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BROAD VIEW OF CAUSE PROJECTS

- *

Introduction

Kathleen‘Porter

% - The=CAUSE Program is four years .old. A program eva]uat1on has been :./ >
conducted by Development & Evaluation Associates with. the aim of ref1n1ng
and 1mprov1ng the CAUSE program. This evaluat1on provides a description and
ana]ys1s of the CAUSE program. The specific jssues of the evaluation are-
} : (T) the ‘extent to which high pr1or1ty 1oca1 co]lege and un1yerS1ty needs are '
be1ng met hy local- CAUSE proJects, (2) the ways in wh¥ch CAUSE proJects are
. .being imp1emented, (3) the extent to which instructional 1mprovement is
" resulting from CAUSE; (4) the nature and use of eva]uation data on CAUSE
proJects, (5) the relative costs of .the funct1ona1 act1v1taes of.EAUSE pro-‘
jects and how they relate to post CAUSE. institutional Support, and (6) pro-

\.

;.,? gram changes and mod1ficat1ons to be made in the CAUSE progrmn <
This paper contains analyses of data gathered using the broad focus
x,‘ - techn1ques of the evaluation. - 'In contrast -to the narrow 1n-depth focus
o provided by the ‘eight case studies of 'CAUSE projects and the somewhat —
¥ ' broader focus prov1ded by the.17 site v1s1ts, the act1v1ties described in
this paper - the analysis of 273 funded. CAUSE proposa]s angd the Survey1ng
of’ZO] CAUSE project directors - provide a broad view of all the CAUSE
projects funded between 1976 and 1978. | o
Thé data gathered from the CAUSE/proposals and from the _survey of
prodect directors have been aggregated for the purpose of discover1ng
trends As with most guantitative methodsl these were ut1lized for the

purpose of justifying broad statements abOut CAUSE projeFts In contrast, "

- ‘ . : . - . -
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tthe~qua11tat1ve methods used 1n the s1te visits and the case stud1es were

,;_‘

sehsi;}ve to pecu11ar1t1es and 1nd1v1dual d1fferentes

"The broad focus evaluat1on relied upon a- quantitat1ve content ana]ys1s .
of CAUéE proposals and the use of programs 1h SPSS‘(Stat1stica1 Packages
‘for the Social Sciences) for analysis of the survey of:project directors.

In cohtrast, the narrow and.medium;tobos eva]uationsfrelied;upoﬁ\observa-
. tion. _ ' q

The-oontent analysis of CAUSE proposals provides an overview\of the
way projects were described before they were imp}emented. 'ituportrays the
intended recipients of .the benefits of the proposed projects; 1t descr1bes
the needs as they were perceived by the proposers, it d1sp1ays the goals
.and QbJectives of the proposed proJects, it portrays the proposed strateg1es
for meettng needs and realizing goals.

The survey of CAUSE project directors, on the other hahd portrays
the projects as seen by project directors either during 1mp1ementation or
after project completion. It displays the amount and kinds'of‘mod1f1ca-
,tions made in the projects since the proposal was writtep; it portrays
those act1v1t1es project d1rectors desfribe as important for, assur1ng

-'success it d1sp1ays those fac ors which proaect directors descr1be as
hav1ng been a problem for their projects: it describes project ‘directors’
attitudes toward project ev Tuation and recommendat1ons they HOqu make "
to NSF and to prospective/progect directors.

) Taken together, the/two broad .focus techniques provide.a ﬁeforé and

-

after snapshot of the CAUSE program as a whole.
NP
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) : " SURVEY OF CAUSE PROJECT DIRECTORS, 1976-1978 -

Summary

-

T

(19 -

" This section describes the fiﬁdings from the Survey of Project

Directors. * It begins by ‘describing the purposes of the survey, its place: "
. ™ R i

3 ) in the overall evaluation of the CAUSE program, the development of the two -

»

versions of the survey, and the procedures used in obtaining and analyzing

the survey data. ' ;

1 %

Next, general findings are -summarized within five of the six issues

igentiﬁied as those 1hformin?_the evaluation as a whole: institutional need, | N

] . project implementation, instructional improvement, evaluatiof, and recom-

mendations for modifications. .o

&

Specific findings are compared between those questions Which are -y
common, or at least similar, to.the two versions of the'Survgy.’ Tables _
follow which present those comparisons in terms of~percenta§e of project

. . directors from each of the two samples who chose each option to gach

v

..quest]on.- : : : . . N

At the end of the sect1on are tables summarizing project dlrectors
responses, first to Survey One and then to Survey Two._ These tables pre-

sent the percentage of prOJect directors who chose each-optionfto edbh

Ttem to both forced-choice and open-ended questions. _' T

* ' . -
.3




s ﬁgjﬁues of the evaluation of the.Ngtiona] Scfenc; Foundation's Comprehensive
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Development and Procedures of the Survey

This survey represents one of the broad focus data collection tech- | -
. , . I -
I

Assistance to Undergr;duate Scienéeffducation (CAUSE) program, The.broad

focus evaluation xéchﬁiqqgs, which include both the survey and the confen%

, analysis of funded proposals, prowide an overview of the total. CAUSE

prograﬁ in c¢ontrast to the site visits which provide a medium range view

and tbe case- studies wﬁich provide a cloée-up portrayal of some .sample -

- A

prouects
The survey provides reliable inFOrmat1on on program-wide issues by -

. agéregating the reSponses of virtually all the project directors on cri-

) tical aspects of their projects 1ike project implementation, impact,

’ evaluation, and overall project success in the case of the first random

" sample of project directors, and prOJect characperistics, implementation,

impact, evaluation, and recommendations in the case of the second random

‘sample of project directors.

Pyrpose
" The function of the survey is to extend and broaden the primary data

bases to inclad’/the critical insights of project directors. No other

TQAUSE staff participated. It is our belief that project directors have a

. unique perspective and can provide important ifformatign about the

”~

funct1oning of CAUSE projects at the local Ievel Thé purposes of the

. survey are to identify ‘the diversity of . views held by progect directors on

;tbe critical evaluation issues and to confirm 'or disconf1rm observations
Isues

b
4!




" made during the 17 site visits and over the course of the eight case studies. -

The specific goal of the survey is to focus on CAUSE projects

in. the way in which'they evolve.
b

how CAUSE proJects get tmplemented, what k1nd of impact proJects have on,
ﬁnStftut1ons how dec1S1ons are made as the proJect progresses and how '

successﬁﬁ projects are. These issues have been found to_be lmportant',to '

*

the success of 1nstruct1ona1 1mprovement proJects according to literature
on 1nstruct1ona1 development in. h1gher educataon (e 9., D1amond et al.

1975; Durzo, 1976 Holsclow, 1974).

Surveys, in general have some very definite strengths and weaknesses.
The maJor ‘advantage is the ab111ty to gather data from a representat1ve
samp]e oy methods whtch are more eff1c1ent than those of d1rect inter-

act1ons w1th or-observat1on of proJect staff: In the. case of th1s‘

eva1uat1en the,representat1ve s5.0f the 'sample 1s assured s1nce ‘the two-

stage survey prooess survey all funded CAUSE Droaects 1976-78..

The top1cs covered by the s0rvey 1nc1ude o

13

r;.

