indirect ev1 ence‘suggests

however-, that several other, projects received minor publgplty from

this medium (seé below). - . ~ ]

o o <& I

Television: c1ted by flve progects, two commerical, one educational,

one'cable, one closed- chc"t,\ K R : :
L B .- .-

- » .
.
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'Packageé-kits:ﬁthree developing, one plapning. o ' s .
O L]

) ' ! ; ¥~ . s s, . ’ K
Handbooﬁs-manuais: five ment10ns;~and\Jmpllcltcfof several otbers. t

-

'P}int Materials:- * . .

~
* ~ > -

. . - L) ~ . - -

. .

roghures-pamphlets: five developed ‘one. planned; ‘presumably sevezal

dkhers had developed brochures but did not report them in terms of a

dlssemanatlon strategy. . . .- v,
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. «I ' '
. Re@rts. actually mentl.on d by, only one pI‘OJeCt as part of their
dlssemlnatlon plan. O ) BN

- ’ v . . ¢ ' : . .

. N
¢ ,Bumpér'stfckers as noted earlier, one pro;ect generated some rqenue
through the.sale of Ybumper stickeks which promoted agriculture in

. . Massachusetts ("Support Mass. G:owers"), At the same tlme, in smaller
R print, the stlckers advetlsgd the pz"OJect. . 3
- . { ) > f ) I

Non-Print Materials: ' ] R .

’ - .
» ' .

Slide-tape preseptations: mentionéd by four pf‘og'ects. . .

"

Videotapes! three mentions. . . - Y

Paded

Film: one mention. . e

. - — . <

. . o y . | v <+
\ , Photo essay: one méentyon. & - o N v . -:’ . T

"70 . . . R . ; o. : ‘ N ‘- X . . ’ -

- ¢ Other Dissemination Strategies: " L R . .

¢ A 0 3
o - ] 3 . ~ L. * * .~ ot ©

Ekch%nge with other projects: two mentions. - 2 P ;
- . - 1l W -
. Ex. pﬁnsm :, one mention. ., ., :
s ' ) : . ¢ v Y T e 4 ' te » “.'_,
- c» :' °
\ o "I mag _just take the Whole show e].seh%ere : one~ment.10n. . "r’ @ -
a,.. ) . " ' .2 ' Q“ ' . B . . o‘

- . -

The above 11st1ng is impressi‘ve in its variety, but the exp c’it mentions

are probabl gross underestimates of actQal use 41 most cases,’ At ast ,this S

is the impression wh h we got from group discussionsg of diskeminapion whieh

were held at%rkshOp meetings in April. Nearly all participants in’ these .

tuse of local newspapers on several occasfons, and about- half

. noted some experlence w\th either radio or television. What we are most con- .

groups indicated

« - cerned about, however, is the absence of any coherent and delibé%ately -planned
strategy, of diffusion i nearly a11 the projects. L!ttle thought was given to
N
- the Rinds of audiences that should be targeted the use of opinion~1eaders, and

e of several media in concert to produce synergisglcl effects. Ve feel o
hat it would be worthw‘hlle prov1d1ng orientation sessions and training in . .
the use of various m a, the development of dissemination mate-rials, and}y

bove all, the design and implementation bf ovegall disseminatfon strategies.

! The few group dlscuSSions which were held did reveal a con%1derab1e amount ‘ .,

- of sophisticatiory some directors and a lot of wisdgm worth: sharing For;\
A ' s

9, il
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. ) ] (‘ ., .
example, the following points. came out of a'brief exchange on TV coverage:

*-You have to pressure them". '"You need to givé them a. 'news' angle: what '
is the story? When is it going to'haﬁpen?V One projectgurged four of its ’
students at different times to make presentations on §9st6n's Channel 4 Speak-Out

péogﬁpm. All four were accepted with a resulting*deluge of calls for moye '

information, The discussion went on to ra1se _points about how to handle ’ -

radio coverege, the u§e of atiards as publlcizing iyenze , distortion effects '

that can come from miscommunication witn\repofters'and so forth. We only re- (:
'gret that (a) there.were not more opportunities fF§ sych discﬁssions, and that N

(b) we were ot able to tapturelmOre of the experience for inclusion in thi$ )

report. learly, also,‘more problng and extendea interview questions on the,

k- ; dissemina;ioh experience “of differen; projects shon}d be undertaken in“sub- - -

. 'y -

sequent yeérs. . S S LA )
N . ) - /. * - . " L N ) ) .".- K
-t . C . . L -
“VII. EVALUATION L ° . . L . o -
. = - . : ‘. >
, ' - = - 4 : . * »
e last quesgigp in the interview asked qu are you evaluatinge the .

' benefity§ or outcdomes of the,project1<:;::‘reSponse, we found a variety of ) :
. - prgcgdures followed a arized in Tabie 9. ~ - . « ] . ,
. . .- . < E - 4 . o . s‘.
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’ .+ TABLE9 .
L * PROCEDURES ySED FOR PROJECT EVALQATION . -
" Procedurds Resgondénté' No. of Prdjects§5
Questidnnaires ; . ‘ V12 e
Teachers C (&
Stydents . e (4) .
— Administrators “(2) ..
L Parents ° - (1) J
. .
Interviews C 6
. 7 ‘ " Teachers' a ' (3)
- St ts - ' (2)
o ~4d istrators (2)
; - Pgrénts ' ‘ 1
Teéts: ° - * o6 i
T Teachers cLoL T (D
. Students R () PRI
A $ . . 1y . v . AL AN -
Feedback - - A .o - ' ~ .. 4
' Lo Teachers * * . % (3) )
Parents”

- )
Counts (e.g. number participating)
Observatiops5(e:g._cia§$room)
Written Evaluations (by tedchers)

“Sub}pctizg" (by pro;ecf director i
. '% T, 1in one case;by parents .
in another

e )
. on
- -
L . - g
. -
+” B ' .

. @y
, 4// j‘ L
$'2)
-
2
2

Records ., -

. v
Documentation’ . - .1 ;
\“ ] i" . ’ . Uy
"Informa ' 1 . .
. .
) ’ ' .
.None {Not relevant-needs ta beat 1 .
it longer) . A .
_ Uncodagle-No ‘response ' .6 R
ik . ; ;
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" Two clarifications need to be made regarding ‘this table. First, most of
'y
those not responding to this question had’ coveredvthe toq&c of.evaluation

in discussing thé earlier question on needs assessment. As noted in that

"pre and post tests" seemed to fit\\\\

Secondly, since many projects mentioned more than P

section, many of the responses such as
better under’evaluation

one type of respondent and more ;han.one type of procedure, the totals in

*

K the table overlap considerably. .

- .-

S It is}fa1r to say that evaluation was ot a very salient aspect of most

rojectSAand very few were thought of or designed as exherlments No men-

. i

tion was madé of "control groups” . sampling s randomizAtlog" "hypothe51s .

A testing or any-of various possible statistical tests or analyses )

would have come up from'various projects in more‘extensiVe prob-
L . ¢

chat,;he§ were not mentioned spontaneously.
. - . '

> - .
. Perceptions ol the "Success"of the Project

- . \

; R Y
* We did not_feel that it@éas possible to collect quantitative, data from"

A
“projects on their degree of su ess in any way that could be meaningfully

[ - ~ ¥

\ ompared grouped or summated but we did ask each director a subJective .

. z,“

question near the beginning of the 1nterv1ew which probagiy tells us some=-

thingngout tnp overall impact of tH! Title III Program The question was

:?Q : simply: "How i% ypur prOJect going,at th1s'point°" Responses can be grouped
.« inm Table 10. . - .. Voo : o R
AT , B _

' .’ TABLE 10-.

/ L THE PROJECT 1S "GOING" AT TME .
V' s ‘

] TIME OF THE IVTERVIEW
. Unqualified suécess

‘.Very-well—some'problems_
s ' OK—no probLEms

’ DK-some' oblems

a\.z}ruggylng-not OK .

N - ON T

ailing * .. *

- x

Undoubtediy:

ke
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Some ‘examples from each group #ight add meaning to these numbers: .

n

o ’ ' Y ' B

ﬁUnqyalified success: , _ T

\l
3

.
-

' ‘“Proposal well- concelved, pro;ect follows it closely Really good
. feedback, high worksnop attendance; nothing .but pralse for materlals
and lots of teachers use materials withbut telling us.” .

-

. b ) - ’
“Fabulous! Thirty people have attended the 15 planned sessions . ¢
regularly.” < ‘ ’
oF -
wpxcellent. Positive feédback from teachers and students; the
program is accepted and is effective. The community‘is supportivea
All actlvities”went off without problems." . R

. ) . ] .
. . Very well-some;g;oblems:'
.~ 2\‘ - 1l [}
. "Ft works! We have the endurance, to put up w1th bureaucracy, we

. .don't qulte fit in. The best part is that we have merged schopl

. and community.".. ) I

. "Absolutely great-—nothlng ‘but positive feedback. Teachers really
e excited.over workshop Principals very supportive. Problems ‘of

s proximity, not enough materials, funding for next gear.

\
.

! [
"Verg successful project but Regional Centers aren t promoting
it; It nedds state support.”

» . i o
~ bk-no problems pet \,
3 = ¥
- & o " . . , )
'Appeals dlrectlg to speczal interest groups“ Because it is on \
@ volunteer basis, there is commitmeft,” ~ " .. T -
‘V K4 . * . 3
i ,‘"Sta@ed close to the project as written.” R .
’ ""Good progzessl” ’ ) Ce £ - ) .
V- OK-some ptoolems/* ) . . ’ ' .
. hd ~ . ‘ ' .
T "Basically ‘pleased: We came with 'a dffferent concept of school; .
o tgfre was resistance and confusion -which'led to redesign and
" i arlflcatlon by ys. Nok the-teaghérs are saying, 'we're be-
* ginning to see what they'xe about’.” -
- , ' ¥
. ~ 4
"Very successful in prov1d1ng serv1ce and in gettlng people‘to
. work with us but unsuccessful in getting the system to p1ck it up.”
. L » //
) e ‘e
" T - - 39 - . y '\ - . .
. ’ r ’ ‘
* . N " ' N
. \) g ‘ - X ' ’ { t) ‘/ -
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Struggling: e

t" M ) v
"Too yuch for one year; participants felt no support, overJload. .
Progtam is seen (by administration) as a panacea and is supported o
w:thOut any knowledge " . v

2

\

| o Failing: LN

. -

- v

i ' f

"Ill-conceived; priﬂq&pal is very conséyvative; chairs everything
and everybody.” - t ’

. . N
"pownhill! Breakdown of communcation. - Regular teachers resent
involvement in 'special.ed'; difficult teacher'union negotiations;
confused perception of objectives by all groups.”

1 3

: . . y v

. v = .
]

]

These quoteé/;hould giveﬁa good flavor of the types and range of_

responses received. They do not, however, represent a true evalyation of

9

what was going on. In some cases, our own Judgments would be more harsh,
based on what was $aid subsequently, in some cases more lenient. Nevertheé-
_less, our ovérall impress1on of the Title III program,as a whole for 1975-76

was that it was remarkably successful in providing the stimulus for change in -
a wide variety of ways in a wide variety of 51tuations. The precise.measure-

ment of the benefits probably has to be done on a prOJect by project basis and

RIS (WY i

many projects will .yield data of this sort. We would guess, however, that

+

.many of the evaluatlons will underestimate true impact. As one director
noted *many use and bepefit without reporting back and" much of the beneftt
in terms of Improved.atmosphere, attitudes toward school by students and
paren&s, increased options for learningb and so forth will go completely un-

measured, either because they are "intangible" and unmeasurable, or simply
because they were not part of the evaluation design; ite., not intended or

, .
»

stated objeatives.
o

A FulToxt Provided by ERIC




Our’ evaluation thropgh these interviews, does, highl‘ight one impartant
fact' very diverse projects with diverée objectives do have a lot of things

in. common when it comes to the management of innovatiod. They all experi—

enced’ very similar challenges in building ﬁlationships, assessing nee‘s
searching for 4nd implementing solutions, and evaluating outcomes. Particu-
larly when it came to continuance and dissemination, they experienced very
simi}lar kinds of difficulties. We hope therefore, that future evaluations
will again ‘focus on the project.management process and provide some formative

. \

evaluation data ‘as well as orientatiop and training and experience-sharing

sessions for those who are engaged ";fwthis important_enterprise.

- 84
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SUMMARY

« " - . P r- s 7
1 - -

N

In coordination with Merrimack Education Center, under a contraot“with
the Massachusetts Department of Education, Title III, Arthur D. Little,
Inc. (ADL) has performed a formative &valuation of ESEA Title III , pro- " 3
jects begun in September, 1975,

A .

The primary purpose of ADL's evaluative efforts has been to assist .
“Project Directors in maximizing the sugcess of their projects through
. ,a systematic app11cation of problem—solving and management skills.

K secondary goal of our work has'been to obtain insights into #he

v

problems experierced by this group/of projects and to translate these T
S P insights into a set of specific recommendations to the State regarding
« the uptoming implementation Qf Title IVF ' .t .

- 3
5 e

“To meet these two goals, we engaged project Directors<in a pfbcess of ‘
self-evaluation and problem-identification. The first step was the S
design and distribution of two questionnaires -- one for Project .
, Directors and the other -for school administrators who were associated
’ with the prejects and instrumental in decisichs to fund and/or dissem~
inate them nex¥t 'year. Subsequently, two workshops were conducted.

. The first focused on a reiew of project objectives and analysis of -
T the, value of these obJectlves as tools for establishing'priorities “
. and solving problems. The second workshop céntered on a review of- .
the obstacles to success that had been encounteréd during the year, '
and the tactics that had been devised to offset or remove the obstacles.

¥
i
& o

) Olr principle findings and,recommendations gained through analysis of -
A data obtained from the questignnaires, and from oheervations made at . e

the workshops, are as.follows: . N - K]
1. There is a need for clarification and definition
. of the roles to be played in innovative education
. projects by each-of the major actors iavolved

(Statg, school system or dbmmunity,~Project'Director). ..

2. ‘-Project Pirectors need additional guidance. in deveioping t
] # the management skills required,to bring about "change,
. ° ensure success in their projects, and enhance the like- ° >
' } lihood of dissemination of “their work. '
« ' . . .

s <%. Useful involvement by &thool administyators is currently -
‘ $rare. Greater emphisis should be put upon the need for

strong and consistent administratiye support of projects

throughout their entire life in -a system..

‘ . - . -

A« - . : ‘ Tt Arthur D.Uttlo:!ntl/

' e A A : A . ., <\ " [ Y




e )_ ‘ " I. INTRODUCTION
, - - | V. Y . N

.
- ' @

.o )
C - Backégound . . : ] s :
As part of an evaluation by Merrimack Education Center (MEC) of one-

year innovative eduication projects funded under Title I1I during

. 1975 1976, Arthur-D. L1ttle, Inc. YADL) undertook a program of activi-
ties designed "to assist project leaders and yield insights into project {
planning and management. This.effort began in October of 1975, and has -
continued .,to the predent time, culminating in this final report.

. The problem\that ADL has addressed existed at: two levels. First, there .

‘. - was an immediAte need to obtain .information that would -enable this

year's Title 111 pEojects to maximize thHeir chances of success. The

.exCEptionally short funding period -for /these projectsrclearly allowed

for very little trigl-and-error. Theyéfore, our ﬁrimary chellenge was

to identify any potential obstacles to success that the projects may »

have faced, and to feed back all useful data to MEC-and to the Directors Tk

of thd projects thetiselves. WheTerossible corrective- actien could T
o then be taken to offset or avert the problems ideptified. At the least -

some legitimate learning could be/expected to occurrthat would ‘benefit

both State and proJect personnel« Results would thus serve as a partial
R formative evaluation.l * !

7 . 7 . The second part of the problem was only slightly less pressing the ‘.

. . State's needjto define an“optimal approach to the implemen atloh of
Title IVC, auspices under whicl" many innoVative educatid® projects -
R will be conaﬂcted in the future. ‘The necessary administrativ transltibn .
from Title III to Title IV, combined with the peculiar circumstances ~

. ' which engendered'thlrty-two projects that were funded for only onk year,-

' . provided the Department of; Education with an exceptional opporturiity N e
to review/its policies, guidellnes and procedures. ADL's task, in: this’ .
context, was to examine the nature and source major problems or . -
obstacles.encountered_by this 'year's Title IIl%ionecrs, and to suggest

~+ ways in which the development of "innovative education préjects under, - ‘o
Title IVC might be facildtated: The outcome of our datg-gathering K
and analysis, together with MEC's in-depth evaluation bt .each of the .

« Title III projects can thus*provide input to decisioﬁ!.ihat afe still
to be made regarding the nature of the guidelines amd practices to he .
instituted with Title IVC, next year. T ' o ;

. - . .
4 .
i L4 -~ . *

T 1
o

— 1The value we see’in .a formative evaluation of projects such Aas these,’
. lies in the potential for improvement of projects as they develop. - -
By allowing project staff to -scrutinize their objectives, performance.

and problems as they proceed with project”management, the State can -, "
. vastly enhance the chance of suocéss among /those projects it supports . - ’
* financially. - | RN : - 2
. h . " 5
. . Lo e
~— ’ - < N
1] - . —1- © ‘ . 4
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Approach To The Problem . -

" ADL's approach to this. twofa d problem has been to initiate a process .

' to provide a focus for the inquiry:

in this report.z) . - - -
\ +

. the questionnaires was continued and extendéd.

’

.of self-evaluation:and dial
projects begun in September,

ue among all thirty-two of the Tigle III . e
1975., Three major topics were introduce :

\

° 7the adequacy of stated apjectives of each project: (.s )
(as defined in the applicgtion for funding); s ‘

constraints or obstacles that could affect the chances, -

of Successful realization of each,project's objectives;

e the possibility of developing specific tact csvthrougH -
" which to cope with the obstacles to success’identified. )

A directed examination of progects focused the attention of prOJect
leaders- singly and coltéctively on the .three major topics. This. Lo
‘examination octurréed in three phases and}lded 'data, that, along '

with group d1scuSS1ons of project prougres provide the basis for our

conclusions. First, we designed two questionnaires (to be described
in detail later in this regort) that were to be sent to the Directors
of the prOJects, and to ad 1strative personnel associated with each
project. (These questionnaires ‘have provided the hard 'data presented

o (
QuestiOnnaires, directions, and appropriate materials necessary for
instruflent administration were compiled by the ADL team and shipped
to the MEC office for distribution to the projects. The evaluation
team distributediall questionraires to each project and re£r1eved‘the
questionnaires following;completion by participants e

aF .

A few wqgks following the mailing of questionnaires a.workshop was
. held in which the process of self-evaluation and reflection begun with
Early results”ob the
questiofinaire were presented to the Project Directors in attendance;
open discussion of commbn problems and céncerns was encouraged, and .
additional data were gatheréd in a specially designed exercise.: Although
discussion ranged over a wide variety: of topics, the prineiple focus of .
this first worksh:; was on the utility and appropriateness of prOJect e

L3 LI

objectives in the procegs of project managément. . " . .

A second meeting th held in Tate May, after a series of. workshops . -

.focusing on techniques and problems of innovation had been conducted ///\‘“
by MEC. Our purpose.in this final meeting was to gather. insights from ~ .

s . . ' ) - L
2In addition to specific inéormation about. individual projects ‘that » ' A

' was obtained through the questionnaire, we have included observations ° -

and suggestions based upon our personal contacts with project personnel. -

3 gotcacts wish profect peleemely
. . . '

Arthur D Little Ine
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Project Directors regarding .ehe antic1pated outcomes of their

rojegts, the problems‘thc:y‘had facﬂ and jthe suacess of tacgics they
1 :

had deyised to .cope with se prob PR ‘

) The results of. this entire effort are summarlzed in the -remaindet of

‘his report. , In order td establish a clear context for our final

sis of the data, a detailed descriptiord is included of the types °

of information we solicited, and+of the rea,soriing that‘staﬁds behind,
our selection of certé'in"approaches to the task. :

. .
P ' 4

&

)
. 2 [ -

The data themselves -are presented as appendlces oto- this report.
SN ‘./w\/ P

Finally, we hawe presenged our interpretation of the facts angd some
recommendations regarding tfe upcoming implementa¥ion of Title IVC.
In doing so, .we Have limited-our ggomments\{@ issues arld problems we
believe to be central to the job of fostering-epnstruttive "innovation
in educa'tlon. Andswe have, above’ all‘ tried %o provide suggestlons
that e con31der 'practlcah afid &asible."l' .

> N .
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3Where appr‘{rlate a rationale*for specific aspects of our apptoach

»
»

., . .
[ . s - ~ o N ”~
~ . - -

o (qg.lestlonn ire eo‘ntegt, ‘focus, of\invesglgatlon etc.) ‘is incorporated
it\ the descrlptlve s glons.of the report. " o ’ ) ','. -
- . A Py ’ '
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The .most immediate purpose of MEC's evaluation of Tidle III projects

was the generation of information which would be helpful to the projects
themselyes during their first,. critical year of exis;ence. “In line with
this obJective, ADL~used the statédgobjectives £6¥ each progect as a> »-
basis or foqal point ‘for its investigdtions.

ﬁl 3 N

T4 e,

ﬁ‘ T%ére were two major reasons for our ‘decision to use the progect objec—
't

es as a central ingredient of the\questionnaires angd exertises we
designed. First, the objectiveés provided g basis for discussion and
examination of each.of the projects being-evaluated. Every project had

» that th

i¢h coul be answered

in gpecific terms relevant to 1ndividual progects.

.

~

4

b .a set of stated objectivedh Those obJectiveswE;ev”H"d\gs wlth a way of
\ 3R posing general questions to all the progecf%

1

1

\l

A second reason for our use of thé’obgectires vas based on -our hypothes1s

7
LN

. mpugpose.

' N .
.-

obJectlves could eventually bé wsed as toods, for .project man-
agément and project. evaluatlon. It pust be emphasized that we did not

" 1ife were to be defiinit$ve. descriptions of the project's nature ands,

By extension; therefore, we understocd’ that other- measurgs

. and criteria for evaluating the sucgess of progects wbdld‘have to be
devised as time- went on. Nonetheless, the original protect ohJectives

. ewere, we felt, ong basis upon which Project Directors. (ot anyone else)

could measure progress and/or.success “and Jfocus on, problems of project
implementation or administration that posed obstacles to succeés.

, .

- l«

)
[
- . .

Keeping the limlts of their’ signlficance in, mind, we- used the pro;ect
objectlvehwas the central ingredient for two questionnaires, Qme aimed

At Progec! Directors, the eotherrat schbolv'adminigtrative personnel ’ .
associated w1th the _projects. The two instruments dlffer somewhat,

assume that the objectives: prepared in the proposal stage of a, projazt*—*—

more in degree of Speclflcity than in content.

But they vere designed

with one general purpose in mind:

to determine the extent to which

Prbject Directdrs and_ school administratqrs (thi@ﬁgh whom progect

»

e 'support would presdﬁably come) shated an understanding’ of the purpose
-

of thegr Title III project, ‘and o

succegs or faflure of the.projéct. . . i-
' O

Questipnnaire for Prgject bitectors. af

" The Pro ect Dlrectors qdestzhnn
stinet focus. - L ®

Part’I - I ent;ﬁzing QonsEraiptEJ//’ S ’

. 9

3

vattention pn. the barriers that Progect Directors’

the chince# -- mnd ressons -- for

kY

[was divided.

Pfinctpall t‘!h section aﬁ,the.questionnaire was

A . -

- Sy
* « *

into'thtee parts, each .

-

Y .
; oo . , -
- . *

«™

-

3@sighed to focus
ould see impeding

the-succe sful completlon of their projects, and to anticipate thes

.

Ead

’ /(

4

-
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.- identification of 'ways céping with these'barriers. The a'bility to
' identify' existing or potential obstacles and the a,biliby ‘to plan way$-
to cope with those obstacles are, we believe, skills that are centyal':@ -+
to the process of project management.

- LI
i # / .

A 1list of twelve common: con,straints formed the cg:e of Part I of the = ,
questionn;a,ire.4 Derived from a far 1onger 1list -of problems comp:f.led ‘
by Project Directors at the Title III gvaluation orientation meeting
hedd in October, this, list contained ﬁﬁrmmary descriptiang of the mdst
f.requently cited obstacles encountered by:Project Directdrs early 1n
> 'the year. .To complet;e Part I of the questionnaire, the Project
‘Directors were asked first to add o the base list any difficulties’
#ithey cduld see in the1r own situat:Lon. The goal +was to reseat a
complete p1cture of their project's position. ‘Second, tNey were to
ind:l‘cate the relative 1mportande of all those constraints that affected’~
" their “éwn ptoject .(i.e., any of the bage. list of twelve obstacles that
were present in their situation, as well ‘as any other problems that
‘were added to the llst)\ ‘ S . 7 .

A
.

Of all the twelve prob,lems descr1bed fgxr were mentioned with ouf—-
: standing free;u‘enc-y.s . .

. /
[N

'Competitlon ﬂ‘r teachet % time. : .
i
v
Need for support of key —'am‘inistrarﬂverpersonne],

Resistance to curricume 1nnovatiom: .. .

v

/ 2 ' . :
Neqd for school and cpmmun}t»ty comnitment to Xisk-taking.

. Looking at these common problems, ra conpectioh seems to emerg‘e. each’
, constraint is probably symptomatic&f a lac .of uniform administrative -
" :support within the broad confext o the school system and/or commun:Lty.

» A Sampllnﬂom tzhe list of addo.tlonal constraipts supplied by .individual
Pro;ect Directors provides examgles that reinforce this gene}'alization.
Y .7 s
. Unclear authorlty of p'rojett s,taff sa LY
Foreed.,change in échedukg I

. ’)’i

Lack' of proj&ect c@e- LT

Ly

- K .-
Lack. of moﬁei*-fox} ’implémmtation«‘ '

13}’ in hiring roJect divector ¢
-
l(See Appendlx B - % /“’

By 50- 75,4 of those respondiFg .

-




1o
-

e Scheduling conflicts ,
a4 £ A ] &

. -". - . " . -, .

P .. o Unclear understanding of objectives ‘ :

We do not suggest thar these constraints are typical of the problems

encountered by most- of the projects. Each proj ¢ct existed in its own, . ‘

particular éontext, the obstacles faced by ind idual ProJect Directors ,

were,- therefore, substantively different. Nonetheless, each individuaL a

prdblen\listed here probably stems in part from a lack of c00rdipation

- of administrative and project stdff efforts to establish and maintain

» the projects.

The significance of these observations Jegarding the

' limitations and obstacles faced by Project Directors will omly
when see® in thd broader context of our other findings. These
alone simply suggest -- but do not confirm -- the existence of

xxcommqn concern among Project Directers regardimg the degnee of
" and administrative assistance they received from their schools

be cleatr .,

data

a fairly'

support
and

-

e ' , attention. Looking first at; the questionnaires, then picking uﬁ on

t '-ehat many Project Directogp
.- between the’ ﬂroblems thez‘faced day-to-day, and’the original objectives

communities.‘ C e ) -

Part II - Expectations

3
_ . . [ o -y

¥ Part II of. the questionnaire required the respondents to do four things:
, N o
® -to match the cénstraints they had identified with specific
v . project objectives that Wouid be difficult td~ach1eve . .
) ) unless the obstacle were removed; '

'

= v
13

to describe the action needed to. ensure. sucéessful accom-
plishment of the p;oject obJecttves' ¢

e

3. d

Lt ® to estimate the degree of success achieved to date: in
, meewing each prg;ect objective, . .
. ' vy T '
-“ AND - '~/ ; ‘-
.to estimate the.degree ‘of $uccess "antipipated in meetifig.

° ;'w ra )
N : each obJect1ve by the end of the schOol'year. ’ ©

was’ designed prl arily to enable PIOJect Directors to. eValuate the' , .

importance of . constraints they, fdced relative to‘their long—range ) o

. . projpct obJec ives. We*belleve that th1s is one efficient way to K
optimize chances of a proJect s ultimate .successful complketion. If
problems ¢ould-be associated w1th specific/ project objectives, and

- priorities assigneq, to- those“dﬁme obJectives, thén it would be possibl®_ ‘ !
to devise systematic plan for dealing with operational constraints. "
The ptobleﬁs that Bore most heavily on theAmost important .project | »
goails would, by extension, be the problems that required mos$ immediate ’

is in a.subsequent workshop, we d1scovered ' -
had difficulty making tlear connections o

% . this apptoach to problem ana

N » / ."

+

R - . Do

. £ ’
/‘: . T , - :

]
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of~ the project’ On the questionnaires themsefves, this, lack” of - clear )

association was indicated by’ several iméomplete, or apparently superr
ficial attempts to prov1de¢he data required L .

- " The fact t)hat _many Project Qirectors had difficulty matching- the con- ' a
¢ . - straipts they 'qiad identified 'to rhe- ob;ectives prepared for their - -
! project is difficult' ginterp;et conclusively. We would" sgeculate
i _-tha the chief diffic stemmed from the project objettives., .
% . . -se 1ike1y that many.P oJect D:Lrect‘ors found a dlsparlty betwe?( tﬁfi‘
. own' peérception of thelr: pro_]ect 's purpose .and procedural goals,

~"_. description of their project that was imglicit in the originaﬂ. 7pro_]ect
o objec.t:ives.6 If that was the case, it follows that these ‘Prolect ~
iy Pirect would have found it very dif‘ficult to link constra/i/nts with ,

!
object®ves'in any useful or realistie way. A

. - . A g V. ! o ‘ . an
The second part of this section of the- questiohnaire called for. des- o
criptions of .the actions needed to ensure successful ac omplishmept /
- of the project objectives. Somewhat preddctably, the responses in ; '
this section were also rather, spotty and inconclusive. Here, as in .
] first part of this section, many people seemed to havedifficulty -
- * , comgecting their- oxignal project ob;ectiveﬁ with day-to—day problems-
and fpractical solutions.: } When .remedial actdons were suggested, they . N
wére frequently vague and open-ended In many cases, considerable . ’
emphasis was placed onsthe need for“administrative or community par-
ticipatlon that was*not currently being- offered " .

N

x

“on’ the~ bas1s (of our interpretation af the data obtained fro thlS
(- - portion of the Project’ Directors' questionnaires, and on th}strength ‘ -
‘ of corwersati'o'ns bétwe& many of these Directors and-the ADL teamg
: Ye suggest that current attempts to strengthen ?e project management
-, .sKills ,of Projett Directors. Be continpeds amplified. Specificallys
T owe suggest the institut‘ion"(by the Sta dmmistr"atorq of Title"IVC) ’ -
of workshops on problem-solvmg arid tefMniques for enllstmg and . 4 -
. maintammg,Schooi admmlstranon ‘support. .
. - ;o ' . N ~ . - e =
Phe last two partions of Part II provided fiore substant&l data thar; i Y
o _ the first two sections. Primarily, we hawe uséd the Progect Dlrectors* . I
o ’ estimates of success in combinatiqn with the Administretors' response,s ‘
v " to thl same questions.7 A discussion of the data ‘and osr interpreta« “ -
¢ _ tions of it are included in the section de,scr\ib‘mg the questionnalre & U
for Adnunistrators - . P /’ & e

N
. ) ‘e ° * .

¥

S :

6We cannot provzde p‘r1nted data to;support this suppositlon, but,the

- ADL team did hear frequent comments on the' inappllcabillt'y or Inappro-

priateness of the orig1na1 obJec;tives for several projects. LA

) ]
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7,Sqe AppPendices E and,i". K : -
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HoweVer, there is one important observatlea'to be made regarding thls
part of ‘the questldhnalre. It seems, to have beﬂmuch less dlfficul,t o T
*y for Project Directors' to.estimate, the extent to which 1534 ject obJec— ’
. *tives had been®or would be real!zed thag it wasg for them jo establish
\:>“‘f the relationsﬂlps between ohstacles and objectives that e called
/ - for by the ptevious parts of the exerclse. ~,, o
Any interpretatloJ of this fact must be temtative. But it is consistent
. with other findings to assume that in many cases, the apparent ease with
which Project Directors forecagt their expecéations of successful accom-
‘plishment of obJectlves says more %bout the degree of importance they
- attached to the, objeetives tham it does aput the validity of ti® objec-
- ,,;%ves themselves. We feel-that 1t is 1ike1y that demands for spec1f1c1ty -
) objectives on the State's patt forced a trivialization of pgoject o
' -objectives which, in turn, ‘foiled, attempts to use the objeatives con-
. v structlvely as tools for problem-3501ving in mid-year. If this is true,
q!!suggest that the State couldrlargely avert similar pr blems in the . K
fdture by rev1s1ng the ,guidelines for proposal preparaﬁiZn. If ,the ©

L] ¢ .
" c © . praject obJectlves were initially designed for-ultimate use as prOJect s v
. management tools, both PrOJect Direetors and fhe.State would gain an’ * )
extregely valuable set of objective standards through which e ly. - | .
v measures of prOJett success coufd be obtained.. .
» ’ ) - Y - -~ ,
+ Part III - Project Obj,ectives . L : o -l .