Bias in samp11ng is one 11m1tat1on of surveys which this eva]uat1on avo1ds.

t

>
L

However

which 1ssues may be stud1ed--is 1mportant to conS1der

L 4

another limitation of surveys--that 1s -the superf1c1a1 level to

By us1ng survey1ng

_as only one method in a mu1t1p1e method eva1uat1on this study has built -

" 1nto it opportud¥t1es to study all 1ssues 1n depth w1th a.small number Of
. CaSes The weakness of the survey 1s “overcome by ut111zat1on of ‘

her methods which permit mqre 1n»depth analys1s ot ~

-f“h—m -

» . .
L) . . L]

thod ofgthe Survey '

The survey was deve1oped -ang +mp1emented in i

-! © Instrument deve]opment

*

;two stages 1n order to 1ncreaSe the va11d1ty ang ut111ty of the data and

lto prov1de an oppprtunity to ref1ne the issues of the evaluat1on as;they

* - + . PO 1

| o . .
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X ) evolved We sent the first survey to-SO% of the proJect'd1rectors in the
_ spr1ng of 19?9 At the same- t1me some s1te v1§1ts and the content analyses
. ? of proJect proposa]s were conducted The 1n1t1a1 f1nd1ngs from these
o methods were analyzed together w1th the responses from the first vers1on
of the survey A1l results were used to reV1se the survey wh1ch ‘we sent“
Lo the rema1n1ng 50% of CAUSE proJect d1rectors in the winter of 19?9 80.
Suruey1ng_two,d1fferent samples in two stages with an initial and-a ’
“ revised version'great]y increased the pouér of the'resuiting_data.

Ty . . 3 S g .+
R . Issue selection. The f1rst survey was organized ‘in accordance with

the spec1f1c eva]uat1on 1ssues that we had 1dent1f1ed as 1mportant These

were: 1) the® extent tdo whicH high pr1or1ty“Toca1 college and un1vers1

¥

. ... ‘'needs are befng met by Tocal -CAUSE projects;.z) " thd ways in which CAUSE .
. t . ) : - - .

-

projects are being implemented; 3). the extent to which instructional

- -

improvemEnt'is resuTting-from CAUSE' 4) the°nature and use'of eualuat%dn

data on CAUSE proJects, 5) program changes and'modiftcatﬁons to be made

v

1n the CAUSE program The s1xth 1ssue3 the relatﬁve costs of the

* - funct1ona1 act1v1t1es of CAUSE pro;ects we thought wou]d not 1end itself

we]] to careful 1nvest1gat1on in 3 survey. The cost analysis issue

1nv01ves comp]ex quest1ons whi ch must be ta11ored to the spec1f1c project

Wt ) l. - ey . ,

be1ng stud1ed ' R 4

-

Based on 1ssues wh1ch emerged from the first survey, we: framed a

¢+ series of questions whlch were to be expTored in the second version of the

"

- survey Hav1ng framed the quest1ons we constructed 1tems which we hoped

-

woyld mean1ngfu1]y elicit responsés, PR - .

- J ' -

The questions‘ye'beifeved merited exploration in the second Survey

“are as follows;
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‘=Are project. d1rectors and inst1tut1ons with experience in

writing proposals and managing externally-funded projects more
1ikely to write successful proposals and manage successful
proJects than their colleagues w1thout previous experience?

1-Do project directors beiong to a communications network through
. wh1ch they heard about CAUSE? .

-=Is it the case that most successful proposals were submitted
and re- -submitted? .

-Are organizational 1ssues‘(e o obta1n1ng the co 1tment and
codperation of adm1n1strators) 1mportant tp projett success?

:-Is there a general confusion about what NSF means by evaluation?
-Has thére been general difficulty in the articulation between
proposal-amd implementation especially in the areas of the
management plan and the timetable?

-Are the most important outcomes in the areas of improved faculty
and/or institutional relations. student competency and 1mproved
student attitudes?

-Are incentives provided by the institution to QAUSE project
staff important to project success?

These questions could be answered only in terms of project directors'

" perceptions- about what codtributes to project success or what the most

important outcomes might be. ™.

* v

. Administratdon. ioca] CAUSE projects are extremely diverse in terms of

several variables: duration of -project (12, .24, or 36:months]; type of

institution (two-year college, baccalaureate granting college, Ph. D

_ granting university or a consortium); amount of NS funding (up to

$300,000); and academic disciplingé focus (natural, physical, social
. . .
sciences or multi-disciplinary),

He be]ieved therefore. that it was necessary to survey the total

popu1ation of project directors for three years - 19?6. 19?? and 1978

~ (n-201). of . these. 50% were randomly selected to participate in the f1rst

version of the survey, and 50% in-the revised vers1on

:‘9




_porated into the final version of both surveys..

" and of revising the survey toole p]ace in the summer of 1979.

question basis
. tabu]ations of responses by question w1th the key CAUS Eiab]e:{g{v, :

. combined and analyied together with t

In addition to our evaluation staff, outside consultants reviewed and

critiqued both versions of the Survey of CAUSE Project Directors. The

consultants .represent -a wide_range of expertise in the following areas:

science educatiPn research, instructional development and program evalu-

ation in higher education, tests and measures development, instructional’
improvement projects in scignce, attitude scaling, technical writing, and
CAUSE projects. Many helpfuJ.suggestions from the ‘consultants were incor-
Severil questions were

dropped based on their suggestionsi others were reformated or reworded.

The first version of the survey was mailed out in the spring of 1979,

LY

E1ghty-n1ne proJect directors completed it.
The protesses of refining the issues to be addressed in the survey

We sent the

revised survey to the second sample of'broject directors in the winter of

-

1979-80. Ninety f1Ve proaect directors completed the second survey.

Data analys1s. Data from the first Vers1on of the survey were coded

case: by case from the survey forms and put on punched cards in order to

create a computer disk data file.

v

Initial ana]ipps inctuded frequency,

range, and variance of responses on a ooestion 6ross
length of prOJeCt type.Jf institution, amount of funding, and aghdemic

discipline focus were made. Free responses and respo des to opeh-ended
guestions were ana]yzed through a qualitat1v§ data reduction procedure
1nvolving the categoriz1ng, sort1ng and summar121qg of responses.

Data we had co]lected from‘otheerarts*of the ongoing evaluationlwere

e results of the first version of

e,
Ty
L3

f-
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the- survey. These data formed the basis-for determining issues to be
examined in the second version of the survey.' .
: Data from the second survey were coded -and analyzed in the same manner
. ‘vas the first version.: s . ,
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. Summary o?.Findigg;
L ‘- v ) . .
The results of the twoeserveys, taken tegether, are reported here
for those questiohs which are cOmmon‘tO beth surveys or are eimiler
enough to be discussed together. Table ! poritrays the percentage of
'pro:ject directorirom each sample who chose. each alternative to 'each
question that was tommon to both surveys. The questions do not appear

in full but have been qhortened to statements which portray the topic of

‘each. For a full portraya] of the percentages respond1ng to each option,

L

please see the tables.

In many ways the two surveys are not, strictly speaking, comparable.
Some questions from the first survey were dropped for the second;.some
questions were added to the second survey that were not preéent on the

first. Moreover, the first survey was meant to elicit igsues and concerns
!

from project directq{s which could then be investigated more fully in the

second survey. Howewer there are some Questions and issues which remain

the same in both surveys in~order to establish response reliability. The--

i,

discussion which folT%hs*is organized according to the major issues.

L3

Institutional Need S

i

There aré a number of potential indicators of institutional need.

One, 1§ whether CAUSE-related activities were initiated under other funding

before the CAUSE grant was obtained and whether CAUSE activities will
continue when CAUSE funding ceases. Anothbr ind?éator-is the level of
comm1tment from administrators and other campus pol1cy makers

It may, of. course, be argued that CAUSE act1v{t1es can. Feceive

™~
institut1ona1 support without necessar11y reflectjng inst1tutiona1 need: #

p U X ) -
K . . ——
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- a minority of faculty or administrators may have aineed which 1S not

S

Sty .

g

'ﬁ“"

géneral for the 1nstitution they na&'write a proposal and receive

fund1ng It is unlikely,’ however. that the 1nstit tfon would continue
CAUSE act1v1t1es after NST funding ended or that the maJor1ty of institu-

t1ona1 po11cy makers wou]d:become committed to the CAUSE project unless

there existed a general percept1on that CAUSE act1V1t1es satisfied w1de- 7f

spread 1nst1tut1ona1 needs f Further, it is likely that an institutional
h1stony of support for CAUSE-re]ated act1vit1es wh1ch.pre-dates the CAUSE
grant itself is strongly suggest1verof institutional need. . -

--~ie asked the second sample of project directors whether activities

—-———

on the CAUSE project were begun before NSF funding was obtained Fifty-

four percent indicated that, indeed, CANSE act1vrt;es were begun before
o

NSF fund1ng was obtained, This is a substantial percentage and ind1c3tes

that institutions were in1t1at1ng act1v1ties meant to be respons1ve to

:<reaT needs and applied for CAUSE mon1es@§o heIQ,support these activities s

«.;

when the. 1nstitutions couId not bear the f1nanc1al burden alone.

-~

funds were .needed is indicated by the percentage of f1rst samp1e proJect

UQJrectors (46%) who reported that without CAUSEﬁfunds they would have *

giyen up their progects

He asked the second sample of project directors whether they
.had sw’:r would seek additional funding when CAUSE monies ran out
Seventy percent of project\di(gctors said they would seek additional
funding. .Of those who -said they had not or would not, virtually all of
‘them reported that their institution would support the continuation of

CAUSE activitiess $trong institutional.support is-suggested by the fact

£

that all prdject directors in the second sample-believe that support will |

L) *

om0

e
R

_That NSF
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CN\_ be found for the continuation of'CAUS£‘activities except in cases where
QAUSE sopported Yone time only" pQPCﬁases‘like facilities construction or-
equipment purchase. - . et .

The commitment and cooperation of institutionaI policy makers séems

'a,pit more probJematical. Virtually all proJect ‘directors agreed -that it
was an important part of the JOb of proJect director to promote good

‘communication and good relations throughout the campus The importance
of gaining cooperation from all relevant: groups on campus was stressed
over and over again.in,oifferentlcontexts. In the open-ended-questions
‘project directors cited administrative commitment and faculty acceptauce
as crycial to.project success. They also cited these‘same factors as
difficult to obtzin. In the forted-choice_questions‘communication problems
within the_institution and the reIuctauce of important department ‘and school;_,

“adninistrators to commit themselves were citeo.as two of the leading diffi-

e culties by both samples. Clearly, gaiuing the .cooperation of interest

y groups on campus is related to the project director's role as an opinion
‘\‘Ieader and opinion maker It is possible that project directors who cited
L gaining 1nst1tution -wide cooperation as an issue for them origina11¥
| .believed rather naive]y that‘running‘a CAUSE project meant simply sﬁ;erw
*. .5 7 vising 1mp1ementation activities.- .

This w0u1d be in keeping with the finding. that the vast majority of
project directors agreed that "our project has cooperation from our
institution's administrators at all levels" and that, "in general, our
project has received cooperation from our entire academic community".

If this argument’is"correct; then it is probably the case that
ipstitutiona] policy makers generally support the CAUSE project on their

f’cgmpus and that_the project meets some institutional needs.

—_—

. . . ’
-i'.‘:t . .




Implementation K

' We asked project directors to describe how their-projects were being
implemented by asking them to respond in three areas:’ changes they had
made from originally proposed act1v1t1es, act1v1t1es they believed were
jmportant to proJect success’; difficulties they had encountered during
the 1mp]ementation process. - . ¢

Issyes concerning time and deadlines.wEre ment foned in Connection .
“with ali three areas. Timelines were most freguentI} mentioned as com-
'bonents-of the project“that had changed from what was described in the
-proposal. Delays in receiving materials and receiving approva] from NSF
were two of the mas t frequhntly cited d1ff1cu1t1es Carefulfpiann1ng and
_timely implementation were mentioned gy a large majority as important ¥o :
success. .Ther>_. has been a great deal O,E frustration over the inability k
.of project staffs to.meet deadlines they had sef, Some contrfbuting '
“factors might have been: naivete‘d?*the proposal writers about hoo long
project activities will take; NSF's schedule of approval of CAQ§E proposals

which is not consistEnt with some institutions' planning schedules’ changes

in project staff ‘or 4n the management plan at the institutional Ievel.

It does seem to be the case that an 1mportant eTement of project
success is a compatible and committed project staff and that a serious
,'difficulty. when it happens, ‘is lass of staff or ¢hanges in staff

QProject directors noted the importance‘of choosing project staff
carefully. They also expressed frustration over_ the conflicting commitments
of project staff. It was felt by several project directors that staff f
necessaqily pursue teaching, Service, and scholarship activities because
those are the activities which the 1nstitut1on is willing to reward As

a result, york on CAUSE has-been‘an add-on. A related issue 1§ the

L4
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perception of several project directors that they have not gotten ma#imum
productivity from their project staff. ﬁ o
Perhaps as 1mportant to project directors as commitment is good staff
ge]at1ons Over 80% of both samples reported that working col]aborat1Ve1y
w1th proJect staff is inportant to success. E
\ A re1ated issue, mentioned spontaneously .in open-ended questions, ﬂs
the role of‘the proﬁect director. Many project directors mentioned the %
enormdus time and energy involved in performing the jobl Apparently it is
more demanding a role than many expected. The necessity of commitment
and dedication was underscored. ‘ |
The need for good management skills was aiso mentioned. The respon-
sibﬁl%ties involved in meeting deadlines, allocating responsibilities to

other staff members and be1ng the prtmary communication Tink to other parts

. of thgttnst1tut1oh seem to some proJect directors a great deal heav1er

s

4, than they had bargained for. . - _—

N\
4

ther.

' 'ProJect o1reotors also mentioned their need for infonnati1 about -
other projects at other 1nst1tuttons Many be11eved that see1::\g

instructional improvement prOJeCtS in operat1on could gqve them valuable

assistance in achieving their goals and ‘avoiding possible pitfalls.
3 S
Instructional Improvement

In both sampies there are ind1cat1ons that proJect ‘directors believe
‘that instructional improvement has taken place. Clearly this is the mos t
jmportant outcomeoof any CAUSE project. Ultimately, any improvements
brought about by CAUSE monies should benef1t the student _ ‘_

If the argument is credible that improving faculty guarantees

- instructional improvement then two facets or compénents of 1nstructtona1

improvement are affected. studentqputcomes and faculty outcomes

1

Y -,
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Although none of the questi®ns about project impact are the same

from Survey One to Survey Two;_there are a few which try to elicit similar

L

information. In fact, the questions on Survey Two are an attempt to.plqce

an increased emphasis'on impact issues in Tight of ftndings from Survey'One.