. - D .
.
. . .

. . PR

- -7 - -
o “Part III of the questionnagire was also, constructed around the prOJect
o objectives. Here, lgdin, wesused the data .frohn this exercise in combina—
‘ - tion with data from'an identical exerdise from the administrators' -
questionnaire. 8 $imply stated this final dection of the questionnaire-
. called for two 0perations. First, the'PIOJeCt objectives were to be °
assigned a rank order -indgcating theiyr relative, impgrtance at the time -
’ they were written. . (For ject. Directors who‘had been hired after .
/ - their project had been. funde this rank order-couid reflect the relative ’ .

- ;‘importance of obJectlves wheén t were first etcountered.?) The ,second Do
’

- were comp eted.) ,'. ‘ . B ”\» v e
As withnsome of the exefcises'in‘Part 1I, we did mop’expect these .
. rankings to be accurate in any absolute sense.. Ka her, we wished to. .
-y +_discover two more eeneral types , of infovmatlon y
\ . .‘ .
] S 'Y How had the'Dlrectors own perceptions of their project
D ; S objectives (and/or projects) changed since’- the’ beginnlng

of the ‘year? ' ' ,
, . s

ro- - ' : - ' - e

. )
. , . . N .
' ’ - . B Frds .-y
- ' . . \ .
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e To vhat extent was there agreemept between Project i
» Directors and the administratoms who had some, pnesumed
interest in and involvement with,the prOJect ?
The vast majorlty of PrOJect Directors indicated some change in the
_a;iorlty they placed on the stated project obJecttves. This, #n itself,
is notssurprlsing - indeed,,lt is expected and desieeh%e. ]

v

. T "~ , » 7 »
Whét was- striklﬂg vere the number of questionnairés\lgno the freduent
personal comments) which indicated a great reluctance in many Directors -
to assignt any rank order -ta their objectives. "They all-are important,"
was one commoa complaint; another:, "They don't describe our real
prioritieg". » s T , )

We do not wish to fault those who struggled with this exercise and .
finafly either gave up or compromised, assigning all abjectives equal
weight, It is i ortant to note, however,. that the responses in this
section did much to confirm our. suspicion that there is widespread R
lack of clarity concerning the purpose apd\nature of the objectives
written to define Title III projects. ever, as subsequent portzons
of this report wild show, this lack of clarity seens to exist at’ many
eve}s, not just among the project staff.

Al

Questionnaire for Administrators

'

PRI, P o —

> 7 -

At.the same -time asg estionnaires were sent to the Direcfors of each
project, similar (but,somewhat truncated) forms were sent. to adminis-
trative personnel associated with the projects: In.most cases, these
ﬁere s¢hool Principals or superintendents 'whose names were provided
by Project Directors at the first, T1t1e TII Evaluatlon orientatidh
meeting. ; / - ‘* W

Lo

'fgeo;etically,teacﬂ Sf these administrators was” in a position to affect
the oogxatlon of,a project and, ultimately, to be instrumental in
~4Ltempts to fund or disseminate the project in'-the future. Many of
the” administtators who received’ questlonnairas were not, in fact,
particularly familiar with the on-going activities of the Title III
projects in question. . A common cayse for- confusion, we believe, was .
he -Project Elrectors lack of established and dellberate contact with
administratlve personnel on whose assistance. ang’ snpport the ProJect
tors could rely5 t SRR

-
4
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"Part 1 - Expectations

established and deliberate contact with key adminlstrative personnel
on whose a;sistance and support the Projeéct Dlrectqrs could  rely.

iy . )9' P
A few months later, several Project D1rectors said they could ddentify

.+ more appropriaté recipiemnts for the agministrators’® questionnaire.

By that time, for the most part, our attempts to get the administratois’.
responses were complete. Therefore, the data we have musz?be used

,j

cautiously, since we know, that many of the responses are flar less than,

fully informed. However, the limitations of the data are offset by the
observation that so weak an understanding.existed of the administrative:
structure that supports most Title III projects. We recognize that-
this is'an- organlzatlonal problem, rather than an individaal one.
Furthermore, as ‘the. concludlnz/dpcelons of this report point out, we

believe that, w1th guidance frop the State, projects.can form more
useful llnkages with the admiistrations of their school - contexts.

3 -

.

The'following escription of the administrators' questionnaire will

, highlight not omly the data supplied by administrators. themselves,

but alsc the comparison of those data with .the Project Directors'
responses to the same questions. - ' R

ks
-«

. N Co. v ) . a ,

.

This section of the questionnalre asked Adm1nistrators to provide three

— 80ts of informatiod; . .. . e e v vt o e e s

. i .
Ve \ ¢ :
®

the actions they felt were needed t& ensure successful
accomplishment of each of the project obJectiVES,

~ C
=0 .their estimations of the ‘degree of sucless aLreidy achieved
.in meeting each obJective, ) . .

. L 1 . .

e their estimablons of ‘the - extent to which each obJectlve
would be realized jy July (project end).

Ty - .
. ¥ ' 3
. . - - : . (3
On’ the first paint, actions needed to ensure success, the administrgtors’
questionnaires yere generdlly vague, tending to place much of ;he -

responsibillty squarely on)the project staff. PR N e
" - )

n

Egtimates of, success to date and expected succe by July werg.more.

* tevealing of useful insjghts, especially when cbmpared g}th the flguges

given by the Praject Directons.g ) f -

. We have calculated averages of these ‘estimates a& follows.
S . ) ' *

Average of Progec5¥Directors . 'Average'of.Admimistrators"

- . *

* \ N, L ‘ . .
" Average Estimated Success : A Aveérage. Estimated Succgss

. ~«
- . . » [}

"’ to Date (%) : o, ,ig Date (%)

.48 8

L]

<

I8

3
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¥ "
¢ : ) -t /
. v* . i
. ‘ ¢
Average of Project Directors'’ Average of Administrators' , !
Il . T a
. - L] B ' o . N v
N Average Estimated Success by: Average Estimated Success by
- P N tare ) N A July (0. :
RIS : N ‘ . . . . .
ST B 7S 68 '

ﬁ‘; .

. R .
. N v
f
o 3
B ’

Y The difference between these two sets of figures is slight, 1nd1cating

¢ no drastic d1sagreement between the two groups -- Project Directors 3
L - and Adminlstrators. . . v =

s y * 3
. . ‘But a comparison of individual average estimates'(project Director vs.

. ~ Administrator) points up some rather more noticeable discrepancies. -
- - Alpost half of the matched sets of data‘'we have show at least 20 .
‘ pertentage points difference between one or %Oth,of the Diredtors ‘ IL

'////’ "+ and Adm1n1strators edtimates. , e
T N

¥ ¥
i Ultimately, the only clear conclusion that can be drawn from these

. v figyres is that theére is a differgnce "in the perspectives of many
’ Projegt Directors and Administtators over the,projects for which they’
share responsibility. This d1fferenep could be a direct result ifi
variations in level of involvement, Qr it ould manifest a serious X |
lack of communicatien. -In-edither cas@, we would suggest fhat a gap * .
, exists which,-if it is not acknowledged and briliged in soZe\yay, could o
serlously undermine the ‘credibility of Title III (or next year, .Title N
IVC) projects within schools and cémmunities. ’ .
g ) :
; " Part II - Project Objectives " 4 T, , ‘

. The second part of the Administratops' questionnaire was identical &' ;

. " to Part III of the questionnaire for Project ‘Directors. )Both Projec
Diréctors ang ‘Administrdtors were asked to rank order thejt project

. objectives twice. One pank'ordering reflected the respondents 4

v perception of the relativc importance of, the. ebjectives as they were

first conceived durxng the proJect deslgn phase. The second rank ' .

ordering was to 1nd1CatQ the respondents cirrent perception of the | |

objectives relative 1mportance. Thus each questionnaire contains . 3

 two-sets of rank orderings ,in which nuterical values 1,2,3, 4 S-;t)

are'assigned to each progect obJective. ,) = . .
= * ¢ ' = ' "
Comparisons among these rank orderings enabled us 'to assess two isSues. 4
. a., First; we w1shed to d tefﬁiqe where. there ‘were changes in indivi~ . =
: . dual responoents perceptghns of the order of importance of ‘objectives L
(order "then" vs. order 'new'") and, if there were changes, how great
. they were. We wished also to determine whether Profbct Directors and
v Administrators changec-in a similar’ or different manner. ,To reduce

I'the rank order corpgrisons to a single valee we calculated the -

I

9%ee appendjces G ‘and }H for «correlation data. . *» , T |

- N ,
- Y € -

e
\
3
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" of similarity between two sets of ranks. Negative-values indicdte the
degree of inverse relationship or the-extent to 'which an important e
‘objective on one ranking is associated with low importance in the other _ 3 '.
ranking.‘ A completely inVerse relationship is indicated’ by a Rho of .
-1.00. . . : 1 )

" similarity while values approaching +1.00 indicate a very high degree

An the way Project Directors judged the relativec«importance of

Chqﬁéeq very little over ‘time. . R .

statidtic, Rho, or rank-order correlation. . Values éf Rho range from .
+1.00 to -1.00 and provide an indication of the similarity between
two sets of rankings. €orrelations close to 0 indicate little or o

b. Further, we wished tp assess the eXtent of agreemeht between . the
individual perceptions of the relative importance of objectives on the
part)of ProJect Directors and Administrators concerned with the'same
project. Again we used the rank-order correlation statistic, Rho, to
ref}ect yegree of agreement between two sets of rankings. We

ng this statistic, to find high positive values where
ectors and Administrators are in full or near-complete ?
Ent and very 1ow values (0 to -1.0C) where there }s novagreement

o--lete disagreemevt. B ‘o .

/7 . .- .

furning now to the results of our evaluation of changes over time in : \
he perceivea relative importance of objectiVes, we find, that as a

group, Project Directors' rankings of obJectives as understood at the
beginning of the preject are,similar te their rankings of the objec-

tives as perceived.lateér. The median correlation (representative ’ \\
vglue of the 29 correlations of Project Directdr rankings "then" and *
"now'") is more ‘than +.90. This indicates that there was little change }

objectives originally and at a lager date. . Cf
' . ¥ !
The administrators' rarkings of objectives as perceived at the

beginning of the project are also very siri ar to their rankings .- "
reflecting later perceptions of the inportimees of ctjectives. The .
medien cckrelation (représentative value o e 23 corr!lations of
Administratory’ rankirgs "ther" vs, "now") also over +.90. This
indicates that Administrators' perceptions, like the Project Directors,,

v

The high degree of cgnsistengy over time in individuals' perception of
the relative import#hce of objectives could imply good communication
between Project Dirgctofs and Administrators -associated with the same
project. But this would be the case only if there were substantial
agreement between. Project Directots and Admﬁnistrators associated with
the same project in their assessment of .the importance of that
project s objectives. Our correlation data show that there is not >
substantial agreement. Comparison, between the Project Director s,

”

and Administrator's "initial perceptiens of the relative importance of - / ‘
'objecthes show that therd is substantial but far from coﬁplete ¢ :
. agreerent. The median correlation of 21 Project Directors' and

- ; o . . . -
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"+ held for al}'Project ‘Directors. ﬁgl
pe

-

- ] . v 8 !
. Administrators' rankings (to show original importance of objectives) \\\\
iS +O 71. iy . 1 . . '

,

Of even greater interest than this valué is the medjan correlation +.38 ;
between ranklngs by Project Directors and Administrators to indicate
later perceptions of the impottance,of obhjectives, It would appear
that\ the level of agreement between Project Directors and Administrators .

over the relatlve importance of objectives decreased over time. Had _ - ¢

there been a close relationship between the Project Directors .and’ ' . %
Administrators questioned one would expect, if not complete agreement,'

at least some substantial increase ifh the level of agreement between® |
‘members of the two groups. Such an increase in level of agreement ’ o

would have been indicated by a median correlation hi gher than +,71,
_mot a value .33 lower.

- 7 -
.t

This finding is fully-consistent with observations derived from work-
shop discussions, in which Project Directors reveﬁied a feeling that ~ oo
more’ close association between proJect and adm1n1strat1ve staff was v
vne ded. (Further disgussion of’ thlS point is ‘given in the descriptioen
orkshop #2, page 15.) ) : 0

S

& s . ;
A

A.few weeks after the questionnai

were presented, and then two ty
purpose of both ‘types was to buil -
ducedsin the questionnaires: iden ifd 10n Qf obstaeles. followed by
prioritization of oﬁbect;ves, culginating in the desigg of coping

tactics to offset the most 81gQ§£ cant problems blocklng success, -

-

‘The 'first step was to decide on three.or four topics - each on &
common problem area =-- whlch then becdme' the basis for small—grpup . e
discussion. Groups were formed according to the participants' concerns

r the varidus issues selected. Their goal was to share relevant
ikperiences and to try to devise, tactics for,dealing with the obstacles .
they had in common. The outcome of this activity, whiIe deseribable in

&
\ l 11 4 - ‘
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1
[

& general perspective~and approach to problem—solving As with the

*  1individual terms, wds difficult to measure in the aggregate. Never-
theless, some very wvaluable insights were gained . .
One _group shared its problems easily enough, but failed to emqrge‘with .
any’ suggested solutions. Also, we observed that many of the Project
. Directors present at the workshop had difficulty divorcing themselvés - .
from their own immediate needs and concerns long enough to obtain a . '

T

questionnaire exercise that called for a match between project objec-

tives and the obstacles that affected each objective, this small- —-group

discussion’ technique left- the PrOJect Directors bogged down in immediate

issues, apparent]y without recourse eisher to adequite objective stam- .

gsrds, or to longer-term‘project goals, This suggeets to us that many °’ ‘
“the ?roject'Diréctors were approaching their responsibilities without

the managerial and basic problem-solving skills they needed in order

"to manage their projects efficiently. Clearly, there are potential .

benefits to be obtained throsgh helplng«PtOJect Dlrectors in the .devel-

opmént of such managerial skills. ; ‘

, .
. 3 3 .

)
3

2

.The second act1v1ty introduced at the wor %shop revealed similar problems. ’ "
The participants were asked to complete &' matrix thet showed the applica-

>bility of their own proJect‘objectives to a set of much broader, State ' 3
goals. The purpose of the exercise was twofold: | ' . -

B

. L A
e to help participants to progress furo‘er, toward a

. - "prioritization of their gbjectives, ) :
R '.‘ K R I K ! . MD ]/ . ~ - :‘ ) 4 2
7 o //to help participants differentiate between long—term -
L goals and specific measurable obJectives that define,
- ® o step—by—step the activities required to meet such goals. ‘ Aaal

S B - .
Do we'expect Title III projects to tie in directly with the broad

concepts ekxpressed in the State goals? No, not necessarily * Theése
. goals were used in the matrix to represent the, types pf instltutional

K

j. ‘aims with which’ specific project pb”tctlves frequently must be !

reconciled or dovetailed. Our belief was that it should be possible’
+for P’ject Directors who have’a clear grasp df. their project objectives
to q§ponstrate the importance and. feasibility of thedr effort in the’
brodder context of a schgol or” community. This is- Only[poss1ble, o
however, wheré the distinction between goals and obJect ves that.- :
_ describe activity is perfectly clear.” 'And it soon emerged, that many -,
ofothe Project Directors presént at this first worksth were resis-

v tant to or oonfusad by th1s distinction between goals and objectives.

N

We had hoped that the process of relating project obJectives to gore p
. ‘'general educational godls would’ help Project Directors plan for the X '
extension and dissemination of suecessful practices. But diﬁfienlties !
« in relatlng ‘objectives to goals, and the perceived artificiality o
t‘.he goais reported above prevented.us’ frox&joing more than discussing

Pl - . Ve -
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and demonstrating the need to express project goals that are supported
< by these in a position to proyide support'for adoption of new practices.
- Wk were persuaded however, that many«Projéct Directors will fail to
« communicate their successes unless they can rationalize and communicate,
relationships between’ prOJeob.and institutlonal objectives. To the
T.extent that the Project Directors participating in this evaluatloﬁ Were
typical future Broject’ D1rectors will beneflt JErom gufdance and. training
1 " in doing so.” ° >

Workshopﬁ#Z - Review of Problems and Coping Tactics e f

" '

The final wbrkshop6conducted b;\ZDL was held in late May. " Stnce this
< was ‘fo be attended on a completely voluntary basis, ‘the rather light
‘ turnout of Project D1rectors we had was to be exppcted ) Capitalizing
" on the $mall groups present, we held informal- sessions ‘geared mainly r
to sharing year-end, impressions and experiences, .and to qummarizing
< the probkems and’coplng strategjies that had been witnessed durlng the
year. - - . . . . 2]
.The dutcome of this discussion, is incorporated in large part, in the!
following section dealing with our conclusions and recommendations.
¥ Summarized briefly- here, the concensu$ reached. indicates,thaf thexre )
eis, very deflnitely, a role for school administriation to play in
+, praject management Further, it was generally agreed that pro;ects'
- need -hélp in establishing and maintaining a useful connection bétween :
pr#ects. and the administration’of the schools (or communities) in’
whith the projects exist, . o . -

at
e -~ e

It appears that g;ny administrators - especially Superlnteﬂdents and
Pripcipals —— tend -to be heavily involved with innovatiVe,progects
d dnlz through’ the planning stages. Once a. project has been accepted
b ~and funded, the tendency is for/the school administration to shlft
its attention to other bu31ness leaving the project to be run by its

newly appointed Director. In the ¢ase of newly conceived projects <A

. (and especailly those funded for only*year) this tendency is especially
- debilitating. The Project Director is often a person with- little or-no
" ‘management experience. In his or her inexperienqed hands is, placed the
full burden of administration and coordination, ‘stheduling, money
management, personnel problems, parent-school relatidns, and so on.
Referring to the sonstraints and obstacles to success identified by
Project Directors in their questionnaires, one, sees quickly that many
projects: experienced difflculty with administrative issues of the types"
5 we have just nientioned. eexceptional Director in-the exceptional

’ organization will be able to Juggle these responsibilities confidently, \

»

going er the' assistance and gsupport he or she needs to make the “ oo
y . project ceeed. \ . ~ . -
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, ,r-But we feél that the State must-be. care

- Recommendations* the State

. hood that some objeckions

“4

III. CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~ - . ' ’

- In the following pages we will\outline a set of Tecommendations for
‘changes that could be made in the existing system through which inno- ,

» vative edugation projects are de51gneda funded, implemented-and =~
evaluated. Considered together, the* changes we‘?ropose constitute '
an action plan that" would 1nvolve the State Administratofrs of Title IVGC,
the teachers invoIveg in spec1f1c projects,aand,members of the adminis— .

rations of the schools in which .the” prOJects are eanducted. Therefore, o

The first »

s

ve have presented our recommendatlons in three sections.‘
section deals w1th the State's role. - .

- v -

'y )

)
Vo

L3

" On the strength of our.recent evaluation bf Title_IIIeprojects, we feel »
-strongly that it 1s(time for the State to amplify its relationship
with the innovative project# it helps to support. 1In ef fect, we advo-
cate the'adoption of a more active role, and the de$ignof: guidelines
that will help particularly to ensure effettiye, consistent and
Jnformed project management. ecific suggestions as tothow these‘
changés might ‘be made folloq qgt )

Projects should be selecteé in ﬂﬁrt, on?the.basis of strong
evidence Qhat each Has --dor can win.— acceptance and support
w1thiq‘thé school &nd communlty in which 1t will be located

1:

L}

e
U

This statement is ngt meant to, ily that the State is currently

heedless of this need. Howevefﬂ as we have already indicated, many
- of this year's Title III Prejéct D1rectors have encduntered severe

diffigulties 1n this, a;ea.

i Kl » ¢
Ihnovative education projects, by, definition, embody a departure from ‘Qf o N
procedures and concepts tradhtionally ntained in a school‘system ’
te determine the nature’ of .
any resistance that may hgve been raised against proposed plaps for
innovative projects, and should be prepared to anticipate the likeli-
ay 1ntensify, rather than diminish,- if.a pro-
ject is funded If the Director and staff gf a proJect\caﬁ recognize
nepative attitudes or resissance tb‘lnhOVatlQn early in the project’'s
life, they can concenfrate their communication efforts to ‘obtain
. maximum understanding and acceptance, ‘\-. . ;‘ -
\ . Lo P 4
2. State guideiines\for the planning and development of innovative
prOJects should- stipulate that an ongoing relationshig,be formed’
between each _p-ro}e{t and some member of the parent schoo]. axxstem

~n

-

~
o~
o -

« . a

administratlon.
Unless a Project D1rector has some ‘consistent conbact with; member-of
. ~the- administfatidn ‘the. gro{ec he or she is trying to run/wil;,inde’d‘

Ke

- ¥
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. . . be isolated. Day-to-day reporting is not netessary. A working réla-» " ¢

- .o tionship is needed that is sufficient to_keep the administration \ )
apprised gi shifts in project emphasis, political or logistical diffi-
culties, monetary problems, etc. Ideally, this admiqistrative ldaison

- 'should also have enough authority to intervene on ‘behalf of the project T
’ in a variety of contexts --.‘the.school itself, the community, ‘or even .
*  the State. . ‘ - - - , '
. ’ ¥

) ' 3; State guidelines should also be devised that redefine the purpose

and ultimate ut¥lity -of the obJectives to be prepared for each ' -
w pr03ect P! ) . . - _ ; -

. . In the past, an in¢reased demand for spec1ficity has driven many pro;ect
. planners to trivialize their objectives. Objectives that are so specific
that they.amount to a list of activ‘ ies; not' to a framework .in which ot .

i activities may be designegd, redesigned and executed Systematically are . N
only’ slightly useful as a tpol for prdject management. Apnd surely, that . )
is what project objettives should ultimately be: +an effective tool for :
measurement of ach1evement'and*p1ann1ng for project development. ~

2. ’ Qur final recommendation +fs, in our view, a ilogical and ags able out-

growth of the evaluation ‘effdrts that the State has solicite this year.

.
« .

.

) ' 4. To ensure clear understanding of the educatiomral and ‘managgment
.- guidelines it promulgates for projeécts funded under Title .IV-C, we . «
., strongly recommend that two types of assistance be provided >
. .for'newly-funded prOchts . .
R . a) As theAprgject is started, (preferably before the - i
» . i beginning of: the school year) a seminar should be |
) . conducted which would present the fundamental principles
* . - of effective’ project management. ‘This seminar, should be
- ] N . attended by the Directors of each project, and''by at ¢
. { ) . least one person represénting the school's administrative

system(s) ia which the-project is to operate.

. ¢
»

, b) Workshops=shou1d be held‘in whiéh specific techniques :
. ' for solving specific problems are presented.’» Topdics for .
. N ' . these workshops -could easily be dewised on the basis of
. . : .+ this year's evaluation of .Title III projects, and addi- C,
, . tional information obtainable through on—going self- ' ’
evaluation by progect staff and their administrative ’ '
~ liaisons., Lt , o
, As we have“pbinted out earlier in this report Project Directers are,
+  often, inexperienced in management It is our contention that the
. .- . -State has a basic respogsibility to Provide tfese Dirdctors with some
form of guidancé in-<'the practices requiréd by their jobs for which they
R ’ have ne prior training. Furthermore, it will be to the State s own ' .
e advantage if it can back its investment in innovative projects at )
‘ledst to this extent. We believe that if some help is giver in the o, .
. D - ; ¢ ‘ N ) o . LT
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first yéar of a project's life,. far better chances exist that the
project will succeed, gain wider acceptance, and ultimately represent
. the.type of educational advancement that the original investment ‘of
" .State funds was meant to‘Engender.

.

*  The responsibilitygEor innovative education projects cannot and’'does e
not logically lie ifely with the administratoms of Title IVL. R
~ Indeed, our observations during the course of this evaluation have
‘ . uncovered several areas.df concern in the appxoacb of school systems .

and the projects themselveés to the €oncept) and process of innovation.
. Following are recommendations for the further definition of responsi- . S

#F bilitieggand roles‘to be maintmined by school)’ systems” im which inno- .
vative pro;ects/are_gpdertaken, and by the projects themselves.

v
+

B - v Recommended Role of School Administration l ’

One of the most widespnead problems we haVe uncbvered/is the lack of
administrative supportgaxperienced by many of this year s Title, 11
-. - projects. The causes’ for'this lack are not entirely clear in some . :
cases. It is safe to ‘assute that” for ‘every school system that -is ,
remisd in its responsiﬁ&&dties to a project, there is a Project Director
who has failed to articulaté his or her needs for administrative support.
. . In this contéext, we would Suggést that the following goals be set for
administrative involvement in projects funded under Title 'IVC:
' o 1. The first responsibility of the scifgol system should be
’ the selectfbn of the Projest Director who is qualified
to handle the wide range of demands that his or her job

¢t l“

. ) ) ) entails. - Where possible, someone experienced in project
. management should be selected. We recognize that teachers
e ‘with fully-developed management skills are rare. If ; . )

experience is lacking, demonstrated capability for leader-
: . ship, sound decision-making skills, and a capacity for®
i ’ delegation of authority ‘are vital.. Above all, it must be
, i ' understcod by all thdse involved in the choice of a Project
' Director that the-person selected will almost invariably
. need help in the project's first year developing the ® '
e management and communication skills needed to foster and ~
disseminate a successful effort. .

. e ) N
2. At least one individual should Je assigned to act as
. liais%2>between the project a the school system as a e
"+ whole.” This might be a curgiculum coordinator in the

t

faculty department most clogely associated with the

Y ‘ * .. . project, or it could be a/ffaculty member or an adminis~
o e trator with acknowledged #alents in projéct administration.
It should not be a pefsor whose other responsibilities are so .
o ) compelliwg that thig role will consistently be obscured by
: . . .. other pressures. P . - ,
4 ' ' ' e ¢ PR S
 J 0 - — .o
Projects that involve more than one school or school system could need - .
- (more than one administrative liaison. - .- ; )
o o ¢ - L R .
Q . : : .'“'-187‘)8.;, . £ . R
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- /— . "‘ -
- . 3. Whetrever possitle, schools .should be required to review
‘ the basis on which innovative proJects are planned and
! supported. . . , L}

[N

Wé recognize that in many systems, few clear, long-range
edutational goals exist.. However, if projects are to be
successfully perpetuated and’disgeminated, they must sooner . :
or latet be accepted as adjuncts to the more traditional - '
educational .approaches maintained, in most schools. It is
desirable, therefore, that profECts be selected that will
complement, enhadce, or prov1de constructive ,alternatives
to a school's basic curriculum. We believe that the more
“schools can be urged (through the State guidelines for
« Title IVC) to design projects with an eye to gaining broad
acceptance by faculty, administration and parents, the
better the chances of project - success and dissémination
will be. ’ Ao ‘
v . J
This is not to say that prOJects must conform l“\curriCu-’
1 lum. .It has been true in the past, and it will continue _
to be that many programs will be diametrically opposite o '
. in their purpose and-conduct to the more '"traditional” L
context in which they are detreloped. These contrasts are
. y healthy} but they shqQld not be attempted despite the
' system. . ;

Recommended Role for Project Direétors .

R

.The role of the Project Directer is certainly central to the chanced

,that exist for successful implementation, completion, and dissemination '

of a project Day-to-day responsibility for fimancial management, staff

and” student attendance, effective communication, with school and community,

fulfillment of State reporting requirements, problem-solving of many .
-kinds -- these are just a few of the concerns of the Project DireMgor.

Even for an expetrienced manager this would be a challenging and difficult
2 job. And for a teacher whose managerigl experience is, probably extremely _ |

limited, at best, the task of meintaining (and eventually disseminating)' '

a project is staggering. The following recommendations are heant to

reflect our belief that the role of the Project Director nust ‘be defined

(and limited to some extent) if the people who fill this pesition”in the ‘ *

future are ot to be forced to spread theiyp) skills and’energies too" thin.

-~

1. Regardless of action that may be taken by State or school
the Director of any project-should establish a‘constructive ‘
o and clear relationship with 2 member of the school admin- . -
. - - istration or faculty who can be of gepuine assistance. As ., 7
’ . a source of feedback advice, and help, such a:relation; : o
- ship is an invaluable adjunct to the Director's own skills
and the sypport of his/her own staff.

e R ¥ ’ . N
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j o N |
o 2. ‘The Project Director is an agent for change. In‘thilsf role
) he or she must strive- to communicate the nature and purpose
o of practices used in project implementation to relate these
oy practices to institutional goals, and to seek théeir addption T
© by the %ystem directly and forcefully. o i - ‘

. 3. The quarterly reports.submitted to State supervisors by .
the Projeot Directors should include reviews of the ¢riginal

R © project objectiyes and of the actions and activities|tHat !

' contribute to the realization of those objectives. At Jany .

. time during the development of the project (and espe¢iflly . v

in cases where a Director is selected after_the_obje: es

. - . and goals for a project have been estabJished), shquld
: ' - be the Director's right to question, retphrase, or eve

redefine objectives if he gr she feels that is 4 neces ary

- and responsible action.. a

* CONCLUSION ' ‘ . .

. o ’

' Given the unusually short’ duration of the projects evaluated, the [ti ne
1imits involved in the evaluation itself, and the limitations we ha
already identified in the data we have obtained, we are justified in §
drawing inly ‘tentative conclusions from the work described in thi .
. repo t. k With that set of restrictions in mind we are still prepared -
to state unequivocally our conviction that some re-evaluation of guide- -
lines, requirements -and procedures should ‘be performed by the Department
-of Education before’ T1t1e IVC is jully implemented i e
. i - s '
In.the course of our formative evaluagion of ‘this year s projects, we .
. have found the Project Directors to b communicative, responsiye, and, ' :
in general, open to suggestion as to how their performance could be
improved. We have also found that, in many cases, their various approaches-
to the complex problems of- project management lacked focus, and
. importantly, the admanlstratlve support that makes good project §Znagement
., -possible. » ) . “l. : 4 '
Innovation is hard to accompli h, even under ideal conditions. Unless " iy
an innovative project is widel' understood and accepted it cannot possibly
y . succeed. -The respon51b11ity fo creating‘uch *understanding and accep-
' -tance must,«finally, be shared by all the mpajor actors in the project .
development‘procesé The e to which each of these actors can support. ¢
. and compiement the othérs' li:f‘(o ts is, we believe, the extent to which any-
v \, ¢ innovative education project wilkl secceed. . -

. . A

' N
% : SN : ' ) .
11We would suggestj%hat any data athering efforts undertaken next year

\ focus immediately on the ProJec Pirectore' perceptiors of ‘their own
’ needs and strengths as managerg \and administrators.* Some of the spe- .
\\ cific issues thdt should be.rais d. are: effective use of objectives as -
tools for project evaluatlon and .
with schoel and administrations,

commonly asdociated with innovati

anagement, useful forms of interaction
lanning for‘dissemination, and problems

y
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To facilitate the interaction and learning processes that woﬁlq make

_ , possible such a cooperative approach to project development, we suggest )

< that, the State continue to foster the cémmunication‘with and support of o
projeets that were begun this year. Specifically, we.strongly urge the’

development of an on-going evaluative process, to be condgcted by the Nf

State Administrators Title IVC 'and-by the projects funded under :
Title IVC. 'To rdinforce this approach, workshops should be offered, - j
starting early in the school ‘year, which enable Project Directors to -t
examine closely, prleems of project management” and suitable techniques
. for removing or offsegting obstacles #o0 project success. } '
7 N PY , ' v . 5
* The outcome of the S(gte 's continued examination and support of inno- ° 4 '
'vative éducation progects|shou1d be a significant improvement in the
relations between the projects themselves and the traditional educa-
. tioqal systems in which the projects exist. If this relatiopship is,
// strengthened and efforts are made to enhance the management skills. of
the - individuals placed in charge of projects, there is every’reason'
to exXpect strong-and lasting accompllshments in the develppment of

, innovative edut¢ational tethniques. N .
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INTRODUCTION : - . .

[}

’ As part of the evaluation of- ESEA Title III projects, your cooperation
is needed to compile some background information about ‘the development
and implementation of Title III programs across the State.

To complete this. questionnaire, xpu will need fo consider several
;spects of you;_p:oaect'

- the original objeciives for the project; 4

- - -

’ - any obstacles or cbnstraints that have been' encountered

or are anticipated .
o - coping tactics that have been or shopld b\\deVeloped to
offsgt any obftacles or constraints; .
- your expectations of success in meeting the original
objectives for the project.

~ R ¢

Your Tesponse to this questionnaire will be incorporated into a body
of information to be shared' in the workshops that will take place
early in 1976. So it js importaht that you give:some careful thought
s to the QUEStiong raiséd here; 'the more you put into your response -now,
the more you ‘and othér project Ieaders will benefit from this phase
* of the evaluation process. . ; . .

- . &
L »

r ' ' . . -
Please complete the queStibnnairé Without censulting other project.
staff or school administration personnel. There are no right or wrong
answers to the questions raised here, so even- if you feadl that your
perspective on some problems may be limited, there should be, no need
for, you to collaborate on your response. Your indepenﬂent assessment
‘is the most valuab&e céntribution you can make.

Please'be sure to read all instruttions’carefull}' If you have any
questions or problems, feel free ‘to call for assistance. The person
administerlng this phase "of the eévaluation is Susan W 1liams of
Arthur D\ Little, Inc., Acorn Park, Cambridge, Mass. e may be

-
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22,
PP

. ber contributing to that preliminary list of constraints.

" identified by.participants in the Title IIIX Evaluation orientation

tified a11 fhe major constraints you §

. ﬁ ) ' M / /
, < 'PART I : L
S CONSTRAINTS ' . -
) ‘ .7 \ y |« o,
L\. Y - . , . N
| L4 ’1 ' .J .

Y —_

To help you to identify the constraints ;problems or circumstances)

_that affect your projeqt, and to evaluate the ‘relative importance .

4
of those cdonstraints. ~

- 4 - . i . ‘ Y
A

The list of oonstraints that appears in the following exercise
KColumn (a) Items 1-12)]was derived from a listing of problems v

3

meetings held in'eariy December. Those project leaders who attended '
an orientation meeting (in either Natick or Springfield) will remem-

- This exercise thkes the process of identifying_constraints a step

further. Tt requires that you continue to think about the problems
you .have' ta deal with in managing youerroject until you have iden-' .
ck., '

I . . BN
St

we

, .
, .
g » : '

=)

)




. * s ., f ’ '
s . » * ) ot R -‘
/ 3 + . b ® * ’ / : . '
s . ) ORT 1 ' . L ro. ‘ '
— > \ . X ¢ ~ . , t . . - . - 1
. - " CONSTRAINTS ' - . ‘ f
" Please complete FORM A, "Relative Imfortance of Constraints”, as follows: ‘ o
- . | S . = R \
. , -

" A. Review ‘the list of éonsttaints in Column (a) of FORM A (opposite) Decide‘

. - &
-

Which (if any) “of these constraints are present in your situation:’ . i

. |
- . i ” . , ! -
’ ' ' ¢ - 4

.B. Add to the list of constraints in €olumn - (a) as necessary, until yoy are .
satisfied that all of’the major constraints you;face are shown on the table.. . *
. Ve 1 . .
C. In Column (b): numerically rank omdy the constraints in Column.(a) that
¢ fit your situation, ihdicating their relative sigificance tovyour project.
Do not rank any of ¢onstraints 1-12 that are not present ip your sit- {/'
uation. Let 1 = the most 31gn1ficant constraint you.face, and so on.

(The significance of a constraint is equivalent, in thlS context, to the . o

extent to which that bonstraint thireatens the successful accomplishment W -
.of project obJectives ) - . . : ]
‘ 3 4
. ' . - N - L, g . e -
D. In Column (e): numer1cally rank only those constraints among items 1 - 12 .

in Column (a) that fit yqur situation, 1nd1cat1ng the1r relative %1gn1f1cance

to your proJect Do not rank .any of constraints 1 - 12 that do not .apply,

L3

and do not rank any of the constraints you may have added to the list. Once
again, let 1 = the most significant constraint, and~so on.

. . . ’ -
. . . -

I ' 3




. A s -
) ° FORM A ) ‘
L Y B R .
ey 2.+ RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF CONSTRKINTS . :
L P 'l\ LN . OProj'ect Na'me: . - E
- ) f .. . . . e " ! RN
- * & - . ) : ) , i
' ) . - T ’ ? - . (b) . . “(e) - ’ .
‘ .« ‘ ; - T - Rank-any of -
’ ‘ v . ', Rank-all -constralints constraints 1-12 that
’ ‘ Constraints . . that fit your 'situation fit your situation
1 ! \ . ’ '( ) ’ ’ ! » -
’ ’ 1. Lack of available/adequate contacgtime'with students ’ S A
9 . ;
B 2. Difficulty in sommunication with school board (school system) S .
. . jompetition for teachers' time - v \ >l o
: y . ’, e i . . - !
{ 4. Difficulty maintaining student int‘restﬁarticipation . ’ )
> N d . :
L 5. Lack of control over allocatiqn of"fn.‘u‘ls for ¥pecific purposesh Ct
} ) 3 ‘ 4 - N ’ \
, 6. Students slow to adjust to non-tradivional situation ’ . .
7. Need for support of ke)? administrative personnel !
"\ ' \ t." ) . . N "
! 8. N&ed7 for &chool and communit:y commitment o ris,k-t;aking : . '
rd ' L X’_ 3 - .
"9, Diﬁficculty planning curriculum ane grr Y K - 1
’ - a7 P =N |
’ 0. Res?tance to curriculum‘ innovation among faculty ' il . . ' 1
; ; 11. 'Di‘fﬂ&culty in disseminatic’nlbf in?ormatiqn- abogt préject ) " 3 '. ——
' . . . .
N o . 12. Isolat.ion of innovation’ig, school/commun—iey - o C . ‘
5 - * N : t
St ) S Additional constraings: < D \ ) b
K f : \\ \ 'I' '] ‘
+ 13. .
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) ‘- EXPECTATIONS . .
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Purpose: to ‘help ypu to define and.axticulate your expéctations regarding the ; ‘
. chances of successful acfomplishment of your: prdoject's original =
. i N ‘ .- ‘ .
‘ . objectives. T R ‘ . )' , : - ra 7
- - B .. - ‘~ i R « - . :;:‘ . - . ‘
. . . ¢ H R \ ‘ . \ ~\ . - . , L
. £y & . R [N .’ . ‘
. . . — . . ) :




. A A

PART II ~ . ' A
| EXPECTATIONS _ g . | N

. g
r . s . . . -
. - . - - N K

- Pleaseé complete FORM B, "Expectations of Success", as folldws: . . .

!

" ey
iy

. R . B . . ; . L. B
3 ’ .o N ¢ ) / ¢

A. In Column (a) of FORM B, oppéo\site, the 'or,igin_al ob_jectj.v‘es for your project are’

- ) N

1

e N .
N

Pkl e e

e, o - o

haalt- T
-

e,

L

' 1isted. Please’ teview this 1ist of. objectives thoroughl};. . " .

A

N . ’ . ‘ 2 ,Q . . N .
""B. ‘To £111 in Cohn;n (b). of FOBM B YOJI will need to refer to thwonstrainvts“ Lo

- .
N . T M

-On FORMA Columne‘(a) . S o Vo .. o -

: A ‘ - - . t ‘ .
SR In Column (b) of FORM B, write the number (taken from. FORM.A) of each constraint
that .you:, feel affects the"‘dhance of sdccessfu,l accompfishment*of each objecti\re ) '

1isted in Column (,a) . Wheré more than one constraint Qfects an objective, mora .

Y

o 5. than ofie_number . should appear opposite that’ objective. o - e I
. [l l,
W, ~t . - - RV - . “

C. - In Column (c): please summarize briefly any a’ction which if taken, would offset "
the tonstraints identified »in Column (b). Do not refrain from suggesting an B
action which though technically possible, you feel is nqt. likely to be taken. /

o
v.'

) -'D‘.l. In-Column (d) of m indicate the extent .(expressed as a percentage) to ’ﬁ
~~ ‘which each project objective has alreadx been accomplisheé ('ﬁlat is, if an . ' /\

Lt objective has already been fully realized, write "160"7[1? Column (d), oppdsite
' - |

' ! th%kjobjective CIf 1itt1e progress has been made on .an objec.tive, enter a low ) .

P, ~ . i
percentage figure, suech as 15 or 20./) IR . "‘a"‘ - “\

A - N h - .
s Y Tl - y .o+
? . - 3 . . - £
.. ' b K c, v 5 L .
L) * -

i ﬁ g I-n Column- (e) estimate the chances in @00: (expressed as a percentage) of
L’ Q ‘ ot
?EMC | successful accomplistunent “of eackb 'project objective by Jul)f 1976 (projecs.-‘bnd )

‘ . : : 109 S v e
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PART IJII
‘ PROJECT OBJECTIVES oo v

! IS
. N ! -

C, "Ranking of 'Project Objectives", as follows:

“lh oy

Please complete FORM

o N

A.. Reread the- original project objectiﬁes listed in Column (a) of the table
opposite. ‘ .
‘ . - . , |

B. In ColumrT (b): indicate numerically’ the relative importénpe of each
objective as understood when .the objectives were first defined. (Let ].
stand for the most important, i.e,, the objective which, ii* met, does

r;nost to juftify the whole project.) N '7
13 " ' ‘

_.C. '%n Column .(c):

. 'A' ' .
.without referring to what you have put in Column .(b’, \
-indicate the relatlve importance of eagh objective as you perceive it- l

now, part way through the project. - (Again, let. 1 =" most :l.mportant..)

. ! , ) )
The figures in Celumn (c) need not be the same as those in

»

Column (b).’ Lo , ;

NOTE:
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s . ESEA TITLE III PROJECT EVALUATION
) SQuestionnaire for Administratdrs ] T
\. , - »
- : , ‘ ° -
‘ . \
' INTRODUCTION ' \ .o

. As part of the ‘evaluation of ESEA Tltle III projects your assiétance is

- needed to compile-some background ihformatlon about the, development and .
‘implementation of Title III programs across the State:

& R \
5 3 .
Tb complete this questlonhalre,.you will need ‘to consider varlous aspects

. of the Title III project ‘with which you are associated' ) t-

y

4 .
e -

T - - the origlnal obJectlves “for the proJett' L ; Lo e
4 A -
o * = your expectations regarding the chancee” of sd&cessful o~
accomplishment of the progect obJectives;

- . any changes in approach that might be required to nmke
, possible accomplishmentfof the project objectives.
Your responsa to this questionnaire will be incorporated in a body of infor-
"mation to ‘'be shared in a series of* workshops for Title III Project Directors
early in 1976. So it is important that you.give careful thought to_the -
questions, raised here; your .efforts at this stage will _benefit the entire
project and its staff in the months ahead : LI

.

Please complete the questionnaire without consultiné project staff or pther,
school administration personnel. There are no right OF wrong angwers to the
questions raised here, 50 even if you feel that your perspectlve on_some
e issues is limited, there should be no need for you to collaborate 2\\§our
.. _~Tesponse. Your independent. assessment of the project is the most valuable
conttibution you can make.

. Pledse be sureto read all instructions carefully.. If you have any.questions
or problems, feel free to call for assistance. The person admlnisterlng
this phase of the evaluation, ig Susan Williams of Arthur D. Little, Inc.,
Acorn Park, Cambridge, Mass. " She may be reached: at (617) 864—5770 Ext. 3180

.I'
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PART I
S . EXPECTATIONS

X o ‘

5
S _

Please complete EORM A, "Expectations of Success", as follows:

2 -

A, Review the original project objectives listed.in Column (a) of the

¢

‘ table opposite.

///’ B. H\ Iumn"(b)° opposite each objective in Column (a), write a word 1
o phrgse that identifies clearly an action which, if taken, would eneui

the successful accomplishmen%,of that obfective. Do not reng}n fr01

suggesting an action which, though technically possible, you, feel is

.

-\ likely to, be taken o “
\‘7, B~ ' ‘ o
*C, In Column (c): indicate the extent (expressed as a percentage) to
boe each project objective has already been accompiisyeh. (That is, if
. objective has.already been fully realized, write-"100" in Column (c)
oppositggthat objective. If little progress has been made on an obj

tive, erter a low percentage figure, such as 15 or 20. ) )

[] . . ¥
, Y O N o b'
D. In Column (d): es}imate the chances in 100 (expréssed as a  pércernta
of successful accomplishment of each proiect objective by'July, 1976
(project end). The figures you come up with should reflect your se

of the likelihood of success, nothing tiore precise.

-

L . ..r' J‘x ") ‘

l» Q . . , . A llb B -
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7 _ ’ FORM A
a3 ' ' EXPECTATIONS OF SUCCESS
Project Name: -
(a) N . . (b) ;
) : N W 3 ’ ' ¢
L . : : ! Actions Needed
Project Objectiveg / . ‘ to Ensure Success
; , \ s ; f i
: \ 2% 1 N AN LT *
‘ - l ) ‘v
N 1 %X
- . ) ‘
. ' \ -

. ]
3 R bl
‘
"
3
»
¢
v
.
“ <
»
A
.

of Succesg by July.

7

.
td
¥
o :
<
"y
R s
.
N
-
L
.
.
N
.
\
.
- ~
%
.'\U .
™ -
I8
7
.
o n

4




~) N W L ’: L 1
’ - - ' ! V. ~, 5
. N ' ‘ o
{ b r
) 7 g‘“ . e, ' . .
¢ '} . ’
> - ! . ‘ - x : , ’ +
i ¥’ N ., .
’ . N N ~ -
; T R . ' e - A -
PART 11
. " RANKING PROJECT OBJECTIVES o -
W ) " . ‘ o
' : L‘ ﬁ ‘ ) ‘.(‘ . ) a ’ \ ' ¢
. . . N _ )
J > _ Purpose: Yo assist you in clarifying the xelative~importance of the'
T ' : .
wo , ’ original objectives.
"- ‘ » , \ ‘( ,
) ' ' < . ! -
.. h . . -~ .
o ) ’ . ‘ :
* ¢ ' , = . o '
L] s - ’l' ¢
: . '
4-“.F ’ »
’ ! . J . e -
rd ~ ' .‘ \ . . ;
' . . ' » . ' :
" ,'. . ., R N s - .
[ . ¢
- o
- , o )
’ " R
, < . - 1
- 7 . ‘)
a ‘ . ) ‘ 141‘
N N . ’ L N ‘ R .
0‘ .
N \.\' ' ! . . v
" ERIC ‘ , o .- o
oo { i ' . \ c ) -
4 '\ < ¢ s N

.,
L
.
. L
.

6;91ect'l




PART 1
RANKING PROJEGT omiéTI‘VEs

*

|

N 4 .“ L
L3 . {
J ‘

.
4

' . | >
Please complete FORM B,

A..

c.

»

“Ih Coiumn (c):

. NOTE:

"Rahking Project Objectives", -as follows:
i,/.“m . . .ﬁ ’ . - .\
Review the origipal project objectives listed in Colymn (a).

©

In Colum\~(b) inicate numerically the relative importance of each- _

objective as understood when -the objectives were first defined.

the most important, i.e. the pbjective which, 'if met, would do most to
* justify the.whole qfoject.) > '

-

indicate numerically the relative impo%tance of each

objective as understood now, part wathhrougﬁfthe project.’

most impoizent. N .' reN T
c. . )

The figures in Column (c)‘neéﬁ-not be the Bame as ‘those

k8

(Let 1 -

Again, let 1+

7t 4
'
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[N - - ' - . . : . * . -
Lo @ - A N O R (e)
. ' A M
( I’} . X . Y . '
~ 1 V4 , .
_— . - . ' Original Importante Importance Now =
) Project~0bjectiv§s o« .t TeaT (1 » most’ important) ~ | (1 = most important)
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o A Yoy APPENDIX B
A SR ’ . ' )
‘ w.' PROJECT LEADER
- Y RES?ONSES FROM PART I, FORM A ) ,
. o . .
’ - . ¢ + : . " - - \ . s 7
o o : - No. of'times
’ . .Constraint cited
Commoti Constraints Affecting Accomplishment as applicabie’by
of Project Objectives ‘ . 7 Project Leader '’
} - ° . ’ , ' ' ?
1. Lack of available/adequate contact time
“ 'with students ) ’ 6
.o A “
2. Difficulty in communication with school .
board (school~systemY‘ 11
3. Competition for teachees' tife s 25,
4, Difficulty maintaining student interest/
participation ~ 6
5. Lack of control over allocation of funds 0 g |
+  for specific purposes . . 9 '
6. Students slow to adjust to npn-traditional
. situation : - 5
- _ . *
7. Need for support. of Key administrative
persontiel . i - ‘ 19
8. Need for school and comhunity commi tment
. for risk-taking " 14
“ €
<9, "Difficulty planniné'c&rriculum - 10
10.. Resistance to curficnlum.innovatipn_among T .
. faculty . ’ ' ’ 16
11. Difficulay'indhisseminatidn~df information . ]
. about broject S ) 2 ' 12
s . . .. CoL
.
12. Isolatiop of innovation in school/ ot
A . )
community - . -, ot 13 *
,’ - ! i .
3 7 .
) - B-l - ’
' BRI ' .
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1.1
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
9.
‘104
11.-
12.
13.
14.
15.°

2

s

17.
18.:
19.
20, -
‘21,
22.

23.
0\24 L

16.’ "

' Limited

APPENDIX c
. PROJECT LEADER
RESPONSES FROM PART I, FORM A

f

Lack of;mcnef‘for implementation
'Tine of project . '
‘Time required for approval of project funds
Too many teachers wishing involvement \ o
Lack of staffing in specific subJect area

" Delay inm hiring project director

Novelty of projéct - no tracklrecord _

,fnadéquate selection of ‘Board .of Ditecfors ' ‘
Lack of necessarx'transportation‘ . . '_ ’
Scheduling ¢tonflicts 7 ) - '
Teacher -contract restrictiqus on inservice t{ime -~
Teacher reluctance’ to work across,educatian-l levels .
Lack of project'time ) ~ ' . \ Qk
‘Lack.nf equipment , g ,
‘Lack: of needed materials - : \f ) '
Supg¢rvisor (power conflict) N | o .
Eddcational priorities' of school administr tion v t

.
’

Lack of technical skill among’aecision—mak rs

Lack of appropriate space

Forced change in schedule * ’
£

authority of project staff,
g b d

Unclear
Lack of
“Lack ef
Lack of

‘alternatives
motivation

leadership

19

sense of responsibilit§ (staff)
Unclear understanding of objectives

Iuability to structure tasks

*
r



29.
" 30.
| B
" 32,

33.

34.

35,

37.

Lack of time to copmunicate wit, othef administrators
Lack of staff

Regtrictions due to ‘¢onsultinp status in school,

Low student enrollmedt
Aétiyities overload
Inability/unwillingngss t ﬁofﬁufor change

Lack of ﬁon:zol over |im ‘gﬁentation of‘objectives in LEA

Inability to. operate|within power structure of institutionsjf

.Uncertainty of futurgq project existence

- It .
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9.
10.
11,

. APPENDIX D

'PROJECT LEADER

-

? RESPONSES FROM PART II, FORM B

v

Actions Needed (Taken) Cited By Project Leaders’

v

<

.-

8.

12.

*

Inservice time for workshops
Funding ‘ : ’
Administrative sopport (change)
Priority - Project (staff)
More .specialists for project (staffing)
More project (operating)-time . .
Adninistrative’involvement in(planning'
Personal contact witH resource people:
Legal follow-up to release dollafs
AdJust to ind1vidua1 schedules

Credit toward contracted din-service time for teachers

>

Negotiate with unit for support of voluntary participation

-~

-

RN

In-service broker for’ each level -

Establish separate ;n-service options for HS teathers
More project staff meeting time ‘ g
Disseminate i
More collaborky
Training for Administrators

tion ’ N
b | ’

Training for Teachers. - o,
)

” More priority'— project (Admin.) ' ) o

Re-evaluate Teacher/Administrator hiring procedure

Re-evaluate system education priorities

Deyelop manageable programmatic steps, for Teachers

' Involve more teachers in short ~term tasks

Identify educational 1eaaership - Staff devel.

Modify ‘schedule

Teacher indéerv}he programs and teacher participation,
Gonsolidate curricEiun

Involve students in independent'activities (tasks)
Develgp new activities to address student needs

.
J
e

D~1 A ' e ’

131 .
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APPENDIX E

PROJECT NAME

Waterto@n - Imservice
Middle Grades - Hadley
"Breaking the 'B’arriers'y"'
Diagnostic/Prescriptive )
Projeét Renewal
Laboratory fér‘ ;.iving'
Project.Exploration

‘Action Learning Project -

Amherst Mgm. Training Pfog. for Ed.
Ipswich Env. & Civic Action Proiecf

" Diagnostic Classroom .

‘P roject Interserv

Lexingt?on Teacher Tra‘ining Pregram

Project A.C.T.
0.P.U.S.
Watertown Reading

*

»

’ Average
. Success
to Date-

4

.55

W48
.39
.50

45
83
.57

.51

.51
.96

66"

.38
.76

.08

.37

-PROJEC,T LEADEﬁS' _ESTIMATION OF SUCCESS

/

Lo E
Average
Success

by July
2

.83
.62 -

. .92
78
.95
.68
.91
.60

© og
.91
.86
.89
.69
.84
.12
.66




. ~ APPENDIX E

PROJECT LEADERS' ESTIMATION OF SUCCESS

PROJECT NAME

. *
Act III

North Shore Alﬁ.'Education )
Driver Education - Handicapped
Peer Group Teaching
'Community'Family Life Ed. /
Project Open

Math. Labs/ w/Metric Inservice
Marlboro Energy Cons._éorps
Boston Theater Arts Project
Project Eight X

Student Leadership Training
;ndgvidualizing in Stages
Teachers Center ‘Project
Management Training antdy
Ptoject‘Appraisal

Gloucester Museum Project

(cont'd) .

& Average
Success
to Date

%
.24
\0‘78 ~
'31
Inc.
61
.1‘/5

.71

.80

.63
T .27

.36

'057

<

2

‘Average
Success
_by

-

)4

July .
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N . APPENDIX F

©

oy >
¥

[
. . -
L33
. . » - .
‘e g .

13(3 Ve ‘._‘i‘

ADMINISTRATORS' .ESTIMATION OF SUCCESS -
. }
a Avérage ;\v;rage
, Success Success,
‘ ~ to Date - by July
PROJECT NAME S S S %

' Waterﬁ?m - Inservice .23 75
Middle Grades - Hadley .69 .77
"Breaking the Barriers" - .33 ' 97 .

. -Diagnostic/Prpsc:'iptive ' ? ?
Project Renewal . ) *f\ .82 ldb 'J
La’borato;'y for Living ’ 0&9 ’ * ‘J .28 - .68 -
Project Expldration L. :85 1.90
Action Leaming Project .54, 64
Amherst -Mgm Training érog for Ed. ‘ - T -
Ipswich Env. & Cfvic Action Project i - .45 ‘.83
DiangSt'ic Classroom > - .48 .70
Project Interserv- L ‘ N 620 - ) J1 ™
Lexington Teacher Training Program . Y.00 .00
"Projéct A.C.T. ) .69 .96
o.p.U.s. . 7 . 00 - .07
_Wat;e‘x"town Readir'xg \ TN . .37’» ‘:" i ;’ -ﬂb

- . « O *
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© APPENDIX F S
- .
g ADMINISTRRTORS* ESTIMATION OF SUCCESS
i . © {eont'd) -
) \; L) . " , . g . ‘, )
- . .o .
1 . ) ‘ .
’ ‘ - Average - .
) ' " *Success
) - : ) , o to Date
..« V- PROJECT NAME ' e SRR
oo T T ) . oA ¢
L. Act III St : ‘ 38,0 .
- .North Shore Alt ’Education - . S 1.00
‘ » .- P .8 ) .
X - Drfver Ed.ucatton - Handicap%’ ‘ , - .125 . -
t [ F ' . . - ‘ R
' ' Peer Group Teaching ., )V S , .72 .
L A ., : e
- A3 Commupity Fami}y Life Ed. . . . ' 47
. f\ ¢ . N , N N . . & v .
‘ Projeét Offen ~ < T . .60 -
. K ' ~
. Math. Lgbs/ w/Metric Inservice Y, DT B & ¢
e Mai‘lb'ord Ehergy ~Cons. IC;arps P . . =19
. ‘, Boston Theater Arts Project S "o W84
fote Project Eight S R T
. S S;udent ),eadership Training © - / T 43 )
. . N : - . , - B
) Individualizing in Stages , T " .40 >
/ S o R . ) . . . - . MR Bt ,
. . Teachedts Center Project, .? ' . ) .93
Management $Praining Center -~ S I il
‘ . .553* 7
v - 2
, - o
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APPENDIX G {

' - CORRELATION OF PROJECT DIRECTORS' AND ADMINISTRATORS'

" PROJEGE NAME | <.

v « n‘

Watertowﬁ - Inservice

RANKING OF OBJECTIVES (RHO) -/

Correlation of
Project Directors'.
Rank Ordering of

" ‘Objectives

* (Imp. Them vs. Now) '

‘Middle Grades - Had{ty . - r;-;:?’

"Breaking the Barriers
'Diagnostic/Brescriptive
Project Renewal
L5§oratory for Living
Préjedt Exploration
Action L;arning“Project

. - i =
. Amherst Mgm. Trainidg Prog. for-Ed.-

"-Ipswich Eﬁvm«& CrvidﬂAgtion Projért

. Diagnostic Classroom ' .

Project Interserv.

Lexington. Teacher Training Program /

Projegt A. C7 { /”,\ -
/’ N

. O.P.U.S.. '

Watertown,Rgading

. .50 = ) -
v.90 L
.00 ©
40
1.00
1.00
.95
.92
.97
I R
T
.50
.99
L 1.000
1.00°

-1

~ (Imp. Then <

Correlation
Adminis'trate
Rank Orderid
Objectives.

© .50
.83
.54 *

R




APPENDI)‘: ¢

-

A\ T CORRELATION OF PROJECT DIRECTORS' AND ADMINISTRATORS' ~. - *
N . .- RANKING OF OBJECTIVES (RHO) ’

~ \ - R ‘ . (cont'd)

. ‘éorrelation of

. . ° Project Directors'
J' Rank Ordering of

. T : Objectives R
" PROJECT NAME e (Imp. 'I'he‘n_vs'. Now )
| fet 111 . ¥ - . .69
., North Shore Alt. Education ﬂ . .60
o Driver Educatioh - Handicapped Lo ‘ - .33 ‘
;J": Peer Group Teaching ’ o ‘ - . \'1.00
Community Family Life Ed. c e . .64 ‘
g Project Open . . . . '"" +.50. :’. . )
Math. Labs/ w/Metric Inseryice - B f\‘og, -1.00 .
Marlboro Energy Cons. Corps . - ,". " 14
f Boston Theater Arts Project v .;20 e
Project Eight - - " ;"1”' " ’ '.'\9“0. v
| _ Student Leaders[gip Training ”‘. .- o T .
[ ' Individualizing, in Stages ° g _ v M'Z - ~ 1.00% ° .
‘ . " Teachers Centar Project. U ":: S '.36
Management Tradning Center' v : P . 1;00%
) Project Appraisal L ',; " ff) o - " '
) - Gloucester Museum Pfoject o ! \' N N'/,’ ) " . 91 N
. . ® R C -
) SRR N £ 1)

. -Rank Orderis

(Imp. Then X

Correlation
Administrati

Objectives

.99
.60
1.00

1.00

Jo

1.00

e 0
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APPENDIX H

RANKING OF OBJECTIVES (RHO)

CORRELATION or PROJECT DIRECTO;E AND ADMINISTRATORS'

PROJECT NAME \\1

ﬁatertowq'- Inéérvice

Middle Grades - Hadley -
"Breaking the Barriers"
Diagnostic/Prescriptive &
Project ‘Renewal | 9

q Laboratory for iiving .o

Project Exploration
Action Learning Project

.Amherst Mgm. Training Prog. for Ed.

Ipswich Env. & Cclvic Abtion Project
Diagnostic Classroom

Proje'ct Interserv PR

Leﬁngton -Te!:her Traini;ng Praogram
Project A.C. T ‘ .
"0.P.U.S. o . -

Watertown Reading

~e

’

[ W

‘Rank Order

Correlation
Impdrtance
Then

.05
.85
1,00

1.00
.02
'0-10

[ Importand

«

;Raiik’Ord
ot Correlatii

Now

2.0
y’o‘87 o
«35

o
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r ’ o ARPENDIX H
CORRELATION OF PROJECT DIRECTORS' AND ADMINISTRATORS' ..~
. : RANKING OF OBJECTIVES (RHO) :
T I (cont'd)
. o . ¢
. Rank Order ‘\ Rank Ord
N ' ' Correlation - Correla
L : . . - - Importance N - Importat
* PROJECT NAME ' . ©_'Then . Now
Aet TIT B TR " .08
Norxth Shgfe Alt. Education .95 . .80
Driver Education - Handicapped - ‘ : .34 T .38
Peer broux: Teaching v ) ' - . L -
Community Family Life Education .8 kb
Project Open - P ) ' . .01 . - b 3 .09
‘ Math Labs/ w/Metrhe Inservice B 1.00 ' ' ‘1.00
) Marlboro Energy Conservation Corps | , a ‘ " .06 i : ‘ .06
Jston 'I‘heater Arts Project ‘ : 1.06 - - 40
Project Eight . . - ‘ -
Student Leadership Training ' ' - : . -
Individializing in Stages ‘ _ , - -
« ‘f ' 'I,‘eachers Center Project , L ' LB - : .32
. Management Training Centet: | P - ' ‘ 3 -
Project Appraisal ' ) R F3 ; -
Glo:u':est_er Museum Project o ’ . -= . . -
. . - ' 14‘5 3 , . M
’ A YRR
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‘?RAINENG SEMINARS

o -

INTRODUCTION

This Training Summary accompanies a series of reports as
part of the Formative Evaluation of Title III in Massachusetts
during 1975-76. The primary purpose of the training program .
was to train project directors for plahning and conducting
local educational change programs funded by Title III ESEA.

The fbrmative evaluation was distinctive in its emphasis on
evaluative input into the formative processes through the
Training'Seminars and feedback sessions.
‘ In concept and design, the Training Seminars reflected the
guidance and recommendations of leading researchers who have
studied the process of change and the strategies of problem
'solv1ng. It has been possible to- draw on extensive literature
concerned with innovation and change .in educational systems and
relate the results of persénal experiences with developments in
* _ .-Massachuse@tts. The emphasis of the training and Formagive
evaiuation was on a framework conSidering process and product, ~
and more ‘importantly, the-interrelatedness of'the. two. 3

»

) Tnié Training Summary is designed to assist workshop ieage
in conducting training seminars for the Title IVyC project
. directors 'in future years. The evaluation team Has tested these
materials in traindng. the project directors to plan and conduct
their lecal inng@vative projects. The training materials will be
further tested during the'fall semester of 1976 to-build a graduate
. level course directed by Dr. Richard J. Lavin of the Merrimack .
~Education Center. ) t : s
Training was provided difectly to the identified needs of
the project leaders. Through a set of evaluation procedures
data was gathered to .assessyexisting support capabilities for °
follow-on training to the project directors. . The Training_
Seminars were designed to elicit information enabling project
directorswxg analyze problems and implement program modificatiohs
based upon

valuative fei:::e&.
Specific management icerns were addressed through the:
Seminars. Emphasis was placed upon successive stages of inno-
vation and sustaining efforts when funding phases down. Project
digxectors participated in self-study and reflection through data
¢ollection. Through-a problem analysis, the project director
was, able to identify where efforts would yield the greatest

pdyoff . .