While on Survey One, we asked two forced-choice questions, one on perceived

\ .
changes in student academic performance and the other on perceived changes

in the quality of instruction by faculty members, we asked four open-eﬁded
questions on Sdrng Two: what changes.tn students were expected? what

changes were observed? what changes in feculty were expected? what

. changes were obServed? Thus, the kinds of responses that could be given

»
were considerably w1dened in Survey Two

Atmost 90% of Sapple One project directors reportgﬂ great positive
¢hange or some positive change in qua11ty bf student academic preparation.
Th1rty percent of Sample Two project d1rectors spontaneously reported

having wbserved 1mproved stodent performance and competency as a result

of CAUSE. het@een one fifth.and one quarter of pgoject directgrs in both

. ¢ > :
samples also reported, primarily in the open-ended questions, improved
- o ) . N
student attitudes toward science.and greater studént participation. in
‘; . LS, ’

decisions and activities affecting their education.

Finellx, a substantial number ot comments cropped up from both samples

- expressing enthusiasm over additional dbportunities created for students.

Whether the comments were in connection with questions about imeroved $
faculty peeformance, new or revised cu#ficula, new'facilities, equipment,
or computer capabilities, or new instractional strategies, they all said‘.
the same .thing: the CAUSE project has ¢réated new options and new services
that can enr1ch the expertenee of the student enrolled'1n CAUSE- re1ated

stence courses v .

1




‘science materials.

in: QUa11ty of instruction for CAUSE faculty members, for non-CAUSE faculty

.in CAUSE departments have; and only 7% of non-CAUSE faculty in non-CAUSE

- leading change in faculty is that teaching effectiveness has.been enhanced

‘project diredtors reported in Question Nineteen that the most important

. 16
| . .
/ .
Project d1rectors expressed a belief that studenfs.gre benefrhng
from ‘CAUSE activ1t1es in a variety of ways., some of them related to g

improved feelings of self-confidence and mastery when confronted with
SUrvey One asked project directors to rate the level of 1mprovement

members in. departments formally 1nvo1ved in the project and by nonﬂCAUSE
faculty in:departments not formally involved with the project. Sample

One project directors reportedithat 85% of CAUSE faculty have expérienced
some-bos1t1ve change or great pos1t1ve change 42% of non- CAUSE faculty ~
departments have experienced positive change. Sample Two project directors

did not make those distinctioos but spontaneously reported that the

and faculty have a better re1at1onsh1p with: students (22%), and the second
most freque tly cited change s that faculty capab11ities have been

broadened anp increased and facu]ty are engaging in new activities (21%).

'In this\cohnection, it is also interesting to note that Sample One

success of'their project was the growth of faculty awareness and improved

attitudes and skills (28%).

i hrIt woqu‘seem, then, that whatever project directors descr1be their

. projects to be pr1margﬂy about, an important outcome is faculty development.
’ Facu1t§ are 1earn1ng£how to write grant proposals, how to use the computer,
how to do curriculum development and how to use new'teachida”strhtegies .

| as a result of the CAUSE project at their institution. Project directors,

reportiﬁg this in th opgn-ended questions in both surveys, sounded

| . -

!

| 13

!
I
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surprised and pleased by this. o
Several project directors from both samples also_reported, with some
surprise, that faculty at their institution and particularly in departments -
directly affected by CAUSE were working more collaboratively than eprcted.
Many CAUSE projects encourage the development of an esprit de corps-that
was . not present before CAUSE.
There is also the sense that faculty morale has improved as a regylt

} »
of learning new skills and/or being exposed to new domains of knowledgé.

Theufirst sample of project directors was asked.many more Questions

Evaluation

about evéluation tﬁ;;ﬂthefgecond. In the first syrvey‘we asked project
directors to report on the present state of their evaluation activities;
what aspecfs of the project were béipg evaluated; what types of data were
being collected; and w%o participated in decisions affecting project * v
evaluation. We also presente& a list of stateménts about evaluation and
asked project directors to aghee or disagree with them. Invthe second
survey, ihere was only one iteﬁ covering project evaluatiaon:: ; Tist of
statements {(different from the one in Survey One} with which project
directors were asked to aqree or disagree. ’

Because of the differences in the questions between the two survéys, T
it %s difficult to compére Sample Oﬂé with Samp]e Two on the issue oﬁ ‘
" evaluation. Theére is, however, detectable in both surveys, an unease
about the issue. Both samples reported that the evaluation plans described
in the proposal are not an accurate reflection of evaluation as'it occurs.
Project direGtors in bdsh.Sambles agree with stﬁtements which §uggest f
that evaluation is valuéQlQA,,Ninervthree percent of project directors

in SampTle One agree ﬁ1th this statemént from Question Seventeen: "It is

S S ST |

47?*-
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imporiant that, CAUSE guide]ines'reQuire evaﬂuation as part of projects."

E1ghty-s1x percent of prOJect\oirectors agrpe with this statement:
“Evaluat1on plays a more prominent role in our project than it does else-
where 1n our 1nstitut1on s sc1ence programs.” ~Sample Two prOJect directors

agree in: high numbers w1th statements like the following: “Evaluation is

1mportant to the 1nstftution 1n mon1tor1ng the effectiveness of projects

of th1s type" (93%); “Evaluation results have been used to change some of

the activities and/or outcomes of this project” (68%).
- At the same time, a substantial minorlty in both samples indicated )
an impatience with evaluation-activities as being wasteful of resources.

Twenty-ﬁiue percent of Sample One project directors agree that the

evaluation of their CAUSE project probably requires more time and effort

than it is worth; and 21% agree that formal evaluation activities take’

too much tim 'no effort for their project. A large minopfty of Sample \

Two projedt directors agree. Twenty-seven'pertent agree that formal

evaluation actiV1t1es take up too much time, effort, and money on their

CAUSE prOJect and 27%. agree that pro}ect funds allocated for evaluation

act1vit1es could be better- sbent on other prOJeCt activities. .-

—There seems to be some d1vision of feel1ng about evaluation in both

samples. It may simply be that project directors apprOve of evaluation

in principﬂe and believe in its potential usefulness but do not want

to expend project resources on evaluat1on act1vitieaq§pat they believe

\

. might be better used for 1mpleantation A large mingr1ty of both samples

" desired outcomes. S

reported that evaluation. has not gone as planned, and both samples reported
that they perceive evaluation as*important to project success. Evaluation

i
seems to be both a source of fnpstration and a vehicle for achieying
4 ‘ '

* =




mation among project diréctors in which mutual help is offered.

19 °

Recommendations - ' ' - : 4

Several quest1ons on both surveys: asked prd;ect d1rect0rs 1f they had

any recommendations to mike’ to NSF By far the most frequent]y r&GUrr1ng

recmnnendat1on is for more. information shar1ng Seyera1 ?orums for informa-

tion exchange were suggested by project direetOrsE NSF sﬁpuld hold meetings,

edit a newslett®r or find some other medns of disseminating ihformatidn about

various aspects of running a CAUSE preject: there should be‘sharing of infor-

More

expetienced project directors might offer a "lessons learned" workshop'Or

¥

_publication. - - L, s
Many project directors stated that they feel iso]atedﬁ Mhey also '
. - .
tend to . learn the hard way how to manage a CAUSE project. ~.There is a

_ widespread belief that each project directOr should not be required to

- OO
re-invent the wheel T . ' e

. . /

It s important to mention that many project directors praised NSF
suggestfhg‘that NSF hhd%always been'both helpful and flexible. Comments

praisihg NSF's tboperativeness'appeared not only tn-response'to a questidn .

sdliciting recmnnendations to. NSF in Survey Two, but appeared spontaneously

in margins and at the end of the survey where extra comments were inv1ted

Iy

Sample Two proaect directOrs also were asked to make recommendations

to prpspective prOJect directors in the areas - of strategies for ensuring

project success and for evaluation of project act1vities These may be

;considered a list of lessons proaect directOrs have learned from their

experience on CAUSE projects
The three most commonly mentioned strategies fOr ensur1ng project

success are: {1) making sure @anagenent.and authority tssues are worked

)
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out within the project staff that is, being clear and gpfinite about who
does what, when and who reports to whom, knowing who is doing what forgthi/

sake qf effective monitoring, (2) doing careful front-end planning rtrying

to foresee what problems might arise and being prepared witthontingeggv
) p1ans, and (3) getting the commitment of the - faculty to the proJect making

suyre there is widespread support for project a\tivities f RPN

Fotea

The three most. conmon]y mentioned recommendations concern1ng project
evalyation are the following' (n using outside experts to do, the evaTuation,
these may be from. odtside the institution but should at Teast be from
outside affected d;partments, (2) being realistic about eva]uation, not
trying to accomp!ish more than s reasonab]e; finding an evaluatibn plan %
that the proJeCt director can 1ive with and be satisfied with and (3) doingh

a formative evaluation: in which modificat:ons are madé’a; the pPuJeCt‘

[ i
‘1.?

evolves in 1ight of ¥nformation that has been gathered. ' v SO .‘
These, then, constitute the genera] findings of the two‘?prwex;

taken together The fo]lowing pages provide a detailed discussion of the

-
5

f1nd1ngs from each question from each version of the survey .. \v ‘.
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Accurate .
51 S v 32
Project objectives ‘399% 99 1 R .0 0
and goals ° . .
Project managemént 97 97 3 2 , 0 1
Timetables or time<, ‘79 67 20 - 33 1 0
lipes, - Coe . o . ’
Evaluation plans 87 ..82 j2 17 1 1
Impact of project® 87 88 - 8 6. 5 5
A |
.Question -5a.(5]), ' Impor‘tant:eb of some act1v1t1es te - ",
. e ﬁroject SUCCess . : .
* Questioh 13a. (S,) . -

4,

_No Response
N % 1 e
. Project planning and 845 8 .. .16 14 0 2
" management sessions ' - Ty o .
T Efforts to win support 69 78 20 18 1 4
for our project at A ) . o .
our institution - . .
WorKing with faculty” .94 83 2 , 13 ~ 3 4
dmembers on the ggﬁ : : .
project staff '
Working. with students 66 70 27 22 7 8
- on the project, ] . . .
Advising students . 148 .32 25 - 40 27 28
“Writing reports and: . 46 39 51" 59. 3 2
retated administrative o . =
" paperwork - : . '
v . -, . o . ) - .
23 VA |
.. * !. - - J - ’

Table 1

. Comparison of Responses to Questions '}
Nh1ch ppeared on Both Survey One (51) and Survey Two (S )

Percentages of Response

L

Accuracy? of the original description in

Question 2a.(S])
Questio 12a.(52)

the proposal. for each of the.following
project’ components.

Inaccurate .

No Response _f

"

‘\_\

%?Egkzenz
1. %

Unimportant

Doesn .t Apply or

.
\
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\ ' Doesn't Apply or
Important Unimportant - No Response
- S S S S
‘ . 1 2 1 . T2 1 2
— Ordering supplies 78 74 21 23 1 3
*.  and equipment ) . .
Evaluating the project 90 83 . 9 16
Designing instructional 920 88 4. 5 3 . 76
materials .- . _ _ .
_ Desigming facAlities . 89 84 .6 9 -6 8
: - - and select}ﬁg - ' LT
' equipmgnt/ oo e .
Describing the project 69 69 28 r4: S I 2
. to othens Lo _
N *. DeveYoping a new 61 58 . 20 7 19. 18
¢ curriculum _ . ' oo ‘
_ °  Seeking financial sup- 63 60 " 30 28~ 6 12’ .
) . .port for the project . 4
\ o once NSF funds are gone / _ ,
ANEPI Teaching related to 96 92 3 . 4 1 4
. our prdject_; L. E .
\\ .. Working with Tab .38 56_-. 30 21 3 25

“technicians

F - o
LI 1 . -,

-

"Seriousiess® of various difficulties

Queéiioh 4a.tsl).
: . -' which may arisg on a CAUSE project.

de§fion 15;.(52)"
,(’“ﬁ\i :
' o : i Not Don't.Know or “Doesn't
. C L | . Serious Serious  No Response Applyd: '
. e ' SI‘ 52- SI 52 SI 52 ‘ 52
Delay of formal approval 8% 13 83 68 8 2 17
. gpffour project by NSF '
Confusion of responsibil- 4 3 93 84 2 .0 12
ities within our project o
Insufficient attention. 5 -2 91 76 , 3, 3 19y
given to project planning . ‘ L
Unclear decigion making + 3 2 93 79 2 17
policies on our project - o g
. .~ Lack of necessary techni- 7 12 89 67 4 2 19
'k .. “cal assistancé (i.e. Tab :
. -asgistance, materials . - ‘ :
\ ., production, A-Y equip- — .
- ment, etCaj : . ST
Short sipply or delay, —15~ 14 83 74 2 0 127
of materials. ' _:3 )
[ ' . J oo o ' . il
EMC . o R - - :\2& ‘ E .o S

. + .
= 1 4




Communication problems
within our institution

Misunderstanding of
‘project objectives by
project personnel

ReTuctance of important
‘department. or school ad-
ministrators to commit
themselves to our project

Lack of attention given
to problems of imple-
mentation by DFOJeCt
petrsonnel .

Conflicts among project
personnel -

Difficulties with our
institution's rules™
and reguiations

'Diffmuities with NSF's
rules ‘and regulations. .

Not Don't Know or .
Serious Serious No Response
S5 %y S ¥y S
'
n 14 8 6 2 3
2 5 96 8 2 2
9 16 87 75 4 2

".\ L]
.3 1N 65 78 4 2
§ 3
' -7

6 3 91 8 3 2
3 13 93,74 2 2
0 0 98 2 2

81 -

Doesn't
Apply
Sy

7

n

10

15

12

11

S N=89 Sy» Ne95.,

‘. Note: Compiete resuits for these questions appear in Tables 2 & 3.

Bipccyrate” represents the totai percentage of project directors who chose
the 0ptions Yenerally accurate or very accurate in the o?iginai question.

"Inaccurate’ represents the fotal percentage of project directors who chose

" the options, generally inaccurate or very inaccurate.

"

??Important“ represents the total.percentage of project directors who chose

) tbe options, extremely -important or important.

“Unimportanx“ represents ‘the total percentage of project directors who chose

the, optiohs, somewhat unimportant or totally unimportant

"'.

options,

“Serious" gfpresents the total percentage of
r

itically serious qr serious.
""Not Serious" represenfs the total percentage of proJect directors who chose

the options, somewhat serious and not serious at all.

'qTﬁis category was used only in Syrve¥‘Two.

L

pt\gect directors who,chose‘the.