L ‘ i : - -
~ -2 -
- ' ’ ‘ ' ' t ~ L:.
Three major purposes for this type of ﬂ;aining are: . Vo
1. ‘Udcovening Ihe principles underlying a successful
program, and dharning 'these pn&nc&pteé.- .
2. Exploning techniques for &ncneaéed pnognam eéﬂect&ve- .
ness and adapting these techn&thé to. un&que prejects. .
: 3. Improving means of attaining ob;ect&veé thnougﬁ
bettenr management techn&queé and menoved dissemina-
tion practices. , . .
. ’ ) N
.The issues raised in the suﬁé:quent training sessions . o
related 'to specific areas of the project director's imple-
mentation: activities. ] '
; ‘ 1
1. Budlding and maintaining effective relationships.
4 i L4 -
2. Problem-s30Lving and §inding eftennative solutions; s
problem analysis. , L
3. Funding and using nresounces. )
4. Project continuance. > .
5.. Diééeménatiop and aiﬁéuéion.
- /" ) . ’
SCHEDULE OF TRAINING \ -
The training se551ons were scHeduled to enable pro;ect
directors to participate in the iterative process to identify
problems and examine salternatives. Figure 1 illustrates the
time, schedule, location, and site of the traindng. Figure 2 -
illustrates conteht' of the Trajning Seminars.
~N o - .. . ’ ¢t
. \ ‘,‘
- 4 . \_A .o ’ ¢ ~ 4
. - ,
\ - 4 ‘ —~ 3




'

-3 -

» " ESEA TITLE III

. MEETING DATES ‘R PROJECT DIRECTORS

i

#*Orientation conferences were held for the Tit’e III staff on

December 29 and 30,

&

149

1975 at the Merrimack Education Center.

. "
LY I(
‘ 4
- ¢ .
Dates Location ‘Time' Resource
PHASE 1. ) ' g
.. February 24 (Tuegday) -Marriott 9:30 44 4:00 MEC and ADL
(East) ‘Newton, MA (full day)l K
February 27 (Friday) Ramada Inn A ‘ "
(West) Springfield, MA .
. b - -
March 9 (Tuesday) Marriott 9:30 = 12:00 MEC and Ron
(East) ’ (half day) Havelock
March 11 {(Thursday) Yankee Drummer " : "
iwest) ,Auburn, MA J -~ ‘
,./ d T
March 23 CTuesday) oliday Inn 9:30 -=%:00 "
(East) - Newton, MA (full day) . ‘
. March 23 (Thursday) Yankee Drummer " "
{West) _____ _— - : - -
PHASE 11 . I
April 27 (Tuesday), Marriott . 9:30 - 12:00° °© MEC and Ron
(East) . 5. (half day) - Havelock
- 5 . N ¥ S~ -
. . " f "
| Aprddgd) (Friday) Ramada Io " . 0
May 25 (Tuesday) ¢t  Marriott 9:30 - 12:00 MEC and ADL
(East) (half day) -
May 28 (Friday) Yankee Drummer " "
(West) . ‘ o
: \
. ) ) 7
FIGURE 1 hasd
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OUTLINE OF TRAINING SESSTONS
TITLE III ESEA, 1975-1976

B

-

, %
) W

, K -

=

(Each Training Sessions is, offered on two dates in two ;ocaéions—-easf ati west.)
. ) . . oo v

. ‘ \ ' ’. )
9:30 - 12:00 ©1:00 - 3:00
4 — \ ' "
N . { . Overview of Evaluation S
bDAY 1 Process - .
' Constraints and Barriers
3 ) F
: —
) - - Problem-Solving Model Change #gent's Guide ta
DAY 2 Six-Stage Model # Innowation
Interview Data and On-site - «
. Visitations ’ < .
g e Objectives and Goals Constraints "and Barriers
.- M DAY 3 ) -
- Questionnaire Findings Coping®Tactics
- y Nl , v d
. Personal Qutline Plan
’ . * kh - . \ ‘.' N
- ) » R B N
" Questionnaire Survey .
- DAY 4» Results ~ ' ;-
' ’
. Simulation Exercise ’
‘ . How' to Sell your Project ! .
DAY 5 . : -
o How to Describe the a
N Benefits of your A
] Project . ‘e
. N , ‘ ' - ’
s : - :
. . Review of data collectTon
- DAY 6 ( -
. v , and | 'T‘r" . . .
‘ Explanation of findings . v o
’ - ' ‘ .;
‘ . FIGURE 2 -, . C k
- * i ‘x-q )
DY) . / ’
Q ) Lis0) .

1

.
A
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; . 3 : . - L
r v 2 ” . p ’ - . l
- Xy ' , ’DECEMBER SESSION .
‘;o : » ‘g; ' ¥ '
v ‘"
B e - . “

- v s ' !

- ’
Wt .
- hd \
.
» ’ *
N Y . / -
;. . " . -
. . - A ‘
4 | .
L) - . -
AVl A - .
o
PO . he .
. . - " - . .
R \ L. " . [N K
s - . ‘ﬁ .. . ..
~ . .
. s - . v . -
.

¥ < e The roblefn-solving prbce'ss ﬁnvolves a wide r e of
"skilgp including the ability to .develop 1ﬁ§glnat1vegways of \
‘dealing'with problems. Proge dLrectors, as a group, r- - ",
- form relatively weakly en t imensions °-of problem anaﬁms

and this intg feres s1g-m1f1 antly Wth thelr ablllty to make

.« decisions. RN % ’ . -
1‘“. \, . \/ 7

Etgeftise 1n thes! areas’ relates to evaluat:.ng, local", -"
-.resources an ‘contraints as they arisesin .conducting .the :
1ocal progr: throygh the process of J.mplemq.ntatlon and
‘diffusion.. the flrst intrdductory: wgrk hop a- thodified
-D ecy procedure ‘was used to identify conStraints and barriers.

ramstormlng An' the .session.also- stimulated idea productlon
and expression.. _ The \Kt.ipose of .this act1v1ty was to obta:.n -as
» Imany ideas related to. the problem at hand as, possiple. The-

-~ form sh5wn in Bigure 3 was_ used f r- eac}r person to fcomplete. s
ﬁ resu ts of the total of 1nd;£1dual constraints and .

are showh 1n fdrm in Table o .
hore 2hle
nstraings, and barr;ers were recoraed by the evdl-
and uﬁlllzéd later aeveloplng a questlonqalre
Jto Be mailed tq@-.all pro;ect\d}r Ators. See the sdpplementary
'report by ADZ, Incé. for dample of the questlonnatre and analy-
*si's e.g-_the data, : a " L. T

N . . - ' -— .

% The force-field method is often used”prior to the systems$

analy51s metHod w1th the sole purpose of/

identifying the pgmb.em.

“a list of restralnmg forces is thus gerived -- those cons ralnts

. that.inhibit the attammen:t ,0f,the change goal. Any one of the.
conStra.;nts,geﬁerated from the problem analysf® can be used a's
" the "issue to «be aﬁpiled.-ln the systems analysis cycle.

- .
\ . i o \‘ . e
- . -
N M . .
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§
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e
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. ORGANIZATIONAL ‘
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- - Y
i v . § ¢
M - e - *
T e - 7

‘.Q,,: A — . -

i, (5) .Cotmuriication = with o%oject ‘. T f’ e o .
Lo ‘with aystem -,
2. (4 Commi tment to risk—taking ., ‘ . ! L~
» L. . ' ¢
- - a . L@ ’ [
3. (3) Structure of bu:eaucracy (introducing change) <
e . k> overcoming constraints coe R < B~ .
[ S % , R N . . B
4, (3) Implementation de;gys (control) \} ’
” . v .
. g <
R 4

. <5, v’ “Tolérance for onange (level; éoﬁpetifion)

-y
4
6.: (1)  Communication - decision making (for continuation) .

T funding for future N ’] - ‘
: \\-7.'“ (1) .Organizéfional-strucfure (changes over time) | 1 e

A N

8. (2 Objeq;ives_— reslis;ic for tine and resohrces available "ﬁ
. - . . ’ ) .
9. le Loné-range goals,4objéctives, agtivities,.etc. Co )
‘ Xplanning, cross-disqrigt) - . Lo . “
.i0:~ ) Distribution/dissemination.(aggregate market) (see #9). ‘- :(',
II. {1) Piio}itiesyoonmitnén;s (aiter over times ) -
12. (1) bombining innovationﬂto reinforce curriculun (basic skills, etc.)

N

* 1

-13. () Disseminating basic values of innovative’ projects, (validity
., /.. of curriculum and skills, etc.) ~

+ 14, - (2) ’ Confused roles/responsibilities project ‘within paramefers

3

15. . () ¢ LEA-based budget (in-kind, etc. ) local contributions

' =, f -

16, .(7) .Communications - horizontal,
R (misinterpretations) - vertical . -
‘perceptions of various groups rega%ding project objectives
*17. @) Support. of key personnel (administration, etc.) ) e,
.18. (3) Attiftudes - Department chairpersons, fnvolvement ~ )
) l?ﬁ (3) “ I ~ , ’ ‘e ' )
» - ¢ - - Y . . : .
20. ., (6) iofis to school board, information and support
" ‘ ” i) ’ ¥ ‘ !
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‘" - cut ’

ce 7210 (2) P’fiqéipal's attitudes (positive and negative)

* | - ») N o . *
) . " Budgets - allocate to project P L . )
.. ’ 22'. (3) . ' ) 3 L]
’f “ oo Continuati®h - allocate - contfol of resources ’
: . w N Y, K -
' . . ¢ i
Complémentarity - objective and system . 5 ) o
23." (1) .+ Process in diverse systems Yot ' R
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. 24, : (L Local interpretation’of 766, , - e
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. (6) 3‘, Time - r‘eleas_ed time (negotiatigns) v ‘ /

/f o
. .
s ,_,‘ d

(1) ' Educational plans - b?ecialgheeds' (managing)
“) | Inservice -fattenda@ce' (compegition for time) Lo P

(5) Tegm}teaching - resistance; resistance to change (curricufum)

k3) .Time/- ingakdiscipilnééy planning: l - X
~-€2) - Prepar;tion}time'haddfop" ) . _k’ ‘ . ‘ ;i A
%) Disbémina iné b;ilgtins to 411 p;rtiélpants (;ommu;}catioq). ’

() Tidte - recruiting, selecting, etc.

() I Allocatiﬁg time

(2) Logistics gbr-ggétings
1) Time during sch9§1 day
(6) :Scaff-mstiGQtion;‘iper;ia - résisgé;ce'CO-chagif

(1) Process and perleﬁ—soIviné (tasks) o N S

§
: 3
(3) New resources; identify and utilize - /& B

{

(1)) After-school wotkshops; time-scheduling

‘(i)" Participants - (extra) selecting representative ‘sample -
' disseminating to others oversubscribed workshops - :
" It

(1) Alternatives withiﬁ system; SCheﬂu1e53confli¢ting ' ’

)
>3

N ¢)) Recruiting core facilty as participants (full-time faculty) .

o R

(4) Developing curricuium .
. K '
3 [ - . , * '
(5) " | Training heeds; perceptions of teachers (format for sessioms, =tc.)
(5) Reach others who may need programs )
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INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF (Continued)
Y

\

22. (2) ,Pr}oiities - 05jectives7donflict of. time

23, .« (9 Competifion for time, interest, attentioﬁ

-

(2) Anticipating and assessing.meeds (for retraining)

(2) . 'Add-on to qther duties .competing objectives )
. . S

(4) Time for planning, etc. - Money and time for inservice (after
- school, etc.) ‘ . Cew ,

(3) Commitment - resistance, isolation of innovatipn

)

N

(2)" !Cross-district or school (diversiﬂ?*for implementation
» ’diverse policies) ) .

(2) Generating optimism (maintaining)

LI

- ’ -
Q) . Project eleménts - allocate resources (priorities)

\ o
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"TRAINING SEMINAR FOR TITLE III STAFF
A . 2 ,

3
¢

. Dr. Ronald Havelock led a two-day training seminar for
Title III :staff in late. December, 1975. The purpose of this
seminar was to present a general conceptual basis for innovation
utillzlng the "problemesolving model.” The following topics
were highlighted: ' ' v

[

.

. ‘ he
» x'elmon 0§ theong( 06 change to Local innovation
’vo Change strategies nelated to theony of change
¢ Case studies of change projects

' Dr. Havelock presented a general problem—solv1ng model (q}

rinking strategies) and .provided several case studies of the

-@development -and introduction of the innovative projects into local.

school dlstrlcts. L ¢ . s,
PROBL EM- sowws MOUEL S : ’ .
> : . _

Havelock has guggested four- prlmary ways in which 1nd1v1duals
can act as chiange agents: as a catalyst, a solution giver, a
process helper, or d resource linker. (See Figure 4.) A process’
helpet provides assistance 1n‘show1ng the client how' to recognlze
and define needs, to dlagnose problems, to set obje®tives, acquire

" relevant resources, to select or create solutions, to adopt and

ipstall solutions’and to’ evaluate and determine if they are satis-
fying needs. However, effective problem-solving also requires
bringing together. needs and resources; the resource linker may be
Aefined as the person who plays * role and helps clients find
and make the best use of resourc nside and outside-their own

L

systems.’ \ o

.

These roles are. not mutually exclu51ve and 1ndeed are comple-
mentary. (See Table 2.) Problem-solving studies are not solely
at the process level. Project leaders play -these roles in.the
overall planning* ahd installation of innovations. Act1V1¢1es
are comprised of the six problem-solving s;ages. »

[ ] -

Uiagnosing the problem .

Acguiring nelevant rnesounrces , \

Choosing the solution /.

Gaining acceptance - .

Stabilizing the innovation v ‘<;
<

N \

. A,

O g 80 L3 0D
.

L

ding a nezationéhip Co : - X

¥

-
t




: ' S \1
This process may be undertaken for change prbojecte of Any L

scale, from system-widéxegorganization of a school to. ntro-

I ductlon of specific materlals or procedures ‘in the classroom. L
e ~ s

.

-
K3

. TYPES OF CHANGE PROJECTS L

. Int&oduc&ng a new &nét&v&ce Ataéé taa4n4ng program .
. - Introducing a new pattern fon onganizding Lnstructio '
. Introducing a new instructional system
Introducing a program to serve, a 3pecial purppse on

, . special student group .
’ Changing the cunndiculum in one on moie areasd

. .
- , . .

\

I
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A
B.
c.

D. ¢

A,

*

B.

A
»

Timeline '@

? RSEA TITLE III SESSION

“’\ﬁffffy’ 12/29/1975

¢ PY 4

Iptroducfions/ }E;rposes
Discussion of- Change Agent Guide

Use of Checklists to Accompapy Guide

-

—

Plannipg and -Diffusing Innovatién Game -

. Simulation . -
S =TT »

.’ - e

/
Tuesday 12/30/1975

v

Applicatidn of Change Agent Skills to Sémple Project -

1. Relationship, Diagnosis , 'Acquisitions Skills |

2.‘RChoosiﬁg) Aécegtahce,JSglf Renewal Skills

3. Strateg%es and Techniques

L 3

Establishing Agenda Por Training Sessions

&
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FOUR WAYS TO BE A CHANGE AGENT

N ‘ )
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ROLES OF THE CHANGE AGENT* o - - ’

\

1. A CATALYST. . .is needed to overcome inertia, to,prod and
: ' pregsure the systém to start worklng on '
"prob solvipg. This role is often taken’ by
stjszzgs, concerned parents, or school board
. membgps. The change agent as a catalyst can

. energize the probiem—solV1ng process to get
: thlngs.startedn

1 ’ & co, - . .
+~ 2. . A SOLUTION GIVER. . .has deflnlte 1deas about what the change
. should be. This person has solutions and would .
like to have others adopt those solutions. - -
) The solution giver has to know when.and - how
P : _ to“offer it and has to know enough about it R

~ to 'help the school system adapt it to local
needs.

) N -~

«/_' E a -

»

3. A PROCESS HELPER. . .is skilled in the: various stages of
‘4 problem—SOIV1ng. This person provides Valuable

. C . assistapCe in assisting the client- system in - i
’ recognizing and defining peeds, dlagnosuii

- ) . problems; setting objectlves, acquiring rele-

P ’ . vant resources; selecting or creating solutions;'

' -, adapting and installing solutions; and, evalua- __—

CT — ting solutions to determine if they are’ datis-

. ' ‘ fying needs. N

* ; - i ‘ .
_4. A REsquCE LINKER. T .is the linker or "broker" of maeds/ !
resources. Resources cansist of people\with

time, energy, and motivation. to help as well as-
materials and 1nformat10n. The "linker" brings

AN people together, and helps clients find and —_—
make the best use of resources.

(See Technical Appendix for Inhovative Guide Checklists #6-9.) :

\ N .

il

*Excerpted from R. Havelock, The Change Ageht's Guide to'

Innovation in Education. .Englewood CllffS, New Jersey Educatlonal 'g‘
‘Technology PGBllcatlons, 1973, . PR J .

Ve
»

<t
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CONSTRAINTS AND COPING TACTICS

.f Ei thq February’ 24th Sessi e ligts of constraints ob-
talned from the mailed questlonn ire were displayed.

«-Coplng tactics were d1scusse related to the constralnts. -
|~ -~ To improve problem-solving skilis it would be lmportant for

leadership personnel to concentrate ¢n improfring management re-
sources, planning and using time, making adequate use of staff,
and delegating items thers as well as management monitoring
and contrel. The brainsforming session was intended to get.into
these areas of concern. .

Table 3 presents the llstlng of constralnts and coplng
- tactics derived. Figure 5 out11nes the agenda of the day. ‘

LY

GOAL CLARTFICATION

.

»

s
¥
5

P

Project directors need competence in analyzing the relation-
ships between major educational aims (State and local goals) and
the procedures they are using to r .imnovation in the schools.

+ A sense of relative r/poftance of Obj ctives and how they retate
. "to digtrict goals is useful in communmcatlng the ut111ty of the
results to those ;nfluenc1ng decisions about continuation of the
prdject. .. . . 5» -

- s \

] .t

Ak hierarchy of ob3ect1ves fac111tates the translatlon of
‘organizational -objectives into, group and individual goal possi-
bilities. Failure to dev1se a logical structure of objectives
Wwithin the educational system has 1mportant consequences for the-
progect.

.

%

<
4 .
» -

“eIn’ order to measure the‘appfec1atlon of dlfferances in meor<
tancq among project objectives, the quegtionnaires in Figure
were utilized. A While the central theme entails attent;on to. o
jéctives as-a means for improving the effectivensss of leadershlp

the activities are sharply focused on practlcal appllcatlons.
¢

=

The goal of these’ act1v1t1es is the 1mp ovement of project
marnagement, and ultimately, betfer utilization of the humad and
’ materlal resoQurces available fot 1nnovatlon. Consequently, the
seminars designed to help progect leaders and to elicit informa-
tion through data collection, include exercises and dlscu951ons
that enable part1c1pants to apply new- learnlng to project
" management.

% A




_ . gL . l
o Addlt.lonally, Wlth th questloqbalres, we. hava enqouragecﬂ
project leaders to con31de' project &bjectives in the light of\
» more commonly recognized gducational objectivgps—--the broadet
‘State goals. _The, ability to .do this strongly affects ‘the .
ability of.the. project lfader t® get others t® apply project -
results or encodrage support for the continuation of the prOJeCt. \
‘The data collectiqn intfoduced a procedure for éstabl;.shlng <
relawhve’ 1mportance among project objectivyes and ‘required the
project leader to explilcitly examing the relationships between
pro;ect obJectlves and educatlonal goals. ) ‘§

-
L] L J

The success of- ocedure.is demonstrated through the
ability to communlcatsg tofrdmlnlstratlve boards and thosé the .
project .sexvgs.” Another aim of this undeftaklng is the +gkill
‘development and use o objectiwves as a part pf the management
process. This inteY gretation reflects a comprehens1ve,approach
and makes exp11c1t iy the»process the potential educatlonal
impact of the projeck. The data collection process provided a
useful way "of sthinki g.about projects and stimulated the project

" yeaders to relate eir ‘'work more effectively to current’ and
future goals, ' .

v . . o ; -
. Administration of ‘an obgectlvés quest onnaire ang’ ranklnéi
by project directors of the pri rlty of objectives ‘ahd percei
® diffigulty of attaining them wag_ a.major data collection iter.
. (Se Data Analysis and Summary ort by Arthur D. thtle,\Inc )
The focus on progra.\}t/bjectl\res ass1sted prro:ject directors -
in: .

Al

.
. 1‘ Ident&ﬂy&ng the \'Lelatwe &mpontance 06

'2.‘ Undenétand&ng how th&é data calbe us
panect management. .

. 3. Applg&ng d&‘ta. to the md’ago“rit of . pnqjecz. _

4.. Expéo/ung techniqu.& for {ncreasing program
e“ecuueneu and adapting these teehniques zo. q

p/wje,ct Aczjc g. ‘ ki
‘5.’ mp/w.w.ng méans empi’.oyed 6%’11 attaining ob;ectweé

thnough betten management,

mpnoued d/.AAem,;nauon/-’ Y,
pnac.uceé, ete. SRV .

N .\

' .
Reﬂuctlon d1screpanc1es between initial Objectlves.and c
expectatwn-s along wi#h the development of tactlcs to cope with ¢
constraints led to:rev1sed plans with improved recogru.tlon of
short-term and Aong- range aspects of prOJett acta.yttles. '

Al — 4 .
[9
.

.},b‘b
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4 Project Directors' Meeting Agenda ' -
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February 24, -1976
.o . % : ’ * \
o . N ) S
. *Old Meeting House Room" ' N ) . '
* B .t . > - . L 3
* . % " \' . -
- 10:00, [Introduction ﬁ v .
R Review of Evaluatiom” Pro%ct to Date -
. -
10:45 Review of Questionnaire Findings R .
o x . . .
© 11:30 % Exercise Rel.ati.ng Objectives to Goals ! . .
S, * { o A ’ \‘
12:00 - biscussjon / Implications ,
. .. ) ‘ * . . Kl
. Luncheon ) . ; .
“Minuteman Room! g '
) v i B M . - "
1:45 pispley Constraints/ . Select Areas for Discussion ‘ \
- . ’ ' C e . :
- 2:M5 Form Small Groups / Devel?)p 8oping Tactics ',
- . N . .. .
3:00 Report General Conclusiomns and Préscripti%zs c=
A ' y . .. e ' -
3:45 + Develop. Personal @utline Plan”™ - !
o (Strategies to Overco&ne Barriers)- . -
. ] -‘
plans collected to be Critiqued , TR 4
. o ¢ .« -
' . .
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TABLE 3

" -CONSTRAINTS AND COPING TACTICS

1.. Lack of cgntac; tlme with students - constraint strategies

A a.
' . bs

g ‘ c..
AN d'.

. e.

4 il ‘- a‘
- bo‘

g*. ' :. .-ic;
' o " d.,
B L.

s
I . - 'Q
d . '

- initiated

Required student inVolvement

More project time ¢
Modify schedule 3
Involve students in ‘independent activities
A551gh hlgher prlorlty to prOJect

2. ‘'Communication with school board .’

More administrative support
Presentation to school committee
More information dissemination
More fercefu} project leader

.

3. Compétrilon,for teachens time i

W

Re*evaluate system education prlorltles

Identify school, educational leadership

Negotiate with union for.support of voluntary
participation ,

Adjust to individual schedules

Credit tpward contracted inservice tlme f
teachefs

- 4. Diff%fulty keeping‘student\interest/parti‘ibation ,

. Parent meetlngs
Better 'sc .
Develop n aCtIVLtleS to- address student needs

Consoljidate currlculum

' ' g e. > InVOlVe students in ;ndependent act1v1t1es

g . a.

. - * bo‘

.\ * v - C. -

: 3 d.
».'Yi ‘0 ¢ '

[}

5.. Lack of control over project funds (allooatlon)

. ) a.
¥ '." -. ".b.
SO et
' :o - d.

Legal follow-up to release dollars

Administrxative involvement .

Presentation to school commbtteg:

Define roles and résponsibilltles
¢




-Students” slow to”adjustpto nontraditional situation -

A : .

"a. Information dissémimation “

; b. = Payent meetings .
c. -Training for*teaqpers s .
d. , Develop new ac 1v1;1es to address:student needs /
e. * secdnd year 1mplementat10n . v’ v '

v—‘;,;//jf. Better materials . ; .

- *
o N

7. Need for support‘bf ﬁsy admlnlstratlve personneI

¥
0o
© J v

a. Tralnlng for administrators H
b. More information_dissemination. .
c. Admahlstrative 1nvolvement in plannlng
d. Feedback by.'participants - 2
e. Def;ne rode§ and ;espons;b%lities, Ly
. T RN s LN 1'.’ .

., 1;' \\ - ' ¢ ; Vo o ,

Need for school and communlty commltment to\rlsk%taklng
4".

. . . . “
KR -~ 1

" a.- “Parent meetlngs o
- b. * Involve key .staffc . hd ‘
. ."e ' c.:"More “¥hformation dissemination, R
- . d. Inv8lve more teachers in short-term tasks
; :1§‘L§~ . Re~evaluate system edutiation priorities’
~ .- . f. Involve commuhity - °

- g,' Presentatlon to school board

w

AN

»

-

, . .

o . T *

9., Difficuldy plhnning'curriculum

- a. Admln;stratlve involvement in plannlng
b. .. Identify educational. leadershlp'
' c. Involve key staff » s A\

d. Re-evaluate dystem educatlon praorltxes
;e. More pro;ect staff ‘meeting time

+ .
a 3 -

10. ﬁégistancé to innovation (faculty, etc:)
¥ . - . r

2

a. More fgrceful project lqader

. b. More in ormatlon ‘dissemination
c. More collabaration ’ 2
d. T;alnlng for teachers/admlnlstrators ?
e. 'Workshops

/f. Involve key staff
g. Moi?fﬁroggct staff meetlngjilme

g3




by
A ‘ P R Al
11. Difficulty in dissemination of project’' information

Administrative support *

Involve community
. More collaboration
Parent megtings BN

. vy

’ L] 1 4

- B T .
12. Isolation of innovation in school/commufity -

a. Administratiwve -support-
.b. 1Involve community
~ €+« Workshops 00t
’™®g, Pparent meetiné; i
+ ,e. More project time: A o
© Re—evaluate system ,education ppioxities
'\Trarniﬁg.fqr teachers/adm;n%sﬁraggrs .
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s - FORM C . .o . ® ’ Cou:ribuuon of outcomes .(fully attained onecnvus to:
—_— , Educational Goalq*. .
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' . . . 3 = Nothing 2218218 |8 |5 |eElcE|es|szldzle |- ¢
! SA¥PLE OBJECTIVES P ” Felsxle | u 5 €S oS |SE[S8 |G S
« d. Tq cewclop a broad pzognm of adapted physical educatiori (hereinafter . L ° ’ , ' <
relerred to as API) that will' meet the nceds, interests and ebilities of special 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ... 1 1 1
-recds childreh etterding ppdlis schools in Halpole, Massachusetts. The program ° 2 2 2 |2 2 2 }— 2 2.1 7 2.} 2 2
will irdividual;zed -in acchrdance with those activities/experiences deemed 4 3 3¢ 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 ?
{1 w2 to each-garticisant. - R ‘ LT p . R
et - 1 y 3
2. Jp tovelap a pxogrami:ha: will irclude (a) Activity; (b) Leisure X 1 - . . i
educaticn; « (b} Therapeutit ‘APE; and (d) APE experiences. .o : s 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 1 ’ 1 1l
. . » ) . . . : - 2212 |2 k2 |2 2 2 | 2 2’| 2 |2 2
“ 0 ', v . [ ' 2t 3 - 3 3= 3 ) 3 3. 3 3 3 3 . 3 3. 3‘
< : . ) - .. “ e e 1. A ) . ¢ - . o £ " \1 v 3 ’ e ) )
. K & . ~ L. . : } }
.ot v. T . e * ol 1 1
.o 3. To. dd&e op tfansfbr of learpi o settings du‘fetent {e.g., cla:::oon ; ; ; ; s "; 2 é 2 b g
"+ 4 | and hoze) Lrom ‘those.in which learm#hg 'is conducted (e. g., gymnasium). . 3: 13 3 '.J 3 .3 s a 3.0 1
- i B L. . . ¢ 4 R :
. s s L / A . : ' ) - - 4
S _— e ' \ Nl
&, To asceriajn if an inuvidx.alizpd, pe:son-c’cn:e-ed, diagnos:;c- 1 1 N 4} N 1 1 ’ 1 1 1 11, - / N 2
¢ p:csc:;‘p:'we APE progiam caf ef ’Qc: the growth and develqprrent of children with 2 N 2.4 2 ;2 | 2 2k 2 |72 3 2 2
1 ssecial.ndeds in the }ollo'.urg areag: (a) Ingelligenge; (b) Perceptual-Notor; ) 3' | 3 3 | 3«13 3| 3 3 i3} o3
(c) Sociel xaturity; (d) Personality; (e) Behavibral; ‘and (f) Achievement. . \ : g . , s
. N R ' ! EY : Y 1 2
- - 4 - 7 e LT « - T
' 5. To m:ke a positive impacc op the following fonr facets of the 1 .1 i | 1 1.1 1 1] 1 1
of a child with ..pe..zal noeds: (a} nedica.l; (b) td.:cacfbmlv (¢) Psycho .mz, 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
. (d) Bckhaviozal. . -3 -13 3 J 3
¢ ‘ o, I 3 3 / 3 3 . #, ’i
T . . - & . K . R X
*Consult Figure 7 for definitions. . . . ’ . .
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FIGURE 7 %

EDUCATIONAL GOALS - DEFINITIONS

A
¢

JY' - S
1.: PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL WELL BEING

.

x

‘Education should contribute to the learmer's physical -
and emotional well-being, especially to a sense of personal
worth~anq to a capacity for influencing one's own destiny.
BASIC COMMUNICATION SKILLS ' T
Al ' \

Education should develop in each learner the basic”
skills needed for communication, perception, evaluatlon,
and conceptualization of ideas. Among the most'lmportant
are reading, writing, speaking, llstenlng, visual and
computatlonal skills. .

N

INSERVICE EDUCATION : -

OffdY professional:development activity for teachers'
based ugon 1dent1f1ed needs and designed to build 1nstruc-‘
tlonal cqmpetenc1es. :

- , Lo ’ '
. o7 - —\,’_ "‘ .’."',
.- 45 .ARTS AND HUMANITINS BN

- Education, for.each learner, provides access to man's
@i tural heritage interwogen witl existing curriculum
truqture, enhances the teachlng and learnlng of the
humanltles

¢
i -

CHAPTER 622 /.

-

PR
-

. Improving equallty of educatlonal opportunities and |
‘meeting the' needg of learners in. the performance of effectlve
gool programs that gre nondlscrlmlnatory.- 3

) q

_RESPECT FOR THE COMMUNITY OF MAN- . '
e ‘! . i
Edutatlon should prov1de each learnef with kpowledge and
experience which contribute to an understanding of human ’
‘similarities and ° differgncessdand which advance mutual respect

for humanity and for the dlgnlty of the, 1nd1v1dual'

-
‘.

,
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'OCCUPATIONAL COMPETENGE

7

experience and attitudes, and the guidance for initial job

placement; it is equally important fqr the: learner te develop

a capa01ty to, adapt to changing condltlons. ’ .
- N l *

\

- ' ‘
UNDERSTANDING OF THE ENVIRONMENT ' .
- .

Education should provide each leafner”with knowledge ,
and understanding of.the social, physical, and biological
worlds and the balance between man and his environment and
should develzg attitudes and behavior leadlng to intelligent

use of the emvironment.
1

t N '

INDIVIDUAL VALUES AND ATTITUDES

Education should expand and advance the humape dimensions
of all learners, especially by helping them to identify and.
cultivate their own'sblrltual, moral,_and ethical values and
attitudes. ‘ , A

Id

K} [ 9
CREATIVE INTERESTS AND TALENTS T C

3 -

Education should provide each learner with varied oppor-
-tunities to nurture 1nteres£s, te’ discover and to develdp
natural talents, and to express values and feelings, thrgugh
various media. / C

>

N * )

CHAPTER 766

-

T Provide for a flexible and uniform system of Special

,education program opportunities for all children requlrlng \
special education; flexible: and nondiscriminatory’ system .
for'ldept;fylng and evaluating the individual needs of
chlldren requiring special educatlon.

NS
£ K

o

",

Education should provide the learner with the skills, R
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\ MARGH 9th SESSION * .
N Ly . :

- -, \
. .

-

As we have indicated, the data collection strand through’
-questionnaires and the training strand.offering seminars were
conducted concurrently. The major fogus of this training
strand was to help proeject leaders wi¥h planning and con-
ducting local educatlonal change progects. ‘

, The questlonnalres admlnlstered through the mail were used
to assist pro;ect directors to.
> e ‘identify the relative 1mportance of
; objectives
'+ ‘e examine imporgance data and bw it
~ can be used Ln‘prOJect management ,‘ *

° apply 1mportance data to the management
- of innovation. .
Project directors were provided the Change Agent‘’s
Guide to Innovation in Education ‘and the problem-solving
model fon planned change was presented -at the session on

March 9th. -The content of the training session was g general..

conceptual basis of problem-Solv1ng with suggested ways of
applying it to the design and implementation of innovation
locally. This was similar to the two-day session held for
“Title III.Staff during the Holiday recess in December.