.Table 2

A Survey of CAUSE Project Directors
S L Percentages of Response
Spring, 1979
el « N= 82

w . .
. - » . . . 4

1. Extent to which project is meeting‘or will meet its original godls
as stated in the proposal. . '

Completely  -Partially - Only Slightly Mot Achieved Mo

] Achieved Achieved ’ Achieved - At ATl RgSponse .
57 a0 R o0 1.
"2a. Accuracy of the.original descriptiapn in the proposal for each bf'the, )
-+ following project comoonents, : S PR
. o 4 & - . - o - 2'-: ' .
" Yery  Generally Generally Very No
: ' Accurate Accurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Response
‘Project objectives 629 36 0 ¢ 0.
and goals , . ’
~ Préject management: 41 54 2 - 1 0
* Timetables or = 6 n. on 3 -
timelines =~ , .- o )
8udget <. 13 e 1 0
Evaluation plans * 15 - 5 70 2 1. 0
. 5] . -
Impact of project 33 53 . 6 : 1 S
¢ 7

e

"Note: Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding error or
: because project directors were free to give more than one..
response. Questions which appear in italic type had open-ended
responses which were then categorized: For ‘these questions per-
centages are shown for both the total number of survey réspon-
dents and the number of respondents to the question. N

¥
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2b°. How has your project been modified during its operation to incorporate
new findin _gs and/or experience 3ained°

% of % of
) Total Respondents

7 | 25 . . Proposed activities/management plan
R L 21 " Construction/equ1pment \
I [ 19 No changes
17 18 Schedple/timetable
10 1 . Budget’
g 10 Projéct staff
6, 6 Different courses
6 6 Evaluation
4 5 . Goals/objectives
"4 5 Materials acquisition
. 1

Reward ‘structures fon‘participatibn '

o~

3. ngperation received from the' institution 5 adnﬁnistrat10n and

* faculty members. ° L
T . DOesn t Apply
e ™ Strongly ~ Strongly .or
L . S _ Agree . Agree _Disagree Oisagree No Response
Our profeét has co- T e0% 0 31 4 - 2 -

operation from our
institution's admin- LT
istrators _at al] levels

Qur project has co- 69 30 -0 0 _ 1
operation:from all- . ' : CR
_faculty members who

. <, -are part of the CAUSE .

R project ‘staff . . T~ . ‘

Our project has co- 26 45 15 ) 14
operation from all oLt . -

- non-CAUSE faculty ' AR ,

members who are in ‘ .

#

* CAUSE project de- = ..« : : L
partment{s) . . : VT . .
Our:project has co-  * 16 . 35 0 "0 3

operatfon from all

non-CAUSE science

faculty members in-non-

CAUSE departments . ‘

In genera]r our project v 3. 47 7 2 ‘ 111
- has recefved coopera- .. . T ‘
tion from our entire co .

IR 1 -

academic community

o
-3




26

4a. Seriousness of various difficulties which may arise on a CAUSE_prQJect

R . Nat Doesn't Apply
Critically Somewhat At Al1 or
Serious Serijous  Serious Serious No Response

Delay of formal ap- w7 18 @ 65 . 8
proval of our pro- i ) ‘
Ject by NSF

" Confusion-of respon- = 1 ~ - 3 © T2 81 2
sibilities withip - :
our project ’ . ;é c
Insufficient attention 2 3 - 18 K 3
- given to project s ¥ _
. Pplanning ’ , t

Unclewt decision making 2 1 . 12 81 3
- policies on our project

Lack of ‘mecéssary- tech- 2 . . 4 16 3. ¢ 4
nical assistance (i.e., . : .

Tab assistance, materials ‘
proﬂuction A=Y equip- . ' §
‘ment , etc. .- o~ .

Short supply or delay of 1 A k3 3 " 49 2
materials ’ ‘

Cpmmunication probléms , 2 9 - 26 . 6 ' 2
within our institution

Misunderstanding of 1 1 18- 18 2
project objectives by . .
project personnel

%~ Reluctance of important 3 . 6 207 - 66 ° 4
department or school : ‘
. administrators to com- M oot o
mit themselves to our - - :
. pro-jGCt 7 . . e v

Lack of attention given 0 o3 29 63 - 4
to problems of imple- 3 .
" mentation by project

personnel ' ] :
Conflicts among project | O PN 3

personnel X , -
Difficulties withour ~ 3 = 1 2 .- 1N ' 2

institition's rules,
"and regulations .. . . .

_ Difficulties with NSF's O o 3 94 . 2
rules and regulations -
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»
4b Are there other difficulties you have encountered in -project
implementation which we have not described above?
$of  %of
. ' . Total _ 'Respondents $
.19 27 No, nothing serious -
12 18 Timetable could not be adhered to
n 16 Too little support from institution
9 . , 13 Changes fn program from_ proposal
, 7 10 " Institutional budget 1nadequate for full
. - tmplementation
' "4 R Loss/changes in staff
3 5 . Problems fn prémoting program to students
v 3 5 Project staff had too 1ittle time/energy
2 3 Too much responsibility of director
2 - 3 Problems with non-NSF state/federal agencies
2 3’ 7 Poor comunfcgtion}h NSF
2 3 " Difficulty in manageffent of project
e, 2 .3 Evaluation S ~ -
. . TN
Sa. Importance of sdfie actfvfifes to project siiccess .
h - ‘ Doesn't Apply
Extremely Somewhat Totally - or
Important Importanf Unimportant Unimportant No Response
Project’ planning L 45 39 16 0 - 0
ang management :
sessfons _ . o “ :
Efforts to win 35 34 B 7 11
support for our - - NN )
project at our ' . . ’ &
institution , .
Working with fa- 53 . 4& . 2 0 3
culty members on w ' ,
the project staff . )
: _ Working with stu- 27 39 . 25 - 2 1
: - dents on the’ © - . ‘
' C::\ project . . .
' Advistng students 17 3 19 . 6 - 27
Nriting reports and 3 43 44 S 3
related adminfstra- . - e “ .
tive paperwork P : . -
. . ’
29
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rd
. Doesn't Apply
Extremely . Somewhat Totally ©or
Important - Important Unimportant Un1mportant ‘No Response
Ordering supplies- 39% s 19 2 : 1
.and equipment ; ’
Evaluating the 27 63 9 0o - 1
project | '
Designing instruc- 61 31 4 0 .3
tional materials T, .
Designing facilities 58 30 6 0 6
and selecting . BN L
equipment _ .
Describing the pro- 17 52 28 -~ 0 3
ject to others o .
Developing a new -. 36 25 15 4 20
curriculum . .
Seeking financial © 26 37 - 22 8 6

support for the *
project once NSF
funds are gone

Teaching (related 58 37 3 . 0 1
to our project) . . o '

Working with Tab 18 20 21 9 . 31
technicians .

-

5b. Are there bther activities not jdentified above that -are ihportant
to project success?

- * 'Q.
. % of % of
- Total Respondents
6 . 15 Dedication/commitment of all involved
3 ) _ Institutional/community SUPPOrt
3 9 Good planning/goal setting
3 ) Getting extra funding or. finding ways to-make

do with present level
Good job of hiring staff. _ s

2 6
6 . Interpeﬁsonal dynamics
6 . Mechanics of producing materials/student use
) . of materials
.2 6 Evaluation

3 Reviewing instructional materials




. 6.

29

Percentag_; of students served hx_CAUSE projects who are science
majors or non-science maJors

Science Majors

Non-science Majors

% of stUdents # of projects % of orojects # of projects % of projects .