A slide tape developed at the Un1vers1ty of Michigan,
Center for Research and Utilization of Scientific Knowledge,
Institute for Social Research, Ann Arbor , Michigan ,, provided
the focus for discussion of the problem-solving model.

Examplés from Title III projects visited by the evaluation
team were also ysed for illustrative purposes.
[ ! i

-y "
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© . ES.EA. TITLE {11 EVALUNTION
S PROJECT DIRECTOR'S HEETIiG

[ ¢ - s

F
Y

AGEHDA 2
Y | - .
° Marriott - Newton ! ) March 9, 1976 ‘
Salon A . » . * 9:30 - Noon -
I. OVERVIEW .. 7 9:30 - 10:00 .
! A. Purpose of Session ’ o L -

4

B. Explanation of Model’

C. Background of publication‘(CHANGE ) .
AGENT'S GUIDE). ' : &

II. SLIDE-TAPE PRESENTATION ' 10:00
N - Six-Stage Model - Review Havelock's
' six stages
e Relationship ’ ,
. J o0 Diagndsis
e Acquiéition
o 'Choosi ng . \‘ » Py 5 ,,"
o Acceptancéf* . ,
o Self-Renewal . s
- . i \~ \ . . .
III. DISCUSSION'AND OBSERVATIONS ! v 10:49
o Relati%nships
e Acceptance/Diffusion o .

o Self-Renewal

. ) . \\
g ' . -

’h, IV. DEVEI;OPMENT OF ACTION STRATEGIES 11#00
¢ ' €omplete Form : HN Y - —F ) )
" (-’ -
Small Group discussion of action R N L,

! trategies.

- - k] N ‘ . N
+ 4 ’ - . N ) .
V. SESSION WRAP-UP [ 11:55
. - ' . ’ 2
o +Distribute materials ’ ’ : R
. , : X ‘ '
' o Change Agent .Guide - ° ‘ . o, .
o Questiofnaire ' o . ' .
(Y »

g“jFERENCES: Slide tape presentation developed by thelpniversity of Michigan Center
[SRJ!:»r Research and Utilization of Scientifi;lK?gyledge (Lipsitt, et. al.) Review four -

amrio)les and stages of ~implementation. ’
: S (" -

L4
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8 ’ ) 2 . -

.  DIFFUSION SESSION’

SIMULATION AS A TRAINING DEVICE o . .

' 3
As a research training, .and teachlng device, simu}atién’has‘
had many ‘and varied uses: In the social sciences it has served
a wide variety of purposes: designing new sy ems, 1ncrea51ng
knowledge of individual and group behavior, training 'participants
in fulfilling ceértain roles, and feaching papficipants:about
decision-making. processes. It has been desgribed as the most

“promising, currently available, 51ngle inngvation in administrator

preparatlon. .
4

One entire seminar was devoted‘/to 51mulat1nthhe diffusion
process using a simulation game. (See agenda in Figure 9.) A,
31mulat10n training exercise was de51gned to involve part1c1pants
in the problems that superv1sors, admanlstrators, and project
leaders might encounter in real life while 1mplement1ng a%Title
III innovation”. ‘The simulation exercise required action.on the -
part of the part1c1pants. Procedures focused on the practlces
related to group activity. While the content -of the game is con-
cerned mainly with problem solving and decision making, the theory
for . the game is based upon the Havelock model of dissemination/ °

+diffusion and of fers some suggestions on the use of the model as.

- a gource of data- for solving’ problems.
I

,

Because most of the real life experiences of a project leader
entail inter-personal activity, small group activities served as
the vehicle for.conducting the game. The setting was desidned
to provide a typical example of an innovdtion and much can be
gained by ahaly21ng it in terms of the forces, .the constraints
and barriers, that bear qn the school system and he diffusion
of innovations in that environment.® Some questions were put to

‘the participants and are raised here for conjecture.

- < 3 Idejt&éy the constraints (24m¢t&ng 5ac{oné) that

1. What does thLA project mezy 604 inservice tna¢n¢ng7
2. What ane the eéﬁecté 04 the enanonment (communLIy)

on the extent of 4nnovat&on, program devetopment’
N~

‘ any |project Leaden - m&ght expect.

1)
¢ -

- L Ty

. = ~ 1

' . . ’ P . =% -
. . :

Y
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) ' FIGURE9“
- S . ve oo . v
- » - ESEA THTLE 111 .
| PROJECT DIRECTORS ' MEETING: - o~
March 23, 1976 . . , ) . | ‘H‘ouda‘y Inn
9:00 a.m. ‘ y . ' ‘
' ' A ASENDA . ' . .
1. TABULATION .RESU.L-TS (LI-STAc;E QIJESIIONNAIRE)' |
e _A.\_EFFORT INVESTED TO DATE/SUCCESS SO FAR .
B~ LISTING OF FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES.
11, SIMULATION EXERCISE 3 ‘ ‘
T A INTRODUCTION AND SCENARIO. R
B, 400 pavs - 2000, votEs oy
‘ , ~+ (SMALL GROUPS). S \ N
e IL DEBRIEFING AD APPLICATION S
| ) IV. OUTLINE OF PHASE II OPTIONAL S§SIONS ot , o
] APRIMND MAY co ,’.:' : g




Participants were scored on both the number of activities'
and" the number of stages selected or referenced Anticipating
barriers dand defining precau nary measures’ added Further
"bonus" points for the cqmpet?eg teams. - Ant1c1pat1ng constralnts/
can cug,prOJect losses and.conjectured 1nformat10n is often worth
know1ng. . , . :

Progect part1C1pants were aided through the game!n data- "(‘\'

. 3gatt§r1ng aiglgaIIectlon of 1nformatlon»about oplnlon leaders

f

.
ar

in eir ulated community." <‘The project dlrectors invested
time and resources in testing out strategles, collecting infor-
mation, and sequencing the steps so that ultimate decisions would
have payoff (i.e., progect success). In real life, one often
s;Senq1 -time.in convincing the admlnlstrator of project success
only to find that the influence and power for contiruation rests

.with the schaol board,and ce;taln people on the board.

°

simulation game* and types of influences igh, medium, low,.
negative, neutral, positive, etc.) wéere eYetents of change. -The€
-real test of the simulation game, of, course, is in the applicationy
of both. the understandings ofa stages and of diffusion strategies’

in the remalnlng days of the‘brogect duration. "200 Days--4,Q00
Votes," 'the title of the game, is spec1f1cally set forth to prov1de
thé realities of project management., ,Fhere is only so much time
imr.which to allocate -priorities and i!*moves by fast.

Endorsement of the school communityﬁs essential for the

L

L4
\

*R. ﬂavelocb, 1973; partially adapted from E. Rogers, 197Q See;i ‘
Technlcal Appendlx for "Players Rules. \\. *

<




W

/ gre&er .undergtanding of thd" prpcedurés and stepsgln the itera
‘plann;.ng dycle. - - _ . .

’ ' : . TN \l‘
’ '~ Figure 10 provides the agenda~for the morptng's training -

»

]

'*of his/hér pro;ect

o

- A

’ , . \ : ; ‘ :
R .l. ; o f\‘ ’ *
At

? e ’, ’x ) s ‘I
LIV A ‘ : .APR‘IS, i;th ‘.;SEM '/. R S ‘.Q‘\

e April 27th se551on, eagh prOJect dlrector was asked

"..£o outl:.?é briefly a plan for successful- completion and extension

Small,groups addressed priority decisions
and shared experlences and*approaches to the accompllshment of-
0 ectlves. ‘ ~ ! * ¥ -

s . -

13 ?

The emphasls, as in all thé.sessions, was 5n gaining ar’

session.

, the most ‘salient’ dspects.of: tk& prc’ects at the end of the-
fundlng cycle. . A’i Y -
. S . '_ 9 T
) ’ - .. » - - R ‘, ~ - - '
»

‘ The~£peme of’the-Training Semin§r was how to "get more".
out of ,Wweur” prdject.” T;meawas limited for ‘the one-year
*projects, ources were" runnlng out ag the school yea? 'if

I “‘

Approac}-ed co nclus ion. . ‘ .
P .. o ?

ﬁr addltlonal topic was "how to seld your pro;ect" which -

" featured, utilizing media, prepaTlng brlegéngs and iep&rts,

and communlcatmg #ifh*opinion leaders a
was evidenced by the questiohnaires. that-prvject directors,

st Gture and/resome?s of “the~ schooJos or the communltyz whlch
nmlg t ald them 1r1 ing deca,suons. '

. . N ‘
o ~ . . , . ) -‘e
‘a .ﬂl w' A . . » a ‘ Al
LR b » 3
: o . y . -
3 . . v " % . ' N v - .
dl . < (L e . 4 ‘u - 'y . e ! . * ‘ L2 -~
, ’ R s - -.e . o . ?Hey’\ - » ®
‘ < o oo P b :
' s N * A v s -} !
1 A £ . \ . - *
e e / . 4 '-' . N ' y
i o T > : s . . . ',
1’ ! : " B £ . .5‘. 1 <% 5 ». v 3 '
. . - : A :-
/ s . s N » ) S Ji , E . L,
. I T ’ . B T b
. '* ) - " . i . , A l“‘ . .
¢ - i . v' . , .. "‘ N - ‘ . > ‘ ’ . . ,
N * . .” R . s -~ A ¢ . i « s
L ‘\ --".
’ 7} L & . / ¢ “ o ] L .
h . -~ "
¢ % . » . . - . < .
® * Y4 ] re PRl - LIRS .
J . 2 > g L ] PR e -
. e . * | P . o -k _
- Reference: Bettrnghaus , E. Keep:.ng t,he Ublic Informed:

‘ofr Accountability. Denver p Coldrado :

Provct, 197$ o
e h.' '

“

.- F E A .

«

Leg ‘ * . «

s v ) n % “‘ ! . .
B [ ] - Co ~— o, " -

" ’ -, < . N - . f
A . P s . o

Fiqure 11 was®used'as g survey instrument to collect

owed weak™political" behavior and di¥ not consider the power o
- “\

. o,
L
[ . L .
: . ) Coy
., B .
. . .

-t

| 4

tive

-

advisory.committees.. + .

.- -
Accent
The Cooperative Akcountability

-
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T0. ALL PROJECT DIRECTORS
‘AND TITLE 111 STAFF MEMBE;E"

w

}31 " .
.

THE FOLLOWING OPTIONAE SESSIONS HAVE
PROJECT DIRECTORS. "RON HAVELOCK AND
DISCUSSIONS.

o0
EASF °°

oo - B0 ‘o

EEN\ SCHEDULED FOR TITLE ILI. 7+

ICK LAVIN:WILL LEAD" INFORMAL
. , o

' ’
4 . ¥

- WEST

%
TUESDAY, APRIL 27, 1976 T
© 9:30 A.M, TO NOON
LGCATION MARRIOTT
AR (NEWTON)

~ LOCATION: |

FR{DAY, APRIL 30, 1976 -
-9:30. .M, TO NOON

* RAMADA INN'

(CHIGOPEE)

I T

‘r‘ﬁ

’

»

 AGENDA ITEQ;\_J‘

Ll
L]

10, SELL YOUR PRO{ECT -- MEETJNGS, WORKSHGPS

Lo
v <

ING NEtWORKs ~- [PoRs

\
- K

AND’BRIEFINGS A

EMINATION AND’ DIFFUSION )
IN THE STAfE . \‘ P
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1 " FIGHJ{E ll ) ,\‘ - - 34 ] - '
B J ; —- - — : P L. . d
i o EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE , : ; .
ESEA Title III - PROJECT: - PR . “ Ry
Di or fe ' B S ’
‘ restor .or epresentative ’ . ,“' ) . Date- G
{ ' .- ) L S , . 7 . .
Instructions: List t&o or three specifi¢ activities Circlejone in each cel-
P . - ~under each heading. o umn for ‘each category.
" - ' ) * ’ .
i . # Effort inves- Success °
1. Build and maintain good relé?ic;nship's with key per- _t;d to date. so far;
' sons and groups. ! R ’ D
Done or doing: ‘ ¢ T HI MED .LO | HI MED'"LO |
A u s . ] - ( <, /L
. - - ) 14 ‘\‘*f
[} * ] -"h N 2 : ’* - - “.
‘Planned s, . - ) . .
K .
.= : N —r 2 . < \ T
2. Develop widespread aeceptance/adoption of project L ¥
" outside the original primary target group.’ HF MED LO HI MED LO
’ : ', T ’ - . V‘\ - ’ ~‘ \ ¢
< Done or doing: L "T ot . . -
- - ’ ' R ~ '
N . ' a . - ) - )
(;\ - Vi . P
r s - ‘ >
. Planned: N - . . .
’ B o ,,.1_,.,__ g “‘} v . (’
e . _ e L T T T 1
. —_ , s S. -
3, Pursue alternative strategies ‘for continued financing HI MED LO HI MED LO
.of project activities.* - . : - d '
\ 5 4 - 1 1 ) v i
' ~ e . M ' ! Y 3 + 3 K ﬂ P
" . Dome or -doi\gz < v ) :
* PR ' i , s
% . . 4 .~ - 1! ‘- ® 1 s : f
Planned: o, : ( :
» R L * . O N ' ] , . . C o .
T4l Dex‘*elgp;pndce-dures in addition. to financing for incorporating =~ | . SRR
“ 7 project actidities in on-gding program and insuring self-renewal. * —_—~— ’
» Déne or doing: 5 ° N - " 'l v MED ‘LO " HBI..MED LO
’ ¢ ) . * ' . ’ . ' A
Ceh, ~ : e = — - : ‘ i
. Planmed: .~ N s ' . . i
. '1 ¢ . * v . R
.0, Tv) ' o
‘e~ & . ﬁ‘- . . ) ; -,
0 ! g - A .
— ¢ - , ; =
f - o -0 ' ! . R 2 '
. Additio‘nal‘)/ space. for comments: . sy .
PR ;. ' ‘ . ;
. o * . . - .
o - . T S
. 8 ) - : “ ‘ * ;
A DS .. . P
. Y .. [~ ] a0 4 M .
’ ‘ .t + *w
\‘)‘ . . # ’
ERIC ot L SR R O 4 s
. v ) . ‘ "/’ . x i ‘z. 3 s o ) _' . :.




» \\‘ T e ’.. ‘ &
35 - \‘ AN *

: e . " <MAY 25th SESSION .  °

. N -

3 s,

- . g
- [ ]
-

v N e

¥
-

The flggl se551on for: the year concentiq‘;d on the dec1-

» sions central 1n’€he support stage wh;ch are edominately - X

P xnstltﬁtlonal -and budgetary The prédject directors had 1solated
principle’ ‘barriérs -and coplng strategies they had used in . .
®arlier sessions. This session was to determine if, they Had .
proved successful.- ‘ - o

“ .

\ .y . : : -

The 1ncorporatlon stage represents the most Pfserious"

commltment on the part of the ‘district, as Federal "seed ‘money"
‘ i's withdrawn and decisions must be made aboyt 'not only whether v
.,  but also what .components of and on, what sagge a project should ) ..
.be incorporated into, standard district pra@tice. . Few innovations
“will be ifftorporated-as a district "add-ch," but will constitute
budgetary and oedagoglcal trade-offe, . PN

' . ¢ Y 4 ' ° -
" he | May 25th se551on provided feedback on the data collectlon

performed by ADL: . . '

\ e

-
[

»

ym.

L]

h '”*o"piojeczioné oﬁ‘a%ﬁieuement 0§ objectives ’ ‘
J. - '3 pn&on&ttea among \obfectives o
2 R T ’coﬂé%na&ﬂtb and cgg&ﬁg ztnateg&ea adent&é&ed , .

. I -..\
Thegofbject d1rectbrs were asked to refléct upon how objectives
.relate to the'.school“district $bjectives. They were asked to
s 1dent1fy the planning ‘and supgﬁft needs ior future progects.
. ,

. o Figure 12 presents t}’ agenda for the May session. Flgure l%
4 illustrates & questlonnarre designed to- analyze .the steps the

A pro;ect‘dlrectors took in the process of olanned _change. and &asks
- the project director 20 ratq his/her efforts on.a scaled of 0-3.
Figure 14, another syrvey 1nstrument utilized, asks the progéct , .
director to brlefly ummarlze the ‘most’ salient’ aspects of hlsfher . .
progect near -the end of the fundlng cycle. " '

-"‘.

- -

?

‘ A’ summarv of the Tralnlng‘Semlnars and Formatlve'Bvaluatlon
.. _is deplcted in Figure 15. !

.\' i !: ‘: S ~’ ‘ . . “.
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~=9:30.a.m." to
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FISURE 12°

. ESEA TITEE “111- EVALUATION

o, -

r."‘y N . X + i ‘ ’ )
o P Marniott; Newton, NA
12:60 -noon - : - oLd Meet¢nghouée Room

AGENBA;

s -

PRESENTATION OF "DATA SO FAR .
PROJECTED ACHIEVEMENT OF UBJECTIVES

/f?R;OR}TlggrANQNG OBJECTIVE§ - (

"+ - Don MeaLs, ADL.
Y . . ’

SumMARIZE -COPING STRATEGIES -
‘LIFE CYCLE QF INNoyAJIVE ProecTs.

; | ’. A v' . |
-PLANNrNG AND SWPPORT NEE]
AY \' ~ -

" 4

§ o
WrAP-UP

Yy
i3




~ (l) Couplete- Column 1 for al} item on bcth péges using ‘the scale: RN / “

: LI 2 - \'.' , -
. . ~ « LA ’
’ . . 3 High; 2 = ‘-)/oderate' 1= Ilo\::; 0 = none; ]
' ‘ "2 = no mfoma,hon, unclear ' N\ { O ) \
‘\\ . [, " 5 . i \\“ i . . ) / ,
. / ™ ¢ Lo -
r o - B « / - ) "’ ~ P ‘\ 6 A i i? . ,’, .
. Rl - / . . /’ ' )
Coa (ﬁGmrplete remalnlng colunns (11, E\III & I‘{’) for all items | . ’ Lo
) v e 'scored eltz'her 2 or .3 in Column 1. . ’ i
. . Q ‘/‘ . ” e ‘-,. ;4 ) . i ’ - ’ f .
. PR / * . 5 N “ . , — ’
L ] ¢ . ’ , Cg . . . L ‘»J N ’/ o ’
. \ iy , Cot e
. (3) Please 11 ?"Tfé""?ro:yect——-’ftf&e—an& neame- o f.- B’ﬁfectOr or RN !
' . Y ! e v ) .
3 . [ . . . N “ ,
- Repref_éentatlve : veoe N L o
. S i A \ L . -7
- ‘- . » 1! ' e // s
e S - P A
»
. - *(4) Mail form back ta Merrirmack *Educatién Center Lo _
o ; c MorMill moad | T e
‘ ' ) i B B K »
] ? . RERW ¥ Chelms fosrd) MA Olg;ﬂ' ¥ . ! N r'f [ ¢ " . .
- ‘ AttentYon: Denise Feridleton . N
3 - . .
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e . . ST =38 T
. B ' ' - R . . / o A *
), TITLE IIL PROJLCIS: FROM omct ‘ro RENTVAL: gtegs ih ‘the Process of c*mny_e\.\“
! ' St (Key: 3 = }}{gh 2.= Modetate, 1 = Low; /0= ? = no info; “unclear) > )
30 . / : / 1 ‘ 11 T OIIIy w
I N . . /,’ ’ . o Impéytance jMitense | Succes \( Co@d
' . / . ' «for cess feffort | so far ;do more
. ‘ 7 —— e g - : Tel=
1. Establishing good relations with key pcople, . / \\\ .. . [?; - o
.| 2. Establishing gooy rélations with district ' VAR AN <IN
: superlntepdent . PR , / ‘)\ ) 51 ’
l 3. Estab‘i"‘fﬁlung good relatlons with scheol board - / ™~ ~ . S "'L
members S VA N e NS 2 7
£ | 4. Establllshlng _'good, rel,a ions with 'teacher:}n\'«\ \4._\ e d L \*{g ;:
‘ direct target ‘group . ' T . N >
% 5. Establishing good relations with other ) kﬁ& ~
te'achers in the district o A ' SN
E 6. Establishing good,relations w1th students—- e - T Eé s
Pk direct ,ta-rnAt _,.g_;,g,u_P_____ vt ' / ’ ) R R e \\
_i 7. Es;zabhshmg good relat),ons wl).th parents / ] v ' . S .
2 = L - — 1
/ kS - ! T xxuxmx\xe:,.'n“\" YN TR ‘-".:;- SOOI
» 1. D/e\(eloping u.]mrstﬂﬁdl*ng of target as social ' ) ;ﬂ
/ system (lea ocrc.up, norms, roles, sub"roups) ST e ‘ Egj
2. Detailed analysis of the nceds of target syoﬁ E LS
.| 3. Analysis of the target,system's resistance t . . ] \aﬁg
) - ianovaticn or change . N y 4 rg *
) ' TR o..\ MY, 4‘;\3:}:.\;\" XY *ﬁ
- *‘“1?‘1. Seareh for and-use-ef edugatiohal research-and - o . b .‘,.__‘L;i{ o
develom"e“t literature |\ : L L Z‘ "\
2 2. %earch for and yser of ‘e?pert ¢opsultants ., L ' J"?tL . ’
3.. Search for and usec of experienced practitioners [ ) ' e -,'v:_t;,‘f. » N
from outside the district S . : el .
4. Search for and use of paterials from other - -, R . aT_ggé 7.
.-sources rclevant to the project - , - ! . i g
~ 5. Act(iiysQlicitation%m{d use, of materials and/or ‘|- ; - - S
ideas amd practices fProm target group itself

. - ® ’ . [XXXX,L)::‘()Z)IX\2‘12'{?.?{,‘13‘:\f-. N NRN <
l 1. Scrious - consideraticns of alternative ways to 3§ - } - l/‘f' . .
*  feet the necd bcxo*a dettling on ore va? El
i LZ Adaptatlbn ol pzocadurcs or clc. ents of the . . Jf , A
. * a=t10n tQ fit the ta{ge_t s.'situdtion ' ‘ . i .
. 3;~Part ation by ‘menbers of . the target group in LT 1. . L‘gﬁ{ .
. creatiyg or shaping aspccts of the innove .thn d M B n =
4 I8 N
A Careful and de tallnd planning of hcw the pro- i B ’ ‘;xf .
. * ~; ¥
" ject was -to be ir ule:entod T . L t::j )
o , - D MES
. 5. Revision of 'project-based ongoapg,cva.luauon a ‘ +;y<t ‘
b of népds and out-omes (recycling, flexibiijty) o, '>/<t .
R - IR i ; o ICOUCKXNS NN MM M NN TN e‘ NN
: ’ . Z‘
.- 1. Serton di’scu.sqmﬁ and planning of how t6 e\panc. ) . . ' :ji
» .Project beyond diredt target group " - 7 . T, .,
¥ f’( Iy *‘ 4
Zr. anag in diseussions or megotiations vith” key" ; 1L J
Jpersons reg,nrdwn" such.diffusion ideas N , 1 ‘. " o T
¢ ‘ .o 5
< 3: Condyet workghops for gﬁ’ucmh of project » ‘ R L
k) Iy L] »b’ Lal
X 4 ond orl,mai taryp fyoup o . PR ¢ ' ] 7 L . .-
Pre 'r’matcnals, packages, cuides, etc. v . . . ’ L
fehe v g
ise ¢ above ‘rrint items beyond target . M Az ‘
.rmpcr Lovcf ( ol project . ‘f ~ ) ' . . ';",'._..__5'3_"
radin, qr f@ls"\l()ﬁ coverage N . }’ :
. i - s - ¥ - —————— o meem——
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- . v = 40 - . e
. - . Kl
-t ) . I 11 I11 s IV
1 < \ v - L
, o - ! ' ¢ Importance | Intense S\chess,if‘ould C s
- o . - o ; e .
. ’ for Success| effort .| so far ;{‘,do more
& I . . o . b J
T, * N . . e s N K ~~ .
! 1. Title IV proposal to extend-broaden projetct ' . ’ - & .
’ 2. ~Explore pogsibilitics of cooperation with i . -3 - . ‘Q:-;
.- . other. projects and/or edutational collabs. i : ﬁ
3 P‘roposals discussions. to inctease schoo‘l > - o
S . o <
distri¢t share of projeet costs Cg 1 .
. T . |k i
4, Search- so]1c1tat10n of funds from other =l
"_ sources*—Federal State, private. " T \ _g_, T
* (not Title IV) - 1)
5. Exploration-expertrentation with fee-for- « 1K
. - . , o< ~
Y service or fee-for-product arrangements (>
; =
6. Explore—conmder cost-cutting alternatiyes . =
7. 'Explore-consider noncost. options-parept'.. A . §<; D
-~ . volunteers o 2 =< )
A =2
| 8. Explore-consider noncost options-unused . ' ' <
Al space, equ1p"°nt ’r- . ?I ‘
' 9. Explore-towsxd;r noncost options-under— S 5_ .
\ %
, . utilized resourcés persons in school . &
» and comriunity 1 ' ) ’ ’ o o
. ” . ' ' 5 g e -
M VIS I 1 N .y PR 3. ’ o
. . AR A X XN R0 2SN NG
— R T - . T . ’ 'ls’é
"1 1. Gain official rt_cogmtlo. of, project as T . .23
vontifduing part cof schdol district program . b = :
» el
2 Spec1 1 sessions ‘to train trainers who can : . -:;ﬁ
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" 400 DAYS -- 2600 VOTES

L4 . T . .
. AR e LI : . .
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You are newly-appointed staff mem&rs in a suburbaﬁ school district of

v

yery mixed ethnicg socia'l, and economic composition. You have been assigned
the tagk of directirg a State funded~one-year project t%é!eate a_program to

more adequat,ély service the "special. needs" children of the cfistrict. The pro-

tesigned to take another job Just at the point at which the project is unexpect«-

-~

S _/“edly funded. This former 'proJect director was a creative genius who had many

., -

Ve

1

ideas about dealing wit pecial needs of children, and al%o had a charismatic effect

bu teachers, parents, and schopl boards. It was  on the strength of her past
record that the pro_]ect was ‘ funded. Furthermpre, her charlsma led her to

ptomise in her proposal that she wcﬂxld not only 1aunch a successful pllot
program but w0u1d ‘assure continuance of the program by takmg it—eo the vote

referendtm aQung for permanent funding and district-wlde adoptfon. ‘The refe -

- endmn will come” 1n conJunctioﬁ w1th the next school ?oard .election which is

exactly 400 days away\ " o ¥ . - .

. . B
[} i . "
» +

. ‘.

Unfortunately, you are not aUcreati* genius, as far- as you Know, nor do you‘

. Bhave any charisma. In fact, you are ent rely new to .the district and you c"on t

. .('really know,what makes it tick. You don t ’know-who‘s who, nor what issues coun}:
’ with what people All you have is séme energy, partly born of fear for where

LA

,_.‘ . ' ()3 K . ,.
EKC I N . : S g

[Ar iiToxt Provided by Exic [ 8 . R . A . . .
» . + - A
b J N . . - » .
N » . ~ ., N . N “ .,
N - - . o

if the referendum fails you re out. of a job ) . ‘:\
’ [ ) - ’. ] - .
A s : 4
You just happened to have met the-previous director as she was walking out

)

‘. thé dodr and you had expressed anguish and despbir aver your lot. "Don t

you will get ‘next year's bread because the sup{intendent has: assured you that

»

‘e
worry"' she said. "Just read this green book\and follow it. You see,‘I m not \
.reelly a genius and T d].dn t ‘have any charisma either but on my- last assjgnment
“ound this book and_ everything began to ha'ppen for me. " "Ok," you sai& "but”
isn't theré anyth:iag@else you £an offer me to get me going"" "We-l—l/ not much,
but keep in mind that abOut 4, 000 peg’ple will vote in that election. You" need

to perauade at least 2, 000 that you ve got a project good enough for ‘them to’

¥

pay for out of heir own p0cket§, : dﬁefore you do that you have to "ta g'f '.

B 'good program.. It won t be an easy task but ,it might he1p you to know that there

T ’ 3 . “ : 4
. . " . -

“ | Margh 1976) -
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© — \ . - . »
are ten basic influence groups in this town. Leadership is oyerlapplng and .
_ some_groups a%e much more important than oﬂhers. “1'11 Yeave it to you to . ”

figure out the rest. I could tell ydﬁ but then it wouldn't be such a 1earning

experience ‘for you, would it?® and the door closed behind her. ~ . -

-~
/. . .
¢

Now, alone, you pick up the big tattered green volume and consider tha

. message o the cover: The Change4¥gent s Guide to Innovation, in Education, .

w

.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

it ans. What does it mean?. 65 weé have time to read books? All we've got
«, ¢ 5 - »
is 400 days! . .. oa }‘ '

. -
- A .

~ ! t
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to . PLAYER'S RULES

' . . ~ T ) y
’ 1] L} - . ) ) ’ . . \'. _‘7:
You-are a change agent t‘ with 400 work days'. Your okjecti\'re is to plan - ;0

and pilot test an 1nnovation and obtain approval for district—wide adoption for

which. 2,Q00 votes are need_ed. Cormnunity members who have been persuaded to vote

' for. the innovation will sometimes be‘described "adopters. \ .
- - - ' ‘ . * ’ 4 /
anhe thange agent team sh’o’uﬁ also appoint its own scorekeeper to fi;l out
' This ‘team '

and keep a running total of, days actually expended as they are spent.

Ascox“ekgeper.spoald periodically remind his/her team of the days they have left.
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PILOT PROJECT PHASE (10 minutes - real time):

A

‘ On,thé.basisgof'your

-

~

-

N

current knowledge of the proéess of project development
rocedures that youy would want to follow *

and managemenf, list the specific

to complete the pilot project.
as a team.
on each item:

S~

Activity

. Activity

Activity

‘Activ%;y
.Abtivity
‘ActiVity
Ac;ivify
Activity
Activitz
Activity

‘Acqivity

Activity

Activity
Activity
Activit?
Activity
‘Activity

Activity

'

3

~

This should be a joint list 1if you are working
fHerefore, the group must reach a collective decisjon or agreement
Each activity you list will cost.20Q days.

Thus, you should be -
carefpl not to list too many activities, otherwise you will have very few days .
remaining for diffusion. However, if you spend very few days on the pilot project
you may not have an innovation which is either ‘effectiye or credible to the
community. Thus, there is a trade-off in which somewhere between 6 and 12 specific

j/?ftivities are optimal. ‘

« v

#1 Cost
‘#2 . , Cost
#3 ' Cost
- - ~
#4 N i Cost
#5 , Cost
e ’ } Cost
#7 Cost
N .

#8 . Cost
! [4 *

#f9 . Cost .
#10 : v Cost”
#11 ' . ) i} Cost

= LIraa \

#12 ) ! Cost.
#13 - oo . Cost
#l4 > Cost
#15 . u 'CosF
#16 - Cost.
ni Cost
#18 : o Cost

v

-

Cipcié*%nd add for total pilot days

~

20 dayg

20 days
20 days
days
20 days.

20 days

[y

20 days

)

20 days

20 days

Zq.gays
éoodgys
20 days
20 da;s
20 days
20 days
20 days

20 days

.

20 days. .
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s DIFFUSION‘PLANNING PﬁAsﬁ;ﬂ(ZO minutes: 2 minutes to read rules,‘s minutes to
list possible diffusion activities.

5

D
To carry out a successful program to gain acceptance for innovations, it is
gsometimes necessary to collect information about communlcatlondpatterns and
ehayior of potential adopters "and to plan a diffusion strategy accordingly. i o
Your team will have 5 m1nutes to disguss a joint strategy and to select ,
te information.

]

1. Two kinds of activities are available to you: (1) obtaining information
about the social structure and communication habits of the community; and
. 0% (2) selecting dppropriate diffusion strategies to encourage citizens to
-t ‘vote for adoption of your project. The information and diffusion strategies
available to you, and the time you must spend on each, are provided on
page 9. You are free to spend any proportion of your remaining time ]
on each of these two major types of strategies. '
2. Each time you take an information step or a diffusion strategy, the éost is
subtracted from &pe work days which you have left .for diffusion after the
pilot project. ’ ' -
. v . <
3. The decision as to how much information your team should buy before you take
a diffusion step is entirely up to you. Thus, your team may take a diffusion
step immediately after asking for a specific piece of information (e.g.,
. asking informatton about an opinion leader, and then taking a diffusion step -
.which involved that opinion leader) or the players may first ask for as much b
information as they want about the community and school system (like opinion
leadership, radlo exposure, literacy, ett.) and then take a number of diffu—

sion steps. . . - .

4, Selection of diffusion strategy: #10 must be Breceeded by diffusion-'strategy /
#1; i.e., you much talk about the innovation with an opinion leader before
he will agree to hosting a demonstration in the district. "Ea¢h opinion

leader can be used only once for each strategy, ‘
¥ - ¢ b
. 5. Each diffu51on strategy has some value in terms of the number‘of voters who
'will be persuaded to vote favorably as a result of that step. Thére are also -
cumulative effects, i.e., choosing one diffusion step early may affect the

number of adopters for another diffusion step 1M%r. »

4 -

~
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. PRECAUTYONS WHICH SHOULD BE TAKEN WHEN USING SPECIFIC DIFFUSION STRATEGIES:
(10 minute group brainstorm: team can use th1s list later 'to negotiate bonuses
and penalties on-chance cards.) . , . -
1. When seeking endorsement of opinion leaders: - i, E
-3 4 N A
y ' ' ! : ?1 ‘&
a. (example) Don't try/to discuss the project at his/her dinner hour. I
b. | ) « /e ' N\ Lo
N c. l - ] \ .

\ p .d. L - - I
e. ‘ [ .
£, . -~ . (

» . P -~ . T
2. VWhen preparimg for and using demonstrations/workshops or meetings: '
- i R N A
’ 4. (example) Don't arrange a meeting place too djfficult to find.
. R ~ \ 1' . "
By - ’ b. * ' R - -
¢ | ’ *
c. ] , .
¢ .
: de - -
*oe. L .-
f ¢
- - — 7 .
3. When prepating for and usingimedia: - s
‘ a. (example) Don't prepare a’'presentation which is too long for the
. attention ‘span of your audience.
. \ il i N
. be . .
// ' ‘# * .
/ c. . :
> ' . ! ' .
d. : _
. ;e ) N
A T — .
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" OPINION LEADERS: POTENTIAL AND ACTOAL ~ ° -
- T "o . N ﬂfo gain . _“Uséd to host | .
. " fost endorsement ° || Demonstration’ |
‘ B - ko find * |mfiu- [ cost, in Hicost in
o . . . h . ’ Influence Jence . Days Days *
“_ ‘ 17
“ éuperiﬁten&ent . . 5 20 " 60 e
School Board Chairman 5 A B 60" '
 Local Paper Editor . 5 20 -50
{ Righ School Principal - = 1 1 10 . 0| o
. High School Football,Coach - | 5 | 10 I 50 1
\ | School Board Member: . Aﬁi' v 5 20 60 |,
Local Bank President A ) ) .3 30 . ' 60 -
PTA Chairman s 10 o oso L
Teacher's Uniop Leader 5 10 ‘ 50
Newsletter Editor i 5 10 | - 0] .
) Director, Pupil ﬁersonﬁel Services 5 10 40
] Young teacter -. -, 5 10 30
: Oidef Teéeher A . ': 5 10 . 40
Older Teacher'B - . .5 i 40
. Psychiatrist i ﬂ 30 1 60 ‘
" LY
o - S
* Three of the above have large influence. .
" ‘Three have.médium influence. ¢ . T < .4 ) .~ .

Y

®
. 'Four have relatively 1dw influence even though they are opinion leaders.

. Four have no follow1ng‘1n the community -whatsoever, although they are reglstered
voters

One person actually has'nkgative influence; this person's association with the project _
~will cost you vdtes . . : '

pivedaysare charged to flnd 0ut the relatlve 1nf1uence og\each peréon on this list
' (Large Medium, S;nall None’ Negative). i

“Yop may use a person from this list without selectin such a card. here is. some’
p may g

gommon sense correspondence between titles and'influence but it's not perfect ,
. ‘and there are-a ‘few surprises. ’ - ‘ . v

i

. - .
. .
- fae . . . .
. s .
o . ' i‘x) B . T .
. .
v

¥ - e 1 .




THE DIFFUSION PHASE (20 #inutes): A . ' ’
. N FY . ) . ! .

. . . -
+ . - + » : . - ~
- * -

Carry out‘&our diffusion program by asking the scorekeeper for chance cards.;
corresponding to each _strategy one at a time. You may revise your diffusion pro-
gram at any time without cost an& you may asRk 'For additional information steps as
you feel you need them. T .

. .
1) a ‘ ' ’
- . .

- . -, . .

. 1., Various chance events 2ffect your success. These events, represented by the
- chance cards, correspond to reality and may be to your advantage or disad-
vantage. You prust draw and settle a chance card every time you Select a .
diffusion strategy. The way in which you settle a chance event is indicated -
od tbe?chance cardy(e.g.; demonstration fails = -20 work days). Do not draw
chance cards for informition steps. -

-~ A3

13

2. Items which you have listed on page 6 as "precautions" can give you bonus days

if’they roughly correspond to items on the chance cards. ‘

’
. — .

3.- Each opinion leader can be used only once for an endorsement and once for a
workshop—demonstration. Endorsement Qgust’ precede workshop '

« 4. Any time during the play.at the cost "of #0 days your change agent team md{
ask for feedback from the scorekeeper to know how many votes are now favo able.

» 5. This simulation exercise is terminated when you have used all of your 400 work
. days or when the time allotted by the moderator has expired. The scoring

) ‘system allows greater success to the‘players who process and use pertinent

- ipformation about the district by more wisely chodsing among the diffusieon
strategies. Obtain a post mortem of your choices of strategies from the

- moderator. - . T v . )

.
o . s - L.

.
. s - _ - S
~ B . . , .
. e .
- .
N .
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DIFFUSION STRATEGIES AND INFORMATION STEPS . o

b ainaes . at . - "-,

] . ) K -‘-,\
- b - L 3
Y

_INFORMATION STEPS

K L .

A, Actual influence of a potential’
opinion leader.

B. _ €ommunity Neﬁspaper Circuﬁa;iqn.

‘C. School Néwsietter Circu!ation.

D. Radio Talk Shoy_(@bérage'audiedée).
E. PTA average m%etiné attendance.

’

Lé
F. Open School Board Meeting - average

attendance.

= o

. G. :Cable TV'piaience

H.

-

J. FEEDﬁACK Straw ppll test of number
) of vofers who -have| heen persuaded 80

far: Ask scqgekﬁggg;,—wiostnlo days

-

1 ' , . -
cos? . DIFPUSION STRATEGIES-

5 days 1. Public endersehent by potential opinio
’ ) . leaders. . »
5 days 2. Community Néﬁspaper_Storyg
.S days . 3, -School Nwwsletter Story.
5 days 4. Radio ‘Talk Show. '
S_d;ys " 5, PTA Presentation * - ) )
| S e, 0
5 days 6. School Board Briefing

‘e

- Film at PTA Meeting

5 days

\

Film discussion on Cable TV ]
for 5 days : Demonstration Workshop .
A Demdnstration Wofkshop hosted by a £
' potential opinion leader \ -
r H I
Your owf ¢ ‘
T additignal 12, .
ideas | - . e N
14, ’
- ‘ l
' 3 .
~"°

+

10 days -

- 20 days

10 days.

30 days.

39 days
40 days

Variable

10 days

.10 days
10 days

_10 ﬂays-

201

)

S
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! \t TOTAL " TOTAL
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NWENESS AND RETRIEVAL OF INFOR“ATIG‘% RESOURCES.

[GUIDE Stage 111, pp. 77-82 and 87-95 - and

Appenglx B and 9}

-y »

 INOVATION GUIDE CEHISTH - e
- )\L )

.-
L

ve you cons'dered the task of acquiring- appmprlate |nformat|on resources?

E

. 2. Have you read through "Stage FH" of the GUIDE? .
* 3. Have you scanned the d:fferent sectnons of Appendlx B (Ha_;or Informatlon ‘ -
' \Soul‘ces)? .o ;
' > el . . . .
k. Have you evolved an inforMation acquisition strategy? - .
. - ' - '
5. .'Have you viewed lnformati? Resources in relation to the full. cycle of problem :
solving? - . . .
4 . A - \ !
. I have . * ;o
. .+ |l have laware- |l have . | have
Beven Major Purposes [thought|nes3 | acquired}- ) - 1 adequate
- . . l v
pf Resource Acquisi-labdut [of “'IR'$|IR's"on o~ . grasp
kion (GUIDE p. 78- [this |on this |this . o, of this
79)- L * laspect {aspect |aspect [Briefly list IR's acqujred ' aspect
B " B ] L .2 < i . ' J T ] (
Diagnosis T T ‘ -
: M ‘ ® o )
Rd . 3 = — T
- ) v ‘1 ,..;..., _ Y L . — a1 - .
areness .. - e =] s
1 . ~ - p—— -— = \
. } - — e L
. - i i - *
\ ' oo . * ¢ - —-- e -
rial g} - - —_— ~ ... “
| T - P et
'vafua;ion- e Y ] :
hfter-Trial <o, R N . B e
! * s 4 - -- - o e — .———— =] A
. b » ° H M
= , N A N
nstalla- ' / ‘ e . ]
:iOﬂ ’ ’ —-—--—-r"“—*—- e > A ~
N ~ ‘ . = ! .
¢ - » » - --- — e - — —-«--——-—-—-»t_}- cem o i eem e .
‘;k < TEIT STAmsosmMeims T Smmmemsomentes eme—— Yyt T T
- ” .“ - - 7 -..__.(_s...-_- . el e R
v T T T T Tt R I
L » DR . t)”‘{ l, . ‘ . : _i:
- AR [tR = Information Resources)
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* ’I
l ¢ “ Fy . R . - &«
Ce ' - . R g ;
.Checklist #6, contmued . . . 'L{
1 T |
B / T ; : . I A C ¢ .
l 6. .Access to Information So,u(ce Types . . PR \J
- N - . L4 ’
R . T . . \ ' v T L . - :
s ‘ * A ~ > \ C ‘
4 . e .
T S RN ‘NOQa ‘Fhls:,type This yype Thus type of §ource
. . ? |of afy ™ oft.'sézur,c.‘e of sburce~ - is accessible -
S L, e X . |sedrce of not ..|ot Not Used | .
- jlist . this type lrelevant |accessible Yet | _Used
. r g - - I.
‘ Y 4 . M t
PRINT SOURCE" | « , - g ; ol . - [ | )
r (I TYPES X .o E <
. ' L 2 D ) ‘-
Major Texts orY : | -
- » .
Reviews of the . - ¥ .
v L hd
Subject Area’ -~ - - 4
of this Inno- _ !i - I 2
vation - 2 ' . X L :
. M » . o » hY ] ‘T—‘
A . \ : i ' - .
Newsletters: — - - - Eh <
l ' ™~ ' ~1 .’
- ~ | § T~ A
L . . . 3 < 1 : -
i Y R . o ] \ M + .
— - - il b — - i s
Information - il . ) - e
Services ~— SR P -
l ERIC: - 8| :
~ OTHER: L ! : o )
‘ = ) LI —
l ! . N Y = /\ s J
. ° » a N - ’; | > ;
. " i }I * T * ‘ 4 -
P . R . \:R - ji R -
tibraries —~ — . » + ; -
- . 1 “ ™ > l ¢
- ‘W . L 4 - A § ;. = . -
Directories & .|’ = , L/ L /] | —
Indices - ! , T =T R
. .. - - t— -
I R : ‘ R 1
- - L .
. " - - .oy ~ l
- - =T = T
;oo ' e Ly to. et
lkeference = & - ¢ b ——
. ; ! ' . - . \ ., } . l .‘
.r ' i . s i " Y - PR
oo R M ‘ T b
L I R T ﬁ i ek . _
Y] T 5 - . v 8 R
b N - r o X :\' H.': > - .
| = YN AR
Ovher Print Z A : . —
Sources ¢ . ', ' vl
e > . hﬁ’ f\ -
- 4 n - e‘ ﬁl i
" R » ! , , l R v ,,'
l . . - ! ' A “ - o
2 N — 2 3 -
1 .* . v
\) . . < N T e d !
. . ) .o
ERIC =~ 7 - RS 4 i
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l Chqckli.st fl'6. COnttnued

¢ ' .o .

-

' List: - -

Not aware
of any
source of

this type’

not ,
relevant

This type
oﬁ'sou$€e

-' " 4
This type

of source

got:
accessible

Th|s type of source
|s accessible
‘Not Used .
Yet :

'Is;zasbu'

L 4

SOURCE A

YPES

d 5

onshlting' -
rganizations

'l nd:v:dual
Consultants

o

~' N Loh e
N
1

Academic -«
lnstitutiqns

| Pndividual .
trofessors,'
cholars, &

Researchers

’, »
Federal
- Government

,-léﬁenc res

“Rrofessighabq

Associations,

¥ s

3 lgth'ér_~ .' S
L. School ‘

Systems

Other Ind!vi-
vduals in my
School |
System

v
al ‘7‘
..'(

. 8.
-

9..

f . A
-
"

-

T l{llC .

B v o

.

4

-

=

. Have you USed an adequate va

HSVe you: spent e eugh fhmm

. .
. s . .

-

m 'm

's"e vmg fo r~!’rgsources?

R

Have. you spent enough tcme readnng, !usten:qg to, or observfng the re-
sources you have acquuued? , -
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A mmvmm«e GUIDE mscxusr # O N
- . . ' . ' Fa
K ' .‘ .o f
Lt . . CHOGSING THE SOLUTION , ‘
. . [GUIDE Stage 1V, pp. 97- 109] : ‘
1. Have you~been able ‘to Ldentzfy some résearch f’wd,ngs rélevant to -the chanue. BT
PmJth9 . e ’ g . oo . ‘ !
/ < ! N . ,
L ; , ) . < j # r\ Re‘evant tO: * ,
g N ,.'ﬁtﬁ'é clie’nt 3 -, - | the under- | T
- ) DI * lang con- s, [ the manifest lying | the changp-
) e | ] ! < Jtext ¥ ; {problem cause(s) . |process :
9 . . - -
No search: made’ b . e - S N
N A BgilE: TF X ;/ﬂ o T
-Search made:Ario/fiqdings - . ﬂi .
! ) ! ' A \ : - 'v
Fmdmg& |dent'ff|ed and- coHected - %
. | ,
gFlndlngs summar.ized , ¢ ' i i
-~ f . o
Implications discussed by change team |’ o ' o
Implications discussed wi<h ' { . ‘
chent syst’em R .
.0 - - ‘
lmﬁl i'ca“fs listed - ) -
’ 4. < . ¢« .
. Y . s ' oo ’
' SR l : \
] N ) . 'l( -
List- of ]Mplvicatiogs from- Research Fin“di\ngs:'_ ' Relevant to .
. 'S -
-'o <. . e b
n " 0 N Y .
\ . . . d - . “
.2' ’ c’i‘" . -4 L .
- (XY . BN N ,r
3‘ 1y ) #
r t
. . o L™ . B »
, " ' CE T 2 : 5
5. Bl i - : ~3)-
6. i N N A . " 4 / > “. ' D.A
7. .‘» - R ¢ e .
. - ) ' - b J.
8. <, » . ”
. - : W .
10.- : . .
) v
‘( i s ‘ 4 14 . ’ ' )
’ . . ) I
B o . Y $
: : ok SN L
; Sl ) > ) e ’
i . . ‘




Cﬁe&kli%t l7fb continued .

&= L

(4) from outside experts
(5) from students
(6) from teachers

(7 from communi ty

g
%

7 -’
Y.

\‘/ . . . » b . i .
! 2. Have you gencrated a rdnge of solutidns and solution idcas? - . S
. . . ’
, a.  Have- you tapped an adequate number of idea sources? . e
L L ) ) ' - ' t
S : . . .
i . L 3 Relevant ~ , c Idéa&”gldeas
i ,Not but not No ldeas | ldeas | summa-|synthe~
: Relevant] solicited| ldeas | Héard | listed | rized |sized
L A * R - . |3 1 .
- . *(1) from research ) ’ J_J
. (2) from change team . .
AT brainstorming ’ S L - : -
(3) from brainstorminyg . o L ‘
with clients . - . ,

<q

~b. .Mhat are the major alternative
’ ‘ ’

g

s for actiod? (List) @ |

( 1) ‘ :

i)

2%

»
D

&

. e —

MCR S

+

e ey

P
o~

M N

N

-r
. oA
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D o L t L. Teghe17s
. } : . - ? " & )
.F ' d Cod el \56»’;15{:’ ] ‘ v v ¢
- H . . H # . B - “ 9
L Checklist ‘#7; continue . g ; X - . ’
- ' 4
! ., . P,
3. _ Feasibility Testing: Listing, Analysis, and Rating :
- ) )~ N A ' - o [ “
~ - ., A \ . P 1’/
N . ° 4 B - ;
* LISTING OF CONSEQUENCES - SR }AL‘TERNAAIVES » _
L ' = 1 #1 | [ # - _#3 _
3 A ) " o ©. T4 o
‘. . LU - e 1 ! / - r
a. -Benefits: Short term . .- Y I / .
- . . ¢ ' . ) i .
3 - _ . 3 - .
. b S
L) ) . . . e e‘ -~ N '\‘ o - ¢ :_—
) b. Benefits: Long term , P >
. . - o ot [y
“‘Q T '« , . t N v, L ,’) »
r e . .
’ ' - .
. ) 3»'\‘ -~ : e,
/ L) . AQ N ” ¥
- . _ l' =~ M
c. Costs (financial and human): Short ‘term ~ N
:‘?7 ) a ‘," M - * .
J. . ) e v} ’ N L .
.. d. Costs (financial and human): Long term | ¢ T s .
~ 3 B L
. 4 5 P -
) . i 73 .
‘ - - “pe?
’ - -
, ,, S , | X
[ X . . A Y s , )
e. Diffusibility Problems forseen - - ’ i e R
. . C A L 1 - . ¥
‘ & < - / . ¢ -
- 9 - “’3 -; . , . "."-
" too / ,
« N ‘ " 'x‘:‘.:-.:
¥ f. Other Potential Problems forseen ‘ K
‘ ~ -~ E . K
- — 7 - — -
~ /é R ) v, ‘J‘-
) . / oY) ! M .
E TC' : //)4 . R ,«"'d‘)b ) Y \ '
K R 4 s
.
) .
% " . o N - -
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Checklist #7, continued

, 3. Feasibility Testing (continued)

- LT L - t Alternative Rating Modes L L
N T [Rank order: "I-5'" scale or. use M TMeg - NLo' ] T
' ’ % ) . P4 ! t -
o e -, Revised,
‘ ' R - -Combined,
| s . Original Adapted
Analysis and Rating Dimensions - Alternatives Alternatives
o NE . , ' 1T 2 13 & "2 13 )
a. Potential BENEFIT ' H - ﬂ R
" {1) Number of people helped ' ’ '

{(2) How long it wiWl help !

i
€3) How much will it help on_diagno%eéd Droblem ‘ ‘
* , (&) How much positive side effects . : o ,fL
(5) Negative effelts §if™it works g 2K
(6) Negative effects if jt fails tawwork o s 1
(7) Over-all benefit ) v e 4 \
b. WORKABILITY : ' -
(1) Evidenceahat the innovation will deliver RS
as hoped - - : ’

~(2) Evidence ofPreliability of g;rformance

(3) Tne clientgffan afford financial costl

7 {(a) for trial , ]
{b) for initial curchase & initallatioh / ) J A
(c) for maintenance over long haul ‘ i L ] . )

(4) The client can afford the human nnvest-
“ment and, ¢cost . -

4 (a) for trial : ‘ 1” e , f
“(b) for initial purchase & installation - i }
— {c) for maintenance over long haul . R
(5) There is a good cost-to-berefit ratio - . : !
(8) Client .has tne necessary staff . ‘
" (7) Innovation.is adequately developed oo ’ ! ! ’
' (see GUIDE p. 118 "2f") . . ‘ 1 . | f
) . (8) Over»ail workability . . K ° . ) : ] . |

¢. DIFFUSIBILITY - Y
(1) Congruent with ciient values

(2) Can be,demonstrated easiiy- conven.ently \ ¢

"(3) Can be‘\()ed oot by client on iirmii2d basis ' - 1

1

(§) Adequately pachaaed ard labelled ]
(5) Over-all, diffusibility

.
—{
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( . ' ’ . ) i - o R
Checklist #7, cantinued ‘ ‘ ' I
) .. 3 . |
& Adaptation ‘ 3\ .
s a triaj hase plann%% : ' \ '

Is. 2 trial comgonenx of thé proposed change going to b? tested before the
whole program is tried? . .

Is a trial groug within the client system goung to try out the change before
R .all of the sy§tem tries? v
4 s - ¥
Will there be evaluatlon of the trial effort?

‘

‘Will the proposed change be serlous}y recon5|dered after results of trial

are ln?

-ﬂili efforts be made to change the innovation 'as a result of trial experiences?
(e.g., adding more elementsf'better packaging, combinlng, eliminating
_elements.) . — / . ,

Will more tRan one innovation idea be tried out? “

i

Will they be tried-out in such a wéy that thefir impact can be compared?

¢ &
' .. I
+ - -
. . ~
[ N 7 *
-
¢ S 4
. {\ ) ~
- . . <
) -
[
. &
R . k]
Y . . »
y .
- A
» \ ’ % ’ !
R N
1] e . . -
-
_ - »
= < ' .
S * ‘ . i
v
- h - ]
N R .
v
- . 't
. - .
. . k: -
v - %
i >
ri L]
* *
N g»ﬁ '
. < Lob
- s
L]
t » g
. .
-
.~ v * 4
™ *
; \ L. . -
i . \ 5
- . N . \‘5 L
b .
‘ / L3 5 §' ' *
; . 4
.
3 _ - \ » '
. . M ‘ ,v'
p -
s ‘ :
0 - -
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* INNOVATION GLIDE  CHECKLIST #8

" GAINING ACCEPTANCE - -
7 [GUIDE Stage V, )1’1‘-132],

o 7

| ‘Pregaratign—
A 0 I
- a.‘Haye'ﬁeu deveioped«a plan for gaining acceptance?

Has the plan been specrfied in activities?
~...p¢rsons to be contacted?
...steps in 5equence2 N

-

<1 \"1

Has the plan beeﬁ”\hared, crnthueg, and revnsed by all the members of At
the change team? ' D) .

-
.,

Does the plan take adeduate account of the norms, values, characternstlcs
‘of the client system? v .

v LA \
/
Do _you have ways to, evaluate the success of your strategy as it goes along? -
2 < ~ .
Witl you‘be able to alter: your strategy if it is not'worklng? :

? ‘ .. , .

‘What specnflc steps have you taken to prepare” for the following?

o

\(1)/E{omot|qn (to butlg awareness)

1

'

(2) Informing kto build imterest and to
. - ' - ' 2

3

- A\

e

a
\

LI
. . ) . ]

(3) Demonstration (to alloy pre-trial evaluation) .

€ [

. . N
»
-
¢ R ~ B
I + - N . “
. ? .

{4) Training (to*help insure successful trial and adoption)

.
v ‘s
'

'Y .




Members

“Stones'') .
-of the
Tient
~System

L e g AN
»

st

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
g

“("*'Stepping

v
/

nnovators

-

Awareness:

|

linterest

i

NHERE THEY ARE AT:

Evaluation

(indicate +/-)|'T

.ntegration

LIS

/..

—y—

f Resistors

-

Fb?mal‘t;aderS"
Administrators
Eletted Offici

als

of .
the

Informal

nson in

%..in the schools
b ﬁ:.;: .

Leaders .

* it

The
Sta

chool.
as a

Community as

a Whole

h . e

Y

) «) .

b Lo
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_ -Checklist '#8, continued e . ,
. ! . s ® ’q T " )
. . ’ . . , . l‘ A : . . )
~3. .Diagnosing the Forces For and Against the lnnovatlion “
W T ‘ L § ' ' L
r‘: - [N ’ ) I - . .
R FORCES FAVORING ~ FORCES OPPOSING -
. . . - . - " | Rank of - ank of
. 3 List Importance ' Importance
Chéraqteristics' } _ ‘ ! >
of the innoya- ‘ ¢ K ra .,
tion 7 \ -
-~ ' i > : v - z
¢ . = Y - PO
t . - S .
/ ;__, . L -~ )
- - s 0
Norms : ’
. . M " .
. t p
. = - - - y -
12 ) N k / P
Key People ) 0. R e ) '
- ’ ‘ 4 v’ ! ~ ’- //
" - ‘/ . - i] v
x . v L] .' \ ‘.
. Ot.he'r. Factors . .
- . - N ) \ ) ¢
TN N i - I
. - i > -~ ‘ ! A -
. . . ! , 1 .,(,\
What can be done to réduce, redirect or eliminate the iMpact of the _mpst(
important opposing forces? » P ' Cl .
. § .' 1 ) ’
L] - > r - Lﬁi;
\ . . -
. . .A N \ . . . ;‘L
e ., . j. , . . ) o
“x What cad be done to enhance and/or maximize use- of the favoring forces? —
) ' ¢t : v \ i > e
. ° A N 2"
RIC ‘ / ' [
. \
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! " INNOVATION GUIDE CHECKLIST #9 _ _ X
L " INSURING CONTINUNGE / . S
. " [GUIDE Stage VI, pp. 133-136] o - S
i.hkaRewards\Continuing Over Time' . . f
- E I ~ ‘ How
) / S ’ How | constant
For Whom " What rewards . o much | over time
Administration : . , , . s
N Y S
‘*» h \r (7l ‘ D : ) S
: : ‘ / , N
. o 7 T
' Teachers and Staff - . ‘ .
- ‘; ;
Students o ) oo ’ | / )
. te {
i ‘ |
’(
Community - -
‘ X' 5 %

Sl

2. Practlce and Routvnlzatton

- a.

"

.Are users given a chance to-practiiijbn their owWn wvthout heavy surveillance

-" n ' ;

,Has a cont|nuung program of in-service 4raﬁn1ng relevant to the innovation

instituted? ] . g '

been

Are new users continuing to be introduced to the innovation?

.

and risk of public censure? .

LIRS A .
Do users now accept the innovation as a regular part of thetr work?

L4
-

S

’

L) '.
3. 'Structura! Integrat'on : ,/ R o -t '
a. I's the |nnovat|on now acceE}ed as @ regplar part of the school budget7 R
3 b.” Have schedu\es been rearra ged permanently to make provss:on for the Lo
* dnnovation? ¢ !
‘ v, Have staff and.. student work !oads been adJusted to make way for the -
rnnovatnon7 ’ - )
d. .. Has, there been official recognition that the innovation is here to stay?
O o . . . -




Tech-é4

’§.

"Has a continuing evaluation proceéure been iﬁstituted?

Isﬁxhere adequate budget for evaluatlon?

Are there staff on board w1th adequate skllﬂs for continuing evaluatlon7
'As.evalyation recognized and accepted by u3e[s as necessary and useful?

Are evaluations rea!hanq attended to by users?

\ administrators?

jon fed back to the developers of the lnnovatlon to: improve its
xffeCtlveness7 ‘

Maintenance
s e

c.

Contfnuing Adapta:ion f%oagility ,

Are rie\;armt materials (if any) and dther consumable supplies mairfained ’
‘at -adequate levels? .

ls related.}qunpmenb (if any) kept |n -good- repair? '

Are users regularly’ given heTp and_advnce when théy encounter difficul=

Is feedback from evaluation used regularly to help users |mprove their
uflhzatlons7

~a.

> Are users able to adapt the innovation toafit their speéial dircumatances?,

Is feedback from evaluation and from users (staff or studcnts) used to
reshape the innovation? , )

Is adoption of the'innovation regularly reviewed ‘to see if it'is still
the'most suitable and effectuve product or practice of Jts type
avallable7

&



- . MZRRIMACK EDUCATION CESTER
, ' . TITLE III ESEA EVALUATION

Interview Questidnnaire :

- -

(Project D1rector) views on

how the project is going.up to now and perhap' to exolore aspects of .
L
ﬁge‘l’ aight be. improw

- project management which y i§ the short time

remaining betweag now and Jun

. r
s . ]

There aze three objectives toqthese fieldlyisitsvwe are making now.-  The
first, and perhaps nost important, is to détermine wavs in whiéh we might
help out with the concluding phases of ghe project, ﬁspec;aliy vith iséueé
,ofiiong—term maintenance and dissemination. Secondly, we want to gét

some information froa each of the projects which we can usé€. later ih the
workshop sessions we have remaining. MIhe&third~i° to coliect information
for the State on the problems and plogress of this last year of Title III
which will help the Title lII stafx do a betrer iob next year. ‘

\ 1 . P l:

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

vty ) o 3

1. Would you desc:ibe your project to me?

’

2. How is your ‘project going at this point? (Interviewer will neéd to
. ask leading questivns to move response from yes/nc)

. N - ~

“Pech-25



~ . »
. g ‘ -
PR

[

+

- ’ >,
.

4. Given .the cheoices on éhis card, how would you describe your project?

“
. ") - It is new at least forvthe particular client grodp you are
. * working withy’ . g

d) " It is not really innovative at'%ll. .

/ . . ~

5. 1If.you consider "our project ihnovative, will yobu explain what you view

you think. of any other innovative aspects of your project?)

. < - .
.o e
d L i .

) '-,'. . )
2170, .
ERIC ™ S K .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ¢

3.b)Are there oﬂhé?s;whoialso teceive beneff}s? Who are they and what ,

benefits do they receive? | - . i
- ' ' N
. . ¥
5 - = ’
* ! /: ’fﬁ L] , ? " ,q H . E &
' T ;
. * ] .
¢ . . . .

] .
a) It is a very new and unique concept as far as' you know.
Nyt - . - .
A so’ - It is new at least as far as your region‘or distgict is concerned.

as-the most innpvative aspects? (After the initial respense ask——Can g



’V .
. - =3 c - g
. . i “ * toe ) . f
W , : ‘ : ) i\' e _‘i‘ * « ( . ' " Al //
. . ) t e '6 A . <«"
v 6., Do’ you see your project as an exa!nple of: problem solving" “Can you /'/. .
. explain what you méan by thls" S} ) y ; : .
. - \ _ , . v .. LY -
- e B ' oSN e ‘ . < ’ ¢ -
. ' n - . - /’ - ) 1 ' -
R -7 ' a ~ L ’ “'. e
4 - " - .’ - " /(4: ‘s 'L' ' ' i
R . . N . . Voo R . . b * 'ﬂ ‘ - R .
7.a)HBw"would you défine your role in the project? - ' "
) ' . . o . ', e, C ’ . !
!“ 'l ’ - : °<
. \ ‘

. A\ . |
g . N y ' ’ ' %’1 a . ' '
+<7.b)What percentage of your total time is sper‘* on project duties? & R
. v - - L -P : ) \‘ ) e
. S - o . L ' . .ot
7.¢)What sort_of work dé you perform in addition té this project? .. N
// ' .
- - L 2 Rl ¥
T . -
' K ] \ .l N : . . 21 * .
¢ ; « * =
. ] N , »
' . <// ‘ . . , - .
——-— h - . ’
‘ ; \ .

. ! M : ¢
/ v
. T
/ , .
B
.
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- N .
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= .
. )
.
f « 4
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‘
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f
-
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8.» There aré a number of different terms - that various people use to describe
‘ the roles they fill on Title IIT proJects, ad usually someope defined K
S 'ii

férmally as t "director” fills many of the

oles simultaneously or

consecytively,. 1 weuld like ta give you a 11st of the roles and ask,
* you to Wake a rough guess as to - the percentage of your total preject

i 3

time you devote to each of them. (only Toies z feel you ‘spend .time in)

:f[Provide interviewee the folloqing‘lrst of roles:] -

] - i r.