0. "3 35 40 45
1-9 6 7 10 . n
10-19 4 5 5 6
20-29 9 10 . 8 9
30-39 4 ‘g 2 2
40-49 3 3 4, 5
50-59 2 2 4 5
60-69 1 1 1 1
70-79 4 .5 3 3
80-89 6 7 3 3
9?-99 9 10 5 6
00 1 4 5
Total 'i%ﬂ 101 89 101

7. Extent df involvement of different groups in CAUSE projects.

P
L

:ll:

Minor N

52

No

‘ Extensive  Some
| ‘Involvement Involvement Involvement Involvement Response
4 N . .

Institution admin- 7% 38 46 8 1
istrators. . _

Department heads 25 39 ’;//// 27 8 1

Faculty members 93 7 0 0 0
on the CAUSE -
project stafif ] *

Faculty membets 38 a0 17 3 1
in CAUSE de- :
partment(s) _ \

. Faculty members in 1 15 45 38 1
non-CAUSE de- | ' o \
partments \

Students E 44 36 13 : 3

Evaluation experts 17 51 24 . ' 0

Media. specialist 13 19 24 43 1

Lab technicians ’ 22 16 16 45> 1

" NSF staff - ’ 1 15 33 0
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8. Fund1ng alternatives which might have been taken if CAUSE funds

. had not been available

' 13%

2

9
a 3
y 3
46
23

a

Sought other federal funding

Sought state funding

Sought private funding

Sought additional resources elsewhere within our institution
Undertaken the project on department(s)'s existing budget
Given up on the project for lack of funds -
Dther !

I

i - . “?%: . !
9. Direction of changes which might be related to CAUSE project activities.

. Great Some Some Great
Positive Positive Mo Negative Negative No
Change Change Change Change Change Response
) Quality of academic 28% 63 2 1 0 9
preparatfon of stu- : ‘
. dents attributable
to our CAUSE project
Quatity of instruction 19 66 "6 0 .0 9
N by CAUSE faculty ™ C - ) ‘
T membaRe o \ \
. Quality ef instruction "35 37 0 0 19
o . by non=CAUSE faculty
‘ © " members in departments
, formally involved with ‘
f our project ' ) * :
Quality of instruction 7 N 0 0 23
~ by non~CAUSE faculty | N
members in departments ,
; not formally involved
: rith our project
10. Innovativeness of CAUSE projects as compared to:
Very Somewhat Not Hot No
, ! '_/ Innovative Innovative Innovative Sure Response
' ) » -
: Regular activities of the '52% 42 2 5 0
f department(s) involved in ' '
! CAUSE :
B Other science departments 43 38 3. 5. 1
: * Science departments 24 48 21 ]
nationally
\s
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10b. Please identify briefly t:he' most imovMet of your -pro,f'ject. ~—_
$of | % of j
. Total Respondents .
K 35 Unique courses or aspects of courses
19 20 Computer yse
11 - 12 Bringing together faculty to work together/
freeing up faculty for students
10 11 Involvement of students in aspects of ‘the project
9 9 Individualized instruction
8 8 Changes in majors and/or sequences of courses
6 6 Evaluation of progr%m i -
’ 2 2 Equipment and laboratories )
2 2 Use of institutional persdnnel other than
faculty ' A .
1° 7 Relationship with outside agencies .
1 1 Introduction of media center
11a. Have science projects (either CAUSE or non-CAUSE) similar to yours

at other institutions been a ysefuyl source of information and ideas?

11b. If they nge been, how did you learn about them? o

51%  Yes

30 No 12 Don't know

‘-—.

e k3

" % of

Total

27
18
18

11

e T I

% of |
Respondents
a2
- 29
29

18
1

NN N N B

» - -

J0urna1§, meetings, books, directOrieg,,r
Word of mouth/personal contacts

CAUSE directors' meeting in Hashington, D.C.
and/or other NSF meetings ,

Visits to other campuses and/or correspondence

Copies of CAUSE prOposaIs\" .
CONDUIT

Chautauqua short courses

Consultants . -
Staff members, ex-NSF readers ' v .

33
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11¢. If they have not been. why were they not useful?
% of $of . S ’
Total Respondents '
. v
18 67 Haven't identified any prqgrams sufficiently .
similar
9 33 - Knowledge of other programs has not been
needed and?or‘pade ava11ab1e : . -
B l\ . /
12a. CUrrent status of_proaect eva1u3t1on activities. ‘
2¢  Me have not yet begun to consider evaluation activities.
7 We have begun evaluation planning but have made little progress.
18 - We have begun evaluation planning and have made modest progress.
1 Evaluation plannind is nearly complete.
¢ Evaluation Planning is complete. :
n Evaluation activities are going on now on our project.
1 Evaluation will probably not be a part of Fhis proaest.- _5;
p .. A Eé%

i

12b. Evaluation data are being collected on & regular basis already.

-~ . .
~ 85% Yes 10 No 3 No response ’ . ke
13. Aspects of the project to be evaluated. (Projectg?may be collecting
data on more than one.) )
89% Student reactions to project i T
78 Student oerformance -
52 Classroom and teaching processes -
. 43  Faculty performance [N .
L/ 80 Instructional materials el
) 65 .Courses or curriculum ‘ g
72 Project activities .as a whole ’ _ -
10 - Others . \ « '

14, Measures of student achievement which are part of progect evaluation. 's
{Projects may be cd?TEct1ng data on more than. one.)} .

51% Mu1t1ple-choice or essay exam1nat1ons
17 Papers or essays
35 Experiment orClaboratory rep0rts . .
26 . - Grading of in-class performance| .
40 Overall course grades ’
15 Special project grades - '
© 29 Proficiency tests of special ski]ls or special training
13 Presentations ,
2 6 None ,‘ . -
P 17 ¢ Others v
i ‘ « %'\
34 o
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. Other types of evaluatiOn data. - (Projects-may be co]]ecting more

“than one.} ] ‘ g’,

71% Faculty ooiniOns or ratings of project activities or outcomes
82 Student oniniOns or ratings-of project activities or outcomes
34 Observations of students in class B L
27 ‘Observations of faculty teaching
. - 80 _ Documeritation of project activities

* 49 . Interviews with project participants 4 ,
26 - Attrition reports . 2z
- 42 Enrol Iment records :

0o - lione

12 Other

16. Particigégts in'majOr decisions on project?egeluatiOn.

16% The project- director ‘
6 A single person responsible for cOnducting the evaluation
: L (other than the project director) - -
9" A small group of project staff (other than the above)
40 A1l or most of project staff
0 Non-CAUSE. faculty members * .
0 Hon-CAUSE - administrative perSOnnel
29 _ Other -

‘; 17. The role of project evaluation.

StrOngly | Strongly No -

. S Agree . Agree Disagree Disagree Response
Evaluation plays a more prominent 44% .,42 .15 0 0

role in our CAUSE project. than it
does elsewhere in-our institutiOn s
science programs

The evaluation of Our CAUSE - pro~ . - 6 19 62 13 0
Ject probably requires more time . . SRR
and effort than it is worth ' .

"It fs important that CAUSE guide- 33 ° 60 6 - 2 0
lines require evaluatiOn as part, ' . L
of projects - - T ’

Project staff have acquired'ad-- 24 49 20 2 h§
ditional expertise in evaluation : . . .
ds a-result of the CAUSE project

. If CAUSE guidelines had not re- . 12 20 53 15 0
3 quired evaluation it woyld not : : o
have been.included in this projéct

NS Our CAUSE project has helped 10 33 45 ° 7 6
| science faculty members to inte- . .
. : grate evaluation into ongoing
| science programs at our institu-
- - tion v




L}

Strong]x * o -

Strong]y
5 Adree Agree Disagree D1sagreé RespOnse
Formal evaluation activities . 5% 16- 62 L
take too much time and effort _ "
far our project - o IR
Our' CAUSE project has led to an 8 0 44 3 5.
increased concern for the-quality ) -
of evaluation efforts in my . : ;
department
[ . 3' -
18. 1f there are ary formal or J.nformal evaluation activities on your- N
- project which have not appeared in the above items, please describe
these activities below. . - e
%of % of : : w
‘Total ~ Respondents . 2
S
g 50 Formative evaluation involving faCu1ty feedback e
! 3 19 Students involved with eva]uation effort
\ 3 19 Use of outside consultants - . . ) ’
\ 1 6 Pre-test, post-test.on student achievement
- 1 In future, evaluate alternative modes of A.V.
o ) presentation -
L
M L) - . P . ‘)
19. What has been the most important succeés Your-project has e{rper.ienced?‘
% of % of | : ] '“ c
Total Respondents ' ‘ S N )
28 29 ., Faculty awareness, improved attitudes, new skills
26 27 Curricutum development/expansion . ) .
‘.20 2t New facitities/computer - T
17 17 Improvement in student attitudes/performance
H 12 New sense of( comunity/purppse BN
8. . 8 Development of new instructional methods )
3 . 3 ~ Development of individualized instruction .
2 2 - Gengration of evaluation scheme T ,
2 2 . Dutreach to other'1n§t1tut1ons-qn departments ° :

or industries that are in the forefront of
' science and science teéch1ng

k]
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20, What has been the most t significant disappointment or fa.ilure your

prfject hds experienced? . . LT
% of % of d T ‘
Total Respondents
16 17 . :.Failure to get maximum pr‘oductivity,il"r'om staff .
L1576 Behind schedule '
15 16 Lack of institutional support
9 10 Insufficient funding “
« 8 9 No disappointments yet
. 8 9 Difficult& in gaining student support
7 7 Some project goals not met '
6 6 Integration of innovation into curriculum
6 6 Equipnient problems ;
2 3 Evaluation
2 3 Lack 9f skilled progqemming
2 3 _ Loss/change of staff .

21, pPlease list any particular aspects of the CAUSE program that you
believe merit additional study.. .

%$of . %of
Total Respondents
9 18 | Study successes/failures--do a “lessons Iearned“‘
- d¥ssemination effort
7 135' . Desirability to expand project to new
- % poputations/departments/fields
6 1M1« Doa study on effectiveness of one pedagegic
. Jdnnovation over antther or over regular program
3
6 11_“ - Find a way to do better evaluations
3 7 Look For better manageﬂﬁht strategies for .
proigct . _—
ﬁaﬁ,
.";
;
\ .
. Vil :‘f ) ' ‘
- 5}:5




Table 3.

RN . " Survey.of Eiusgssroject Directors
L . * Percentages.of Response
- | Fall, 1979 e ¢

N=95 .

—

la. The three most important planned outcomes of ithe CAUSE project.

81% ‘Curriculum additions/revisions .
. 59 .~ Equipment and facilities acquisitions : .
- 54 Individualized instruction ' .-
a5 * Computer applications . : ,
28 Faculty development ’ : .

26" Remediation

-

1b. Which of the six CAUSE project cutcomes best describes your project?

% of % of b
Total Respondents " ,
3 . . f
28 31, Curricutum additions and revis?ons _
28, Equipment and facilities acquisition S
. 17 18 - Computer acquisition/applicatjon '
. A e Individualized instruction | . - ..
. N 8. . Faculty development , f,: . _ 2
4 - 4 Remediation .’ )
2. “Histqry of CAUSE actiwities - ~ - ; Co
10% Some of thé activities on our CAUSE project were begun
_ under support from another externally-funded project. .
4 Some of the activities on our CAUSE project-were begun
. on funds from our institution's budget. o,
40 No gctivities for this project were begun before the ) .
: preparation of the proposal. . .
6 More than. one response R X
\.. '../

L] "
- f
b * J

Note: Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding error or
because project directors were free to give more than one response.
Questions whith appear inp fitalic typé had: open-ended responses.

" which were then categorized. Percentages are shown for both the -
total number of, Survey spondents and the number of respondents
to the question, ——— T .

kil
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k] Institut1on Submitted a proposal(s) to CAUSE before this one was
, funded
N - 38% Yes, anotherdﬂarsion-of the current project proposa]
" was submitte
5 - Yes, & proposal for another project in the same d1sc1pllne
as our fundéd project was submitted.
17 . Yes, a proposal for another project in a different
/ _ d1scﬁp11ne was submitted.
. J4 No, the proposal for our cCurrent proaect was the ongly
one our institution has ever submitted to CAUSE.

L No, not to my knowledge. .

&

d4a. Reviewers' comments requested and received on proposals that were not

funded. |
45% Yes, the reviewers' comments were requétted and received.
48 . The reviewers' comments were requested but pever received.
0 . No, the comments were not rgquested. Voo
6 No, not to my knowledge. LN

4b. If the reviewars' comments were received, how were the comments used
in preparing another CAUSE proposal?

tsﬁ“ % of % of -

Total Respondents -

24 33 Reviewers' ctmments used to rectify.
: deficiencies in earlier proposal \
23 32 This item is‘not applicable :
- 12 16 Reviewers' comments used to change the
emphasis of the proposal
~ 10 13 Reviewers' critfcisms were answered in
- " proposals and/or unhelpful comments were
ignored -
5 7 Reviewers' comments were used to éhange the

evaluation strategies

3 4 . Reviewers' comments were used to increase
institutional support of the proposal

(L] -

5a. pid you participate in the™ develogment of the proposal for your
CAUSE_prqjgft?

97% Ye o 3% No




N

5b.

7a.

7b.

38

f

If ﬁou Egss\rered':yes;', how did you find out about the CAUSE program?

% of
Total

38

28

% of )
Respondents .
39 Office of reseafich service, spoRsored programs,
grants-management or grants officer
+29 Visitors from NSF or NSF brochures, flyers
© 27 College administration N
‘14 NSF briefing meeting’ .
¢ 3 ’ . ﬂ%
4° Prior experience with NSF g ¥
3 . Faculty contacts )
3 Faculty went out and lodked for grant )

~_ga,pfzuortunities

K

Group(s) or individual;jprimarily responsible for the development

s

Was more than one department or group of faculty interested in

of the proposal. .
66% Faculty - oroup
28 One faculty member .
15 Administrators ' . -
2 2 Other rf iy . 4 "o
1 Students ' s ‘ : .

! - . &

app]ying for a CAUSE grant?

. 4BY Yes 53% No \/\

! > . . -

A&

If you answered "yes", how was it determ;ned whigp q_pgrtment or

groups would-submit?

% of -

Total

18
15

14
10
5

5 .

*

% of \ v
- Respondents”
. 28 . Cooperative combined effort -
23 Critgria were established for determining
'31‘ the b 3 0posa1 ;o
T Administrative decision
16 . Not'applicable or don't know
~ 8 Submitting group was ready with a proposal
first .. .

8 ““Anyone interested cou]d participate

40

- " +

‘b;ﬂ
4
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8. -

0.

39

4

How were staff members selected to ‘be involved in the CAUSE project?

% of % of
‘Total Respondents
- 33 . ‘33 . Selected by subject area, expertise, teaching
o area, or position ,
28 29 Seif-seiected anyone interested