R ' * .
eonsultant (helping others’ to help themselves)

' h)  solution provider (offering explanation and solutions) ~
1) * solution adapter (Someone who takes innovations or innovative .
- « ldeas developed elsewhere and reshapes them in some yay to fit
- .the local scene) " . .
D) solution iﬁblementer ] : s
. . : ’ : .
O ‘ " k) resource 1ink°r (ask respondent to indicate what resources he
N is thinking ‘of) = v .
- ,a -
s
b) (After gxamining the percentageé of time spent on various4roles, ask the
. preiect ﬂlrectpr to give a brief description of what is ‘meant by each of
- the roles that take up the largest percentage of h1s/her time)
. - ~ yo R
b - ~ , L4 . »
. - . . . . ' - . - : ‘
’ * - ) *
.{——«/ ’ . ': )
- :
’ : & . - 2 -
} . s . "é;? .
4 . . 3 ¥ o R
. N . - i E ... -
' '[Note{ 1f project director.spends ‘less then 50% of his/her time on project
s, then'-have- two people present, i, &., the - one,who is d01ng the work: ]
- \ .
- |
- ~ ~‘ . . v . ’ . .'" X 4
o //. o ' ¢ N ‘) I l) [\;v « 7 ,
“ERIC ‘ ‘ .
W;;ﬁﬁ_ - : . . - !

a)What pereentage of your‘time i¥ gpent.oﬁ the following roles:.'(Note: Dod

-

= not neéd to add up to-100%) T J - .
. ° " - N .
- . ’ WS v ‘- h - . g
‘ ;>/h> a) manager/administrator of the project’ v : )
. .. ~ vy e “: ’ - .
. * * 4 b) ey decisipn-maker : A X b _
' _¢) reseatcher o ' .
.. v . ‘ ) ' P
i d) trainer-teacher . ‘ . Y
. A . ) . . ‘
. ) X
e) ; disseminator . . ‘ >
: N . . . ' 3. R
. & .
f% catalyst (komeone who incites others_to -action.and to articulate’
their needs) . } ) 4
' >

S
.

. . . 4 R
. . o . o S - K k2
- . . -4 - g - . - ;TEC}X-ZB o
M . . N +
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9. Timespan and Timeline of Project Stages . W .

a . » - 4
. Ad

.~ . We would pv 1 like to get some perspective on tg; major steps or stages

in this praoject;. 51mp1y from the point of view of when they happened and

v how‘long they lastéd In respending here, I would like you to think not

just of the actlvities as specified in your prorosal but to look at tb@ -
- ~prc:ject in tt! largerfense which probably started much’further back and

will extend into the future, perhaps well beyoné’this summer., I am going
te’provide you a chart with"12 20551b1e stages that might have takcn place.
If you cannot plnpelnt or identify some of these for your progect, that is

quite understandable, Otherwise, try to'give a date roughly to the nearest .
month if possible. - o ) \
j?)‘[ Coe (Refer to Timeline of Project Stages) - ’

i 10. Héve yod been able to build relationéhips‘with people in key positions?
(Those who authorize, unlock goors to funds, clients, etc,?).
. . ™

;V_ e . -~
a) ,Who are they? . . ’ L
. . . )
) . . R . \ .
‘l

t .
X ) . p ' o

"¢) How do you maintain these relatipnships? -a'u
to. . € .
- - “‘. .

. .
. . N . -
L

e

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

.
- L ' '
- - ) A4

“
-

T
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. . e & " ) ] ) ' ) = g e T T ‘ﬂ - ‘ . ’ s
. 11, How well have you'continued to-assess and diagmose needs and problems? '
Can you explain your answer further? - . _ i
P . £l t - .
. 9 !
. i %o
’ s, ,
Al ‘ \ ) « ‘ ) ’ .
. 12. How much effort has gone into assessment and/diagnosis7 {Use card)
| » - ‘. ’ -
, R . ___ none . . .
) minimal T ’ N
o ] .~ reasonable amount . - '
- O . large amount - T
" . ' ‘ extremely\large amount . R
, . . . * . \ v
13. To what extent are you satisfied with the financial support the project
has received thus far? (use card) N
f“ L l-A B
money left over (how much?y”, not enough (how much more
) _ , *would you need to adequately
. . co o
. adequate funds complete your objective? ) )
. T ) -
- 14. Do you. anticipatb acquiring adequate financial resoyrces to continue -
- the project? What kinds of agtivities did you employ (or contemplate)/,
to meet the need of adequ@te funding? . \\
a " 4 .>\
,2 < [ ¢
- . 4 4
B “

. " J ' . ‘ '
15.a)What is the amount of effort and degree of success so far in searchiﬂ%

3 for and acquiring 1nformat}on and/or products and materials for the , ‘
project? (give card)

- o CL PSRN o
‘ ¢ /LL4,164&/VJQJL5 T - - T
N B . M x : .

Wi P
.

. 4
4 9 M
. lr = . 4 °
19
M —— e . v ~
- . ~ ' . i ’
M . sl - . * . \ > -
. [ * v ~ b ’
am— [ w 'l | .
- Ay o\ ’ .
. .. ) & . -
. 3 '.“k re -
v -~ -
] - - .
- ’ \ ’ *
- ‘)1) » ~
. v v . - .
o .t . - e S~— e “ . ! i -~ « N
- v f b
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15. SDCan you explain includlng types of actlv;ties, prdblems and difficulties N
encountered? , , .

v . . .

k hd

» ) ! = N .
16. a)Have you considered’ or devéloped alternative solutions for project L
ot objectives different from tho%ﬁ\ixpressed at the. start of your project? K

.
. . f
sa 4

a te

16.b)1f so, how did the alterﬁetives'eﬂérge?‘ ' s

G -

16 d)What process was used (if any to adapt‘dr test the solution chosen
before implemantation? i C S
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‘ i ‘ 2 > b »
* ‘ : - ~ y s -7
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; S : ¥ 4
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17.b)What activities are contemplated?: . : / i ' K
» - - hd . ’ )
i o ) x 5 ' . .
. . ° . ' “ .
¢ o . b .
. i . . ' -~
S A S
. o ~X . d et , e
Y RS . ‘
. R B N ¥ . .. : -,
. .0 . S @ 2.
17.c)How will they be supported? ) .
bl ] ) . ( .
. ) ) -
. \ ' ¢ e ;-/ ' .
’ ' ~ *
«} v L4 % o
* ~ K} LT e \" [ 14
- . - e o - " - ’ /
. i - ke ’ S~ —'
. ‘ - -
- £ s
18.a)Have specific steps been taken to insure the continuance of the project
, after July? What are they? o .ow '
T ) - > e A T ’ LT L
‘ - - - . , ; L]
P L ' R !
. v / }
. ’ - ' i ' ‘L‘
- - , . . — -
/ ! *a N .
e - . 5 .
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t . - ; < .
! , - - A \ r‘ L.
1 ‘ 4 N ™ ) ~ "
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’/

- of the prOJect after July?
7 W 4 )
S . X I & .
(1% \ |‘ ’
4 h
1
' “ >
' * .
'® . *

# 20.,.Can

‘ceriteria® Qualitative or guantitative me&ns9

to us?]
14
’
!. N hd
¢

v

ip th hink of any quEstLDns

L) .
o f.g“\mi\\ .
- CO SN
- cT k; N
f Vo
i \\ - - .
\
od )
. !
- . .
is . N
., 4 ) .
- v . - .
LI ”
“ . '
- N v b
‘ ‘. ° N .
. B -
i 3 S , :
13 . _ ' Y -
Y . - '
' <

E

.

v

.

N . /
'18.b)Have steps been taken to insure the durability of the acc
What are they7

19., How are you evaluating the benefits (outcomes) of tge project?

lishments
D

[What—

Can y0u provide this’

-~

L/

IR}

v

S

w



g ' N .- 1975 . 6 Projected. ...
! o Not (1973 or Jan, {Mar. |May |July] Sept4 Nov.| Jani Mar.|May | July"
- . }_. ' ’ i ) o Sure eérlier 1974| Feb.|Apy. June |Aug.|Oct. | Dec.| Feb. Api, [June|or sote
\. When d the t¥s1c 1deas behind the project$ S0 N i )
originale? - . ) o ‘ \x - .
' . ‘ 2. & } N
8. When did the project origina‘&e? T ¢ |4 I . * ’ .
T L - e ’)
b, When did you first establish \relationships with* ; .
key persbns?® ’ X | . 1\ , ol ~
. When di&.;'ou establish relatiopships “with the direct r /p”\ . ‘\" ’ /
clients of the project,with pegple in key power posi- ) d ’ s B \ -
tions with respect to the project, those who author- . i p ,
ize, who unlock the doors to fuhds, resources, ,
clients, etc.? - : !
. When did you establish relatlonships with the in- N i = } L > ) .
direct clients of the project? - # . 3
. ! . -
. When did you become aware of the Qroblem described ’
in your project? ' ' 1 |
- . T { - i
b, When did you complete the. inir.ial needs assessment? ¥ | ) ' -
L 35 et ’ l ‘\j.l
. When did y0u begin the reassessment or ongoing » A .
need definition? )
. N , - ]
, When were objectives first established? - ’ .
) l ; i : -l
- Have ycur objectives beén alteted? If so, when? '
——— - - T ‘, —
. shen were you notified of offic@roval of ‘ : : .
projec_t funding? A - . . .
_When did- you -initiate a resource search" “When ; . . >
did you seek out resources? ~ . . )
. When did you 1c£ua11y begin implementation of o . . )
your project? . . ‘ o
. Have you' conducted diﬁfuslon activites? " 1f so, 1 1 ﬂ )
whe;x did you begin? 4 . ] P (
. ..’hex‘x were oufcomes of the project evaluated or f i ) . s\
benefits assessed in any formal sense? z ‘ } ’ L
YN :
R : ) 1] MY
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. ﬁy' . . .
SUMMARY SECTION T«

. 13-75-76-01 MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM FOR EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP
’ , - Hampshire Educational Collaborative/Amherst Public Schools

-
4

/
T3’?5~76702 PROJECT INTERSERV B
~ Attleboro School. Department |
'T3-75-76-03  PROJECT EIGHT ) !
. . Quabbin Regfonal Junibr/Senior High School, Barrq,’Ma. o7
T3-75-76-04  COMMUNITY FAMILY LIFE EDUCATION ' '
’ Billerica Public Schools

s

T3-75-76-05 - AN INSERVICE PROGRAM TO TRAIN JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL REGULAR CLASSe
) ROOM TEACHERS TO EVALUATE AND ASSIST CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
Watertown Public Schools in gollaboration with Bdston University
‘ ) o= e ' ' .
T3-75-76-06 STUDENT LEADERSHIP. TRAINIYG FOR MULTI—ETHNIC SETTINGS / ,
Boston Public Schools )

T3-75-76-07 . BOSTON THEATRE #RTS PROGRAM _
-~ Boston Publfb,Schools . o . o,
T3~75-76~-08 CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PNOJECT AROUND THE NEEDS ‘OF LOW-INCOME YOUTH . *
) . Cambridge School Department/The Group School, Cambridge )
B |
T3-75-76-09 THE DIAGNOSTIC C SROOM PROJELT AND PUBLISHED TESTS SUPPLEMENT ‘A 1
. Educational Collabdrative of Greater Boston (EDCO) *

.
bl

- ‘ . \
T3-75-76-10 IPSWICH ENVIRONMENTAL AND CIVIE\ACTION PROJECT
Ipsyich Public Schools . o

‘ ‘ ¢ ’
T3-75-76-11 THE=ACTION LEARNING’PROJECT OF HAMPSHIRE REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL
Hampshir: Regional School District, Easthampton . -

T3-75-76"12  PROJECT OPEN- __ ,
", Fall River Rgﬁiﬁc Schools Lot -

) )
T3-75~-76-13 PEER GROQP TEACHING OF THE METRIC SYSTEM .
Everett Public Schools :

- .T3-75-76-14  PROJECT' RENEWAL
! +Everett Public Schools
-y
‘T3-75-76—15 A MIDDLE GRADES INTERDISCIPLINARY PROGRAM 1IN ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
- Hadley Public Schodls ! . .

,13-75-76-16 - GLOUCESTER MUSEUM PROJECT ""HOW GLOUCESTER‘]pRKS"
. . Gloucester Public Schools , .o

- -




3-%5-76-17

 T3-75-76-18 :

§

T3-75-76-19

T3-75-76-20

T3-75-76~21

T3-75-76-22

T3-75-76-23

T3-75-76+24

»

T3-75-76-25

4

T3-75-76-26

. QCCUPATIONAL PROGRAM If A UNIVERSAL SETTING (0.P.U.S.)

with the North Shore Community College

Y SECTION =2 R B

LI

DRIVER EDUCATION AND TRAINING PROGRAM FOR THE PHYSICALLY AND
* MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED
Worcester Vocational School Departnent/Easter Seal Society

{

PROJ_,ECT ACT: ACTION CURRICULUM TRAINING ' -

Hampden-Wilbraham Regional School District Minnechaug

WATERTOWN READING RESOURCE ROOM AND DROP-IN CENTER'
Watertown Public Schools/EDCQ

A DIAGNOSTIC—PRESCRIPTIVE ADAPTED PHYSICAL EDUCQTTON PROGRAM
FOR CHILDREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS
Walpole Public Schools -

¢ 7

Gill-Montague Regional- School District:, Turner Falls-
PROJECT EXPLORATION -
North. Middlesex Regional’ School District, Townsend -

A TEACHERS CENTER: PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY JIN STAFF DEVELOP-
MENT THROUGH THE COOPERATIVE EFFORTS: OF SUDBURY, LINCOLN-SUDBURY
LINCOLN, .ACTION, MAYNARD AND CARLISLE TEACHERS

Sudbury Public- Schools -

LABORATORY FOR LIVING - S
Shrewsbury Sc Department -

" ACT III: ARTZ FOR CHILDREN AND TEACHERS /PHOTOGRAPHY, MOVEMENT

AND DRAMA -
SaugusAPubL{c Schools

THE DEVE OPMENT OF MATH LABORATORIES VITH METRIC AND INSERVICE

Pembrokeé Public Schools , |

. |

*

PROJECT APPRAISAL .

Foxporo Public SchooLs/Project SPOKE Norton,’Mk.
' : 1 -

IVIDUALIZING IN STAGES: EVOLUTIONARY EDUCATIONAL CHANGE

orthbridge Public.Schools ) .

NORTH SHORE ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM .
Masconomet Regional School Ristrict (Boxford) in COllaboration‘

.

R X

e &g
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L
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SUMMARY . SECTION -3 > )
| 13-75-76-30  P.L. 766 - TRE IMPETUS OF MAINSTREAMING -~ BREAKING THE BARRIERS,
‘g BRIDGING THE GAP : ]
’ Melrose Public Schools v — . ‘ -
[ ' «
, ' ' S »
F 13-75-76-31 MARLBOROUGH ENERGY- CONSERVATIQN CORPS .
; i ' Marlborough Public Schools
- 4 ) ' ;w . i ) . ( .
[ T3-75-76-32  LEXINGTON_TEACHER TRAINING PRQGM L a o
:. v .. Lexington Public Schools A
| - . . ' '
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SUBJECT INDEX -

. J\f ) ‘ ' K
ACTION-ORIENTED CURRICULUM ' S e - .

Action Learning Project of Hampshire Regional High School.- Hampshire Regional
School District. (Easthampton.)’' 55p. T3-75-76~11. The program inte-
grates real-world experiences into classroom courses and conducts week- ,
end vacation adventure programs to increase student awareness of
recreational and social resources available to them

A Hidgle Grades Interdisciplinary Program in Environmental Education Thr’hgh a
Hadley Environmen;al Laboratory Project. Hadley Public Schools. 72p.
T3-75-76-15. . An action-oriehted problem-solving envirommental program
to serve as a community catalyst in developing environmental.jethics and AN
as a model for implementation by other schools.

1 N 4 L

. Project ACT: Action Curriculum Trainihg. - Hampden-Wilbraham Regional Scheol.
District- (Minnechaug). 100p.. T3-75-76-18. Through the use of high'.
stress physical challenges and experiential curriculum, the project
will foster growth in student self-esteem, increased semse of mastery,
acceptance and trust in diverse peers, decision-making skills and
enthusiasm for learning.

Project Exploration. North Middlesex Regional School District (Townsend). S5ép.

T3-75-76-22. Project Exploration is designed to be ‘a learning-by-doing

program dealing with both cognitive and affective learning. ‘

' » ‘ ‘ ! ’ ..
. ADAPTED PHYSICAL EDUCATION ' : - . ¢

A Diagwosis-Presti&ptive Adapted Physical Education Program for Children With ) -
) Special Needs.” Walpole Public Schools. 53p. T3-75-76-20. To develop
'and conduct & demonstration dfagnostic-prescriptive adaptive physical

educatién program for special needs children in grades K-12. ot
: . . ' v .
P S |
- _AFFECTIVE EDUCATION ‘ - , \ . .o

« : | -
. Laboratory for Living. Shrewsbury Public Schools. 42p. T3-75-76-24. A
., project ori ted toward affecti e needs of ninth graders in a medium-
sized suburBan system !

¢ - o . w

"AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION e - o

Occupational Program in'a Universal Setting (0.P.U.S.). Gill-Montague Regional -
School District (Turner Fallg). 80p. T3-75-76-21. A planning grant \
to develop’ an agricultural laboratory focusing on the general students, .
special needs studemts, and vocationaldy-oriented students.
! ¥




SUBJECT INDEX -2 ' : )

LY

ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION . ) P

. v ’ ® P

Curriculum Development Project around the Needs of Low-Income Youth. ‘Cambridge
School Department; The Group School (Cambridge). 95p. T3-75-76-08
Relevant classroom materials are provided for secondary teachers in the — -
areas of ethnic and class issues, sex role issues, and work issues in
dealing with low-income youths. N

b
> -

North Shore Alternative Education Program MasconouGt Regional School District,
(Boxford) in collaboratiort with North Shore Community’ Coilege ©150p. i
T3-75-76-29. The objectives of the program are (1) to develop a resource
centér, (2). to provide technical services, (3) to offer courses and -
training units, (4) to prepare a manual for- assessment, and (5) to.
establish a service-learning copponent for 100 youth, dges 14-21.

A1 .

Y

ART EDUCATION | e C Ny L —

ACT III -< Arts for Children and Teachers: Ph&%pgraphy, Movement, and Drama.
Saugus Public Schools. 45p. T3-75-76-25. Activities in photography,
, movement and drama for all elementary ‘pupils including special needs,
" children will take place in all subject matter areas and will be” pré—
sented to the~children bygboth specialists and classroom teachers. .,

Boston Theatre Arts Project. Boston School Departments - 98p. T3-75-76~07. T
A program that will pilot a curriculum for students as well as a teacher
training opmponent to disseminate techniques of theatre arts for class-

v roo.n} use . - - . - '

3

DIAGNOSTIC PROGRAMS/EVALUATION . .

The Diagnostic Classroom Project and Published Tests Supplement. Educagioﬂ i -
Collhborative for Greater Boston [EDCO], (Cambridge). 180p. " '?/'
, T3—75*76—09 The goals of the project are (1) the development of a
. .diagnostic élassroom to design, develop and seléct instru¢tional and
' testing materfals, and (2) model site implementation, teacher prepara-
tion, stydent referral, and reglication g . e

.r"; LA o«

A Diagnoatic-Prescriptive Adapted Physical Education Program for Ghildren .-
with Special Needs. Walpole Public Sthools. 53p., T3-75 76-20:
. Develop and conduct a demonstration diagnostic-prescriptive adaptive d
physical education program for special needs children in grades K—lZ ‘

Project Appraisal. Foxborough Public Schools/Project SPOKE« 98p. T3475-76-27
A systematic approach to evaluation to assess the ‘effectiveness of
special needs programs and to comply with mandates under Chapter 766.

c" ‘ *
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v Dhcuosnc PROGRQMS/EVA ATION ‘sontinued) v . g
T \ k L. o T
ewal. Everett Puinc Schoois 9fp. T3+~75-76~14. Trains 12 . -

eachers in grades 2 and to individualize instruction in reading -and o ,/
. math through criterjon referencé tesbs and the,use and #reation of \ ’ !
.instructional materials. ] . . . .

- s J x ¢
'..g‘—._ . /— “‘” 2 ':[
e MDUCATION '

- 1

- ) / v . .// -
. . ) R

- Driver Education and Training Proger for the Physigally

v 180p.. - '1‘3-75-76-17 Fifty physically and multipl handicapped student
dri'vers are t!ained to Become safe‘licensed drivers. P)

» 7 ri -
y e .. t ] B - . .
o, LY N '._ . 'r + ‘.w

. \
' . - L ~ ' . : " .
ENVIROMNTAL EDUCATION/ OUE DOOR EDUCATIGN . W " 4
» 4 N . ° . ‘ [} . ! )
. Ac’ti'om Learning Project of Hampshire Regional High SchooL.— Hampshire Regional s

School District (Easthampton). 55p." T3-75+ -76-11.' The program inte-
-t . grates real-world experiences into classroom courses and conducts ‘week- )
egd vacation adventﬁre programs to increase student awareness of,recrea- .

+

', tional and social” resour.ces available to them. R : .

.. N ' ..

’ Ipswich Environmenta\l and Civic Action Project Ipswich' ‘Public Schools \ 75p ' :
S T3-75-76-10. . Provides. opportunities for higMchool students .to under=
. stand and actively deal with issues of nature, ‘economics and politics ¢
‘e in theéir own community. , Lo . cas
- . v g . ) , ' ‘ |
M&tl;ﬂfreugh Energy Con§ervation Corps Marlborough Public Schoqi.a' 64p. ' ' ) 4
T3-75-76-31. Qe ogram’ involving up to 25 high school junidrs '
and/or crdssrage. teaching, research, publjcation, town- -,
affairs, blém sglwing, and material development as regards ¥ r-
" borough's res) _to .the energy, cri’sis - S _ - -
. PR - ! ' \

A Middle_ Grades Interdisciblinary Progtam in Environmental Education Through a
“Hadley Pnvirenmental Laboratory Broject. 'Hadley Publié Schools. - o
‘T3= 75-76-15 .An' action-oriented problem-solving environmental program-
to serve as a communéty catalyst in developing environmental ethics ..
and as a modeJ. for implementation by other schools. \

s . N
., Project Exploration. North ‘Middlesek Regional School Dist'rict (Townsend) i
‘ . @ 54p. T3-75-76-22. -Project Exploration ‘is designed to be a learning~ . .,-
.“" y«-doing program dealing with both cognit:Dve aq@affective 1earning
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FAMILY LIFE_EDUCATION

Comunity Family'Life. Education. Billerica PuBlic Schools. 49p. T3=75-76-04.
The program proposes group workshops and individual’ counseling to meet
student-gentered needs, involving the entire community in the _process.

o | ' B

. ! ( ' ' ‘ A

" HISTORY .. N

Gloucester Museum Projﬁec.t: "How Gloucester Works." Gloucester Public Schools.’
80p. T3-75-76-16. An 3ti'on stylé museum aimed primarily at high school
students which will cond#ct oral history archives, house craft classes,

. "conduct tours and studies ofﬁoucester s*hjetory and serve as a f’orum
‘for display anddiscussion of oucester's development.
]
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INDIVIDUALI2ED INSTRUCTIQN /° /_/v

0" " * . oA . B
Individaalizing in Stages: ®Evolutionar¥* Educational Change. Northl‘aridge
Public 'Swhools. 71p. T3-75-76-28. A project designed to assist
teachers in individualizing i truction in arithmetic and to_ raise Y
elementary students achievem t scores in arithmetic. ‘ v .

L N .
N Project Renewal Everett Public S ools. 94p.’ T3-75—76-14 8;ains 12 -teachers

. 1in’ grade’\Z and & to indi¥iflualize. insfruction in ‘readi and math
™ through criterion referencel tests and the‘usé and creation of instruc-

] !5 tional Waterials.
R i

.
Te 4%

" INSERVICE EDUCATION: | SRR
. ' —~~
The Developmenf: of Math Laboratories with Metric and ’Inservice Pemhroke
School Department.* 51p. $1‘3-75—76v26. A comprehensive program to teacl'l
N t}‘tmetric system to school and community p
’

e o - . .
. ‘

An - Inservice Program to Train Junior H‘igh Séhool Regular Classroom Teachegs to
"Evajuaté and Assist Ghildren 4ith Speciul Neédsim Wdertown Public
‘Schools, Im.col¥abo on with Boston University. 52p. T3-75276-05.
Strengthen the capacity of 14 regular classroom teachers in’ thl¥ West
Junlor High School to meet needs of speclal needs/stud.ents in the.fr'

ktﬂassrooms. - .. oo . .. .
. «
Lexington Teacher Training Program. Lexingtog.Publichhools. 87p. T3—75—76 2.
* The: pfoject. proposed to use, materials (tapes and booklets od integrati
c¢hildren with speciakgneeds into the regular classrdom that weré devel-'
oped in 1972-74) for teacher education and to evaluate their eﬂgectiveness

‘-.31
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«  INSERVICE EDUCATION (continued) : o

Management Training Program for Edycational Leadershipa ‘Hampshire Educationaly/

.+ Callaborative (Amherst). 76p. T3-75-76-01. A project designed to

Lt o address the need for inservice education and renewal of educatipnal
) , - leaders among the 13 school districts in 2; towns and cities in -
y Hampshire County. " , N . \ ’

vy -

PL 766: The Impetus for Mainstreaming: "Breaking the Barriers, Bridging the
Gap." Melgoese Public Schools. 125p. £3-75-76~30. Bringing together
. community people, students,-and teachers to have them share their con- ) .
. cerns and comé to understand special needs studerits with gxperts’ ip the .
' " field; develop materials‘for special needs 3tudents; and become trainers ,
‘ . . of other community pErsons. ' L . M -

- Lot ’

... Project Interserv, Attleboro Public Schools. 1$0p. T3-75-76-02. A system-
: wide teacher cemter program for the sharing of ‘teaching skills through
individualized Yinterservice,'™ a. term used ta emphasize that teachers
S ’ themselves design, implement and evaluate the program,
Project OPEN.‘ Fall River Public Schools. 123p.. T3-75-76-12. ' A project to
7 o prepare.teachers for a ‘smooth transition from self-contained classroomsg =2
. i “to an epen spaca high schoo} designed for,comprehensive/education. )
L, . 3 @
A Teachers Center: Professional Responsibility in Staff Deveglopment ‘and Self-
. “ Renewal. Sudbury Public Schools. 85p. T3-75-76-23/ Bringing teachers
together to involve and- utilize ghe talents of teaclers'in staff e ‘

. w\‘i deve10pment/se1f-renewa1 process. . ,
A s
» » / . "
. Whtertown ding Resource Roomgand‘Drop-In‘Center./‘J ertown Publiec, Schools. .
S e 14 T3-75-76~-19. A cenger which provides parents and teachers with
e e skills and’ mateyials in working with youngsteyé. L
. FY | ,
' * R . '] ) . . . ¢
S‘. . ’ , R * T . . d
INTERDISCIPLINARY APPROACH L ?(‘ N
N T . :
4
« Action Learning Project of Hampshire R@gional Higg'échool.‘ Hampshire Reg na1
. N 'School District (Ea§thamdion) 55p. T3-75-76-11. The program in .
. -  grates real-world experiences into Slassfoom courses and qonducts week—. T
. eng vacation adventure programs to ingrease student awareness of ;
¢ recr) ional and socia1 repources available to them. . ) o
. | S ) \ . i

- \

- ‘A Middle Grades*{nterdisciplinary Program in Environhental Education Through a
., Radley Environmental Laboratory Project. ﬂadley Public Schools. 72p.
T3-75 76-15. _An aetion-oriented'problemdsolving “environmental program
. to serve as a eommunity catalyst in developing environmental ethics and
as a model for implementation' by, other schools. -

.,
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+ + MATHEMATICS
e - 'The-Develgpmentlgf Math Laboratories with Metric and Inservice. .Pembroke
: * School Department. 5lp. T3-75-76-26. A comprehendive program to
+ N teach the metric system to school and community.: .

. ' i . .

‘Individualizing‘in'Stages: Evolutionary Educational Change. Northbridge Public
Schools. 71p. T3-75-76-28. A project designed to assist teachers in s
individualizing instrucsdon in arithmetic and .to raise elementary - = -
students' achievement scores in arithmetic.
- - "

‘Peer Teaching of the Metric
Introduces the metric system to K-6 students, by using high gchool and -
junior high school #tudents. -

S - H
[

. Project Renewal. Everett 'Public Schools. 94p. T3-75°76-14. Trains 12 teachers
. . 4in-grades 2 and 4 to. individualize instruction in reading and math «
through criterion reference tests‘:and the use and creation of instruc-
. tional materials. ot b

. M T v . » -
- l M ‘ o ep . , L. N -
» . e S « . . .

MINI COURSES t" . \ L e~

[

. S . $
Project EIGHT. Quabbin Regional High School (Barre). AOp. *: T3-75-76-03. Mini '
courses for 7th graders in the following areas: ' dregativity, business,
career awareness, health, music, industrial ar;h,~homeeec0nomiéb, )

’ . ¥ \ “

- self-school/learning. . oo a N PR
Ld ' - “ " ” ' ’ o, ¥ % ! a - :
L3 . . : @ . . ' LA -
., N\ o . Loy o
PEER TEACHING/CROSS-AGE TEACHING B e e -
N b ) ~ PR S AN .

" Peer Teaching of the Metric System. Byerett Publig’ Schools. ~?Sp. T3-75-76-13.
:J. Introduces the metric system to'K-6’stud%ﬁné by’ using high school and
4, juniot-high school students. . A ‘ L ‘
o . :"» , . *
Marlborough Energy Conservation forps. 'Maflberugh~Schbol Department.. 64p.
T3-75-76-31. A pilqt program involving up to 25 high .school juniors

*

and/or sophomores in cross-age Qeaching,'r‘bearch,%?ublibation,'town S

‘affairs, problem solving and material development as reg¥rds Marl-
borough's respanse.to the energy, crisis. ¢ °

' < ‘ N y -
1 s ' ' ’ ' ’ ‘ .
v ] 3 . .’ 3 P
OPEN PLAN SCHOOLS : , i R ,
A L\ ( L - . o . , [ ~ .
Rrojébt OPEN{ Fall River Public Schools. 123p. T3s75-76-12. A~projec€ o
B ‘prepare ‘teachers for.a smooth transit%qn from .self-contained classrdoms
to an open space high §phool designed for coﬁgfehensive educagégn.' .
| - A N
: ' o sa L A '
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System. Everett Public Schools. 75p." T3-75-76-13. '~ 7
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Project Renewal.. Everett Publfc Schools. 94p T3~75-76-14. - Trains 12
\  teachers¥in grades 2 and 4 to individualize instruction in reading
. and math through criterion reference tests and the use and creation
of instructional materials. , .
Whtertown Reading R%qyurce Roem and Drop-In Center. Watertown Public Schools.
145p.. T3-75-76-19. A center which provides paxhnts and teachers with B #\
skills and materials in workiii with youngsters . t 4 ’

¢
§

SRECIAL EDUCATION

The Diagnostic Classroom Project and Publi#ed Tests Supplementg/(Education-
Collaborative for Greater’ Boston {EDCO], (Cambridge). .180p.—T3=75~76-09"
The goals of the project are (1) the development of 'a diagnostic class-
room to design, develop and select instructionak and testing‘paterials
and’ (2) model site implementation/teacher preparation, student referral

fnd Bepli catica )

T - A

i A Diagnqstic-Prescriptive Adapted Physical Education Program for Children with N 3
;> Special Needs. Walpole Public_Schools. 53p. T3-75-76~20." Develop and
. conduct a demonstration diagnostic-prescriptive adoptive physical educa-

- .. tion program for special needs: children in grades K-12. ’

Driver Education and Training Program fof the Physically and Multiply Handi- -
’ . capped. -Worcester Vocatiomal ‘School Department/Massachusetts Easter Seal
' - Society: 180p. ,T3-73-76-17. ' Fifty physically and multiply handicapped
, student drivers are ‘trained to become safe licensed drivers.
. - ' e
PL 766: The Impetqs for Mainstreaming "Breaking the Barriers, Bridging the .
Gap." Melrgse Public Schools. 125p. JT3-75-76-30. Brihging togéthew
community people, students, and teachers tO‘have them share their con-

\

i @ cerns and come to understand specigl needs students with experts the
\\> field; develop materials for specg%l needs students, and become trdiners

of qther community persons ) i a

An Inservice Program to Train 3unior High Schbol Regular Ciassroom Teachers to .
Evaluate?and Assist Children with Special Needs. Watertown Public B
Schools in collaboration with Boston University. 52p. T3-75-76-05. o
Strengthen the capacity of 14 regular classroom teachers in:the West -
Junior High School to meet needs of special needs students in their Ce

b classroom. : . . . aa )

. I . - N 7
Lexington Teacher Training Program. Lexi igton Public{ﬁchools 87p. ‘T3-75-76-32.

The .project proposes to use materials (tapes and booklets on integrating

‘.‘ _ children with special needs into the regular classroom developed in .
1972-74) for teacher education and to ®valuate their effectiveness.
N ‘e ‘ ¢ )
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1@£IAL QQUCATIO

Project Appraisal Foxborough Public Schools/Prosect SPOKE. 98p.
A systematic approach to evalua;ion to~rassess the effectiveness .of
spécial needs pgpgréﬂb\and to comply with mandates under Lhapter 766."

[4
M >
’

.
‘ il

STUDENT LEADERSHIP ' o .

Student’ Leadership Training %or Multi-Ethnic Settings. - Boston Public Schools.
35p. T3-75-76-06. Train core group of students in leadership and

awareness skills to function as peer group leaders. ; A
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" “..  INDEX BY SCHOOL SYSTEM/AGENCY | o
"AHHERST PUBLIC SCHOOLS (HEC) - Management Training Program’[T3-75~76~Ol] ':f
AITLEBORO SCHOOL DEPARTMENT — Project Interserv [T3 75-76- QZ] |
" paRme (QUABBTN REGIONAL mzon/snnroa\in SCHOOL) — Profect Eight [T3- 75-76-03] ' p (

BILLERICA PUBLIC SCHOOLS =-- Community Family Life Education [T3-75-76-04]

.

BOSTON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- Boston Theatre Arts Progtam [T3-75-76-07]

.
»

BOSTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS —-- Student Leadership Training for ‘Multi-Ethnic Setting 4
[13-75-76-06] ) \ . . .
BOSTON UNIVERSITY/WATERTOWN PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- An Inservice Program to Train
“b Junior High School Regular Classroom Teachers to Evaluate and Assist
Children with Special Needs [T3-75-76~05) . : -
BOXFORD {MASCONOMET REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT), in collaboration with North
Shore Community College —- North Shore Alternate Education.Program
[T3-75-76-29] - ]

-

CAMBRIDGE SCHOOL UEPARTMENT in collaboration with The Group School —-
Curritulum Development Project-Around the.Needs of Low-Income Youth
[T3—75—76—08] . . N o

[ L .

EASTER SEAL SOCIETY, in collaboration with Worcester Vocational School Depart-

' ment — Driver Educatioa and Training Program for the Physically and
. Multiply H%ndicapped [T3-75- 76—17] ’
EASTHAMPWQN (Hampshire Regional School District) -- Action Learning Project
[T3-75-76-11] .
EDCO (Educational Collaborative for Greater Boston) -- The Diagnostic Classroom
Project and Published Tests Supplement {T3-75-76-09] . .-

.

-

. .Q‘ \ &

. EDCO, in collabg;ation wiilpkhtertown Public Schools — Readin%‘Resource Room
@ ¢ and Drop-T Center [T3-75-76-19] .
s gx . iy
EYERETT PUBLIC SCH)OLS -~ Peer Teaching of the Metric System {13-75-76-13] , g
- EVERETT PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- Project Renewal [T3—75-76—14] d
‘ PALL RIVER PUBLIC §cuoor.s -- Project Opén [13-75-76- 12] -

4

POXBOROUGH BUBLIC, SCHOOLS in collaboration with Project SPOKE, Norton, MA. -—
Project Appraisal {T3~75—76 =-27]

o . ’ v . .. '

— -~
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_INDEX BY -SCHOOL SYSTEM/AGENCY -2

A

GILL—HONTAGUE REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT ( TURNER FALLS, MA.) — Occupational . ,
Program in a Universal Setting (0.R.U.S.) [T3-75-76-21]
GLOUCESTER PUBLIC SCHOOLS - Gloucester Museum Pro3eéf UHow Gloucester Works
[T3-75-76- 16] - K . e -
GROUF SCHOOL, THE (CAMBRIDGE), in collaboratiop with Cambridge School Depart-
ment -- Curr’iculum Development Project,Around the Needs of ' Low-Income
Youth [T3-75-76-08] : » SR . vy
- HADLEY PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- Middle Grades Interdisciplinary Program in Environmental
’ Education [T3—75—76-15] ' . . .
) HAMPDEN-WILBRAHAM REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT (MINNECHHUG REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL) --
"Project AGT: Action Curriculum Training [T3-75-76-18}
'BAMPSHERE EDUCATIONAL COLLABORATIVE (AMHERST) —- Management Training Program for .
Educational Leadership [T3-75-76-01] °

rd

-
HAMPSHIRE REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT (EASTHAMPTON) -- The Action Learning Project
[T3-75-76-11] ~ ‘ .

SWICH PUBLIC SCHOOLS --_Environmental and Civic Action Projgct [T3-75- 76—

r

LEXINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- Teacher Training Program [T3-75-76-32]
'MARLBOROUGH SCHOOL DEPARTMENT -- Marlborough ﬂpérgy Conservat n Corps
[T3-75-76-31]

yﬁASCONOMET.REGIONAL SCHOO RICT (BOXFORD), in collaboration with North Shore’
Community College orth Shore Alternative Education Program [T3~75-76-29}
[ "
B 'MELROSE PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- P.L. 766: The Impetus fdr;Ma streaming: Breaking the
Barriers, Bridging the Gap [T3-75-76-30] ) . s ‘
i ) : ) N i’ ‘ '
MINNECHAUG REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL (HAMPDEN-WILBRAHAM REGIONAL SCHOOL -DISTRICT) —- '
' Project ACT; Action Curriculum Training [T3 75-76-18]
NORTH MIDDLESEX REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRE;T (TOWNSEND MA.) -- Project Exploration
[T3-75-76-22]

A

NORTH SHORE C MMUNITY COLLEGE/MASCONOMET BEGIONAL «SCHOOL DISTRICT (BOXFORD) - S
oy North Shore Alternative Education Program [T3 -75-76-29]

" NORTHBRIPGE PUBLI

SCHOOLS - Individualizing in Stages Evolutionary Educational
Change [T3-

-76-28} , '

~

-

PEMBROKE PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- The Development of Math Laboratories with Metric and , .
"Inservice [T3-75-76-26]

¢
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[

ABBIN REGIONAL JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL (BARRE MA.) -- Project Eight
[T3-75-76~03] . } .
A . I B

SAUGUS PUBLIC. SCHOOLS ~— ACT III: Arts for Children and Teachers/Photography,
Movement and Drama [T3-75-76-25]. |, . v ;

’
. LI

SPOKE - (NORTON MA.), in collaboration with Foxboro Public Schools -- Project
Appraisal [T3—75—76—27] " .

SHREWSBURY PUBLIC SCHOOLS -- Laboratory for Living [T3-75-76i24}

SUDBURY PUQ*IC SCHOOLS, in collaboration with the- towns of Lincoln, Sudbury,

Lin¢éln, Action, Maynard and Carlisle -- A Teachers Center: Professional
o oo Respansibility in Staff Development {T3-75-76-23)
TOWNSEND (NORTH HIBDLESEX REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRICT) -- Project Exploration
[T3—15—76—22] . . i
Q. <

IURNER FALLS MA (GILL-MONTAGUE REGIONAL SCHOQL DISTRICT) - Occupational
Program in a Universal Setting (0 P.U.S.) {T3—75 -76-21]}

MWALPOLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS - A Diagnostic—Prescriptive Adapted Physical Education
Program for Children with Special Needs [T3-75-76-20] .

» WATERTOWN PUBLIC'SCHOULS (in collaboration with Boston University) =-- An : .

Insgrvice Program to Train Junior High Sghool Regular Classroom’ \

. Teachers to Evaluate and Assist Children with Special Needs [T3- 75- 76*051

- WATERTOWN PUBLIC SCHOOLS (in collaboration with EDCO) -- Reading Resource Room
and Drop-In Center [T3—75-76-19] .

"WORCESTER VOCATIONAL SCHOOL DEPARTMENT (in collaboration with Easter Seal
Society) —- Driver Education and Training Program for the Physically
- and Multiply Handicapped [T3-75- 76-17] ; .
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INDEX BY SCHOOL SYSTEM/AGENCY -3 :

~ ‘

o QUABBIN REGIONAL JUNIOR/SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL (BARRE, MA ) - Project Eight ﬂ

[T3—75-76-03] . ,
(—if\g SAUGUS PUBLIC SQ?OOLS — ACT III! Arts for Children and Teachers/Photography, ) '
. Movement and Drama fT3-75~76—25] . v ,

L 7 SPOKE (NORTON, MA.), in collaboration with Foxboro Public Schools -- Project : .
Appraisal [T3-75-76-27) §§

be S .,
' . Ps :

SHREWSBURY PﬁBLIC SCHOOLS -- Laboratory for Living [T3-75-76-24] - ¥ e

SUDBURY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, in collaboration with the towns of iinooln, Sudbury,
) Lincoln, Action, Mayna#d, and Carlisle -- A Teachers .Center: Professional
A Responsibility in Staff Development [T3—75—76-23] ‘
TOWNSEND (NORTH MIDDLESEX REGIONAL SCHOOL DISTRE'F) -— Project Epr%ration ‘
E [T3-75 -76-22] . . S .

TURNER FALLS MA (GILL-MONTAGUE REGIQ'AL SCHOOL DISTRICT) -- 0ccupational
Program in a Universal Setting *(0.P.U.S.) [T3-75- 76-21]

v L 4

WALPOLE PUBLIC SCHOOLS - A Diagnostic-Prescriptive Adapted‘Physioal Education
. . Program for Children with ‘Special Needs. [T3—75-76420]

‘ HATERTOWN PUBLIC SCHOOLS (in collaboration with Boston University) -- An
- Inservice Program to Train Junior High School Regular Classroom '
Teachers to Evaluate and ASBist Children with Special Needs [T3-75-76-051]
L Y s
WATERTOWN PUBLIC SCHOOLS (iR collaboration with EDCO) -- Reading Beﬁource Room
. and Drop-In Center [T3-75-76-19]
—L‘HDBCESTER VOCATIONAL SCHOOL DEPARTMENT (in collaboration with Easter Seal
Society) -- Driver Education and Ttaining Program for the Physically
and Multipl) Handicapped [T3-75-76-17],

s
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3. PITTSFIELD REGION - Albert J. Trocchi Chairperson

f
.

Gill—Montague Regional School District (Turner Falls) -- “Occupational
Program in a Universal Setting (0.P.U.S.)". T3- 75-76-21 ’

Hampshire Regional School District (Easthampton) -- “Action Learning
Project" T3-75-76-11 x

v

SPRINGFIELD REGION‘ Albert J. Trocchi, Chairpérson

Hadley - "Middle Grades Interdisciplinary Program in Environmental
N : Education" T3 75-76-15

Hampden—Wilbraham Regional School District --"Project ACT: Action.
Curriculum Training" T3-75-76—18
- ! - -
Hampshire Educational Collaboratlve (Amherst) -- ‘'"Management Trainiag . .
Program for Educational Leadership" T3-75*76—01 '

7 WOR&ESTER REGION - Charles G. Radlo, Chairperson

ot Maxlborough "Marlborough Energy Conservation Corps \$;E75-76-3l

Northbridge -- "Indivldualizing in Stages: Evolutionary Educational
Change" T3%75-76-28 . S .
2 . » — . ) ’
' Quabbin Regional School District ( rre, Hardwick, Hubbardston,
Oakham) -- "Project Eight" T}-75-76-03 .

¢

o Shréwsbury - ”Laboratory for Living" T3-75-76-24
' Wotcester Vocational Schooi Depa,tment (Easter Seal Society) - .
] f "Dr r Education and Training Program for the Physically and -
y Handicapped" T3-75-76-l7

ey

¢/ " SOUTHEAST REGIQN - Roselyn Frank, ChM_person
Attleboro - "Project Interserw T3-75-76-02
3 Fail River :-_-_Rroject Open” T3-75-76~12

Foxboro —-"Project Appraisal’ T3-75-76-27 . -

Pembroke -- "The Development of Math.Laboratories with Metric and

Inservice T3-75-76-26
- v . N . . r
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GREATER1§OST0N REGION - Judith Dortz, Chairperson Tt

“

. )

Boston --

"Student Leadership Training for Multi—Ethnic Séttings" <\

T3—75—76-06

L

i

Boston -- "Theatre Arts Program

-

T3-75—76—07

Cambridge —- "Curriculum Development Project Around the Needs of u -

Low-Income Youth"

.

T3-75-76-08 !\ ‘ .

EDCO (Cambridge) — "The Diagaqstic Classroom Project and Publisheﬂ

Tests Supplement"”

. Everett -- "Peer Teaching of the Metric System"

Everett -- "Project Renewal"
»  Lexington -- "Teacher Training
Melrose —- "P.L. 766:

Barriers, Bridging the Gap"

T3-75-76-09 .

Sudbury —- "A Teachers Center:

~

T3-75~76~13

N
|

T3-75-76-14 ' s

Program" T3—75-76-32

The Impetus for’ Mainstreaming - Breaking the

T3-75-76-30 ;. __

’

Professional Responsibilitx in StAff

Development'

T3-75-76-23

4

Walpole -- "A Diagnostic-Prescriptive Adapted Physical Education -*
Program for Children with Special Needs T3-75-76-20 - :
~ Watertown (in collaboration with Boston University) --"An Inservice
. . Program to Train Junior High School Regular Classroom Teachers
to Evaluate and Assist Children with Special Needs" T3-75- 76-05

Watertown (EDCO) --"Reading Resource Room and Drop-In Center"
. ) . . . :

'1‘3—7.5—76-19 i

NORTHEAST REGION - Maria Grasso, Chairperson

i
T3;\75—76v04

L4

Billerica -- "Community Family Life Education"

Gloucester =-- "Gloucester Museum Project — How Gloucester Horks"

T3-75-76-16 .. :
Ipswich ~- "Environmental and Civic Action Project” T3—75-76—l0
Masconomet, Regional School District (Boxford) -- "North Shore Alternative

Educatiop Program" T3-75-76-29 .

North Middlesex Regional School District (Townsend) -- "Project

Exploration

Saugus - "ACf‘III

Movement and Drama

~e

T3-75-76-22 -

Arts for Children and Teachers/Photography,.

T3-75~ 76-25

.

|
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927-4404

. BOSTON, MA.

]

!

AMHERST, MA. 01002

Mr. Bill Allen

Management Training Center (HEC)
1001 South East Street

(413) 25698869 T3-75-76-01

ks

'ATTLEBORO, MA. 02703 \ .

:Mg. Louise Truidel
_Project Interserv

Attleboro School Department
222-5180 T3-75-76~02

BARRE, MA, 01005

Mr. Paul F..Allen, Assoc. Principal

Project EIGHT

Quabbin Regional Junior/Senior
:"High School

335d4651“ T3-75-76~03

- BEVERLY, MA. 01915°

Mrs. Ingrid Swanson

North Shore Alternative
Education Project

North Shore Community Col¥ege -

T3-75-76-29

BILLERICA, MA. 01821

Mr. Richard Bloom

Human Services Coordinator ‘

Community Family Life Project .

Billerica Public Schools ’

667-4566 T3-75-76704“

02110 N
Ms. Liz Cody '

Theatre Arts Project
Educational Planning Asso&}ates —
54 Lewis Wharf a
227-4582 T3-75-76-07 -
BOSTON, MA, 02108 .

‘Ms. Dorothy:Cash, Director
Student Leadership Training
Boston .Public Schools

15 Beacon Street

742-7400 T3-75-76-06

P

¥ ;«’/‘
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PROJECT DIRECTORS -
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CAMBRIDGE, MA. 02139 . . -
Mr. Larry Aargnson )
The Group School. “

Curriculum Development Project
Franklin Street

491-4884, T3—75-76—08 -

CAMBRIDGE, 'MA. 02139 - ,
Ms. Judy Sandler . ¢ ¢
Diagnostic Classroom Project o
EDCO - 186 Hampshire, Street -
868-2100 T3-75-76-09°
; 4 .
EASTHAMPTON, MA. 01027 ' ' <
Mr. David Whitmarsh . y . L
Actjon Learnismrg Project (ALP)

yHampshire Regional High School. . .
(413) 586-3960

. T3-75-76-11 ~ _°

EVERETT, . 02149

Mr. 4rd B. Wallave ¢!
Direc o¥;~Reer_Group Teaching’
Everett Pubilt-Schaqgls .

548 . Broadway
389-795Q Ext.

PO 4

242 T3-75-76-13

EVERETT, MA. 02149 v,
Mr., W. oﬁeg,‘Directof

Projeet Renewal,

Everett Pub;%c‘Schools .
389-7950 Ext. 242 T3-75-76-14

FALL RIVER, MA. ©2720
Mr. Marcel Perry

Project OPEN

388 Rock Street

. 678-4571 Ext 300 T3-75- 76-12

FOXBORO/NORTON

Mr. Don Torres, Director

AR

c/o.Project SPOKE

37 West Main Stréet

Norton, MA 02766

285-7766 T3r73-76-27
e NE .




PROJECT DIRECTORS -2 A . | -
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cmuczsmt,m 01930 ‘ " PEMBROKE, MA. (2359

Mr.*James Schoel : Mr. Peter Murray RN
Gloucester Museum School ‘ - Development of Math Labs :
_Gloucester Public Schools . * . Pembroke School -Department -
281-2870 Ext. (248 T3-75-76-16 ; * Hatch Building, .Céntgr Street, .
- 293-5411 © T3-75-76-26
'HADLEY, M. 01035 . - B - ‘ -

" Mr. Gorden Schimm ER SAUIGUS, MA. 0£906 R
‘Hadley Envﬁ.romnental‘jducation Ms. Joan Kaplan g o
Project ‘ . . Act III ' |

' . Hopkins Academy ., * { Saugus Public Schpols '
(413) %1106 . - T3-75-76~15 233-9169 ° T3-75-76-25 . .
K IPSWICH, MA. 01938 - SHR.EWSBURY MA.’ 0}545 -
- Mr. Thomas Met:ca}.f o Mr. Robert J. Lemieux ot / -
. Ipswich Environmental and * . . Laboratory for fiving , .
| Civic Action Project Shrewsbury School Department ,
- Ipgwich Public Schools ’ ‘ 100 Maple Avenue 4
| 356-3137 . ° T3-75-76-10 . - 845-5721 - T13-75-76-24
. . 4 . .
LEXINGTON, MA. 02173 -~ - - > - SUDBURY, MA. 01776 .. ;
"~ Mrs, Carol Dolan Mr. Martin Grassie . X
' Title III Teacher Training Program ) Teacher Center -Project y 7
1557 Mass. Avenue ¢/o Horse Pond Road School -
862-7500 Ext. 247 T3-75-76-32 443-6041 - $3-75-76-23
", MELROSE, MA. 02176 ... TOWNSEND, MA. 01489 .
~Mr. Robert Farrell . . SN Mr. Paul McGowan . o
Bridging the Gap F ’ . Project Exploration K
235 W. Foster Street + °~ ;. No. Middlesex Regional School District
662-2000. » T3-75-76-30 - 597~8817 , . T3-75-76—22 ;-
¢ ) ' e . . . .
MARLBORO, MA. -01752 A TURNER FALLS, MA. 01376 o .
Ms. Hope Nesti ' - Mr. Richard Byam ' .
Marlboro Energy Conservation ) Project 0.P.U.S. )
Corps 7 . Gill-Montague School District
. Marlboro Public Schools ’ 7"  Crocker Avenue -
Prospect -Street . C L (613) 863-_.9311 " T3-75-76-21
J+  485-8100 . T3-75-76-31 -
., @ . WALPOLE, MA. 02081 . ¢
‘NOR' RID%E e : .- Ms. Lee Walter -
Ms. h ‘Fennessey . / Boyden ‘School .
,, Individualizing "InfSt:ages mostic-l’rescr-iptive Project
“" Northbridge Public Schaols 1 .k Walpole'Pubkic Schools
Whitinsville, MA 01588 Tovar 668-1264 - T3-75—76-2o .
234-6347 - 13-75-76-28 R R C
' N . .
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. RS " ."I;Kj]' '~ .. . . .
Ms. Stephan(e/j.!ohns,on L ‘ . S - . R . ' .

E 2 Inservice .Program for . . s f" < L o’y ..
e e Junioryﬁigh School, Tea,pherg ) . LT '

- 3 . 16 Nabbys Roint - ° . o r-“\ ' - ' . ‘

Ipsvichy MA'01988.. [ -. ‘ 5 B .
T ,356-5176. "1‘3-75—,76—05 o T T '
- v ., . . e

. et o e _— o ~
. Ms. Arlyn Hertz N : - , et .
T Reading Resource Room Prgjgct N ’ ! oty

c/o EDC

. - . 'y , *

7186 Whire Strket voaee s ‘“ CaLA . o
; Cambridge, MA 021 P L el S
.. 868-m0Q ., -75-76-19 _ . r. . . Ve AR

o WILBRAAM, MA‘%IO% . S e G .
A- ' Mr.-Allen Sentkowéki ) - ' a I
Proje®® act - . = . o ¥ RN , : ‘

‘s .Minnechaug Regional High School A gy —_— i )
-~ " Main Sekeet - ] N\ : _ - .
v ted)y 5969011 @ ge7s-76-18.  F o L co ™

< WORCESTER, MA. 01608" e A "
© . Mri.gRapald Perry . SN . oL 7 X -
. Easter Sea Society , ' - e L
‘Driver ‘Bdfcation for the Physiqally, : e ] ‘ ‘
... ..and Multiply Handicapped. ! \\- . R . R : ‘ e .

37 Harward Street ) . . . .
' . . .
7571-2756. 'r3—75-75-17 . S e , s :
v © o S ' .o 3
* - v t )
i N - . 1
. L ] ~ -
" 4 ’ ‘ L .
[ 3 de o y *
. >
P 4 ’ - 4
o \ » e
< - ' ~ s
. . -
A .
, v ‘ . .
2 BRI . g
- T\ ,
l,. N L .
- . Lot ', o
4 . . ‘ ‘ - ’
- - . v ok
Y s .o
J") \
¥ -
T ) . v - ’ . * - -
4 .
. ) .
% y . . .
‘3L1 !P ; . /.// ) ' )
.o ek .
A .ot . ‘
- ¢ Ky - ¢
" ’ rad " e . O;
- o - v ‘ . *
. ! -



¢ BIBLIOGRAPHY

5 of »
' LR ) ’

, 0 i d .
Baldndge, J. V. Ofganizational®Change Processes: A Blbllography’ _
with Commentary Stanford, California: Stanford Unlve& ta
se

Stanford Center for Research and Development 1n Teachin
1970. ED 036 908 -+ . v : . g

e
- \ ”»w

Berygn, Paul; et. al. Federal Programs Supportlng Educatlonal r .

v hange. Volume.I: A Model ‘of Educational Change. JSanta .
o Mon%ca, Calif@@eia: Rand COrporatich. September 4974.° 34pp._ ..
g © © ED<099. 9574 ' Lo T
. » .

N -

‘. Federal Programs Su oortlng Educational Change. .
. Nolume II. Factors Affectifig Change Agent Projects. Santa
./ Monica, California: Rand Cl)poratlon. April] 1975. ED 108 324. |
. . [See*also: +ERIC ED 108 331; 108 330; 1Q8 .327;'. 108 376; . : Q
é‘ . lo8 328, and’ 108 329] ' ) ’ <t S

»~ v

.. N ; ", 2
’ Blahchard, Kenneth H. Consultant on nnovatmn Amherst, Mass.

- A

Brlckle‘y, R. Peénnsylvania’ State Department of Educat:Lon, R.I.8.E.

Research consultant ﬁ.development of val;dablon. ?“ . x
. » A~
Bushnell D. "Planned Cha&ge in Educatlon, A Systen'is Approach " ’, ;

New York Harcourt, Brace & Jovanovich. 1971 ,

. = -...\' Tt . ‘
Chln,‘Robert W. Genova; and H. Hadley "Conceptual Models ér o T
the Developmgpt ©f Inmovationgand Change Programs.. " Flnal

e Report., NIELontract 400-75< 013. Bostén, Mass. l§76. L T

Churchman, DaV1d. "The Theoretlcal Ba51s £ r Format:We Evguatmf
Center for the Study of Education, '1975. ED ..105 567 :

Deal, Terrence; &and J.. V. Baldr:Ldek "An Organlz,atlonal View bf

" ‘Educati$nal Innovdtion." [R&D Memorandum No.  126.. Stanford )
University: School-of Innovatlo.n Stanford ’Center for R&D -
n T@cﬁlng. ‘October 1974. J '

~
¥ -

ESEA: De&énnial Views of the Re lutlon. Phi Delta Keppan,
' Nodember 1975. '~

&
Ford Foun¥ation. As Foundatlon Goes to Sch The Ford Founda-
tion Comprehenslve School Improvement rogram, 1960-70." h
ANew York: Office of Reports. November 1972. P

@ ‘ullan, Michael (EQd. ) ‘Innovat:.ons in Learning- and Processes of
‘Educational Change. Interchanﬂa. + Volume 3, No. 2-3. THe s
_Ontario Inst;Ltu’qa for Studles in Ed{catlon. 1972. p_p 1-46.




. -
» )

[N

_ . BIBLIOGRAPHY - =2 S .
O ¥ - ‘ N
) . roe = ¢ ) A
/ ; 2 “ . . ’ '
g ’ bt
Gr wood, Peter; et. al. ,Federal Programs Supportlnq Eddbatlonal

Change. y:.Volume 3+ The Process 'of Change.
"¢ Aprll 1975.

alifornia:
) .ED 108 325.
. Pl

Rangd Gorpor&tlon.,

Havelock, Renald G.

Santa Monlca,
93pp ’

“The Change Hgent's Guide to Innovationddn

o 'Q

MicHigan:
the Utlllza

4
.
¢ Heathers, Glen.
Learning."

-
-®

' nentsu« Re

00
; _ Tradition."”
- 74. 1

¢ 19 f D

‘Instituté'
ti Rese

. Kaufmah. -

L4

“ﬁduo

Un1ver51ty of Mlchlgan, Center

tion of Sc1ent1f1c §zowledge, 1968
k 4

"Qyerview of Inno
. In: Fullan, Michael.

search fog Better Schools:

Researdh for Better Schools:
08 303. .

ommunlcatlon Reih
arch .Tool." . S d

ational System Planhing."
1974.

' “1he Inferview:
Unlver51ty,

-on the Utlllzatlon of Sc1en§1f1c Knowledge,, 1969 .

Blbllography on

for' ‘Résearch on

Y -¢In collaboratlon with A..Guskln )
_ Kno,ie%ge Utlllza§1on and Dissemination." Anh Arbor,

» ! - s

tions §n Organlzat101 for

wplanned Educatlonal Change in Ssearch of-a. Resiﬁigh
a.

Phlladelphla,
\

An Educa-
December 1970.

* Prentice-Hall:

1975.

J

Educatlon. Engbeood Cliffs, New Jersey° Educatlonal ‘—’/2
. Technology Publications. 1973.» = . o . b
. ' . "A WQrkbook of Checkllsts to Accompany a Guide to :
Innovatxon. " Ann Arbor Institute “for Social .Research,
I Michigan University. 1971. ED 056" 256 - .
. - X . . . N
o . "A Guide to Innovation in Educ#ti " Ann Arbor,
. ‘ Michigan: University ©fi Michigan, Center Research on
: the Utlllzatlon of Solent}fac Knowledge, 19 . -
- - " (In collaboratlon with, A. Guskln ) "Planning for
- Innovation: 'A Comparatlve‘Study of the Literature on the
' g;gsemlnatlon and Utilization of Scientific Knowledge. Ann
3 or, Michigan: University of Michigan, Center for Research

.

-

theory and Strategies for "Local Educatlonal Imﬁroveﬂn
Ph&ladelphla 'Pa.

//'

oyt ey

hglewood Cllfﬁs, New Jersey. -

Lipp1

~

L)
g

aX

QBrace & World.

1958.

. !

"The Dynamics of Planned Change.1/ New York' ' Harcourt, W




0
t

Maguire, L. M. : "An Annotated Bibliaqgraphy of the Litereture‘on

' Osview, Léon. "Change Capablllty on the School District.”

ot /
*.Scanlon, Robert. "Building Relatlonships for Dissemination of

Steele, Sara. "Contemporary Approaches to Program Evaluation.

v

BIBLIQG&APHY 23 . :
- ‘wo. : "o

Change."” Research for Better Schools: Philadelphia, Pa.
1970. R '
; ) . - - . Lo i o 4

. "Observatighs and Analysis of the Literature on Change."

Research . for Better Schools: Philadelphia, ‘Pa. .1970.
Massachusetts Title III PACE Subcommittee Reports On Contlnued

Diffusion; and‘"The Diffdsion oflglﬁle III Projects in .
Massachusetts." Prepared by EvaluatloﬂiAssoc1ates, 1974.

Moffat, Jamés.% "How to Audit a ogram~and Tell Whether It's
Worklng, The Amerlcan Sch 1 Board Journal, July 1976,

R;;éarch for Better Schools:" wPhlladephaa. Pa. 1974.
1 . 4 - o

08 307._ ]
, Paul, Douglas ’ "The lequlon of an Innovatlon Through Inter- " .
organizational Linkages: A Comparatlve Case Study Report .

From the Wisconsin Research and Development - enter, Madison. .
Techn1oa1 Report No. 308. July 1974. ) . ! o

Plele, Phiﬁlp. "Review and Analysis of the Role, Act1v1t1es,,
and Training of Educe-lonal Linking, Agents." Eugene, OregQn:
.ERIC Clearinghouse" oqiidUcatsonal Management, November 1975. 0
Plncus, John. “"Incentives for Innovatlon in the Public, Schools.™
Review of Educational Research; Volume 44, No. 1. W1nter .
.1974. PP- 113 =144, ~ ,“ . ' e .

Sanders,,q.; and D. Cunn;ngh;h. "A Structure,ﬁor:Rormative'Eva;da-.
tion in Product Development."” Review of Educational Research.
Snring, 1973. Volume 43, Nos - 2. pp. 217-236. . -

Sarason, Sevmour. "ThHe Culture of the School and the Problem of o .j
-

|

|

Change." Bogton: Allyn & Bacon, Inc., 1971. v R

Innovatlons. Phil®delphia,~Pa. ' Researt¢h for Better

"Schools. August 1973 ED 108 302. |

ERIC Cleaflnghouse on Adult Education: Washington, D. C. |

19730 . N g Ly
- 5

Suchman, E. A. "Evaluative Research" Principlesmand'Practf%es .
for Sécial Action Programs." New York: Russell Sage ) 4
. Poundation, 1967. . 5 N\ . . ‘ <
- : . .- ¢ t. ' - . ’l\ R v
“ZH( | o X




‘u'~
. ' . f N .

e K .
*
) .

*  BIBLIOGRAPHY -4

.
.3

\ .

A

. Temkin, Sanford.
: Innovatlons JInto Schools: A-.Symposium.”
'Reséarch for Better. Schools: Philadelphia, -PA.

1974. ED 103 987. - ' y i

e .

"what Do Research Flndlﬁgs Say About-Gettlng
October 8- 9,¢197§.

Ianuary -

.

-

Unlted States Department of Health, Educatlon,'and Welfarg~‘bff1¢e

of Education. .
on Stqgent Achlevement noos

-

Widmer, Jeanne.
Strategies for State and®.ocal Systems.

N 4

Tigle\IIIm

Education. - .Boston, MA.. MDE Publgcatlon #8%75.
42pp. ED 103 960. ¢ - . _

i N « A L ]
L4
v
L4 - -
Y - . hi r : -
- . o.*
[ - L]
- [ s \ N
a . .
\ ‘ ’ * M
.. , N . ‘L.‘ Q B "
< - .
3 .
.
- K
¢ L] c“ '
- i — ' ' L]
\ 2 - - }
1

"What Makes Innovation Work in Massachusetts?’
A Study -of ESEA

_Bureau of €urriculum Se;v;ces, Department of
Aprll 1975'

"A Practical: :Guided'to Measuring Project Impact

~
P N




About MEC
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. . was established in 1968, MEC is a pudblic, ... cooperates- with Fitchbdrg State College in
multi-purpose collaborative of 21 Massachusett,s pre-service and invservice efucation programs.
schoaql districts. .. . serves as an educational information center
. ‘fmplemo:\?)indlwdually Gunded Education in - and provndes computerized searches of ‘the ERIC

leagues of cipating schools Data -, . . N
. acts as an educational “broker” linking the /a?;:sts local schools in the planmng and
‘schoot districts with resources, at the local, state,  evaluation of prog.rams
and national levels. : * ... serves over 90,000 pupils, over 7, 500 teach-'

conducts aanual ne}é’ds assessment for ers and administratqrs, and over 100 school
.member districts. i . commitfeemen in a région where over $50 millions
“annually are devoted to educatior.,
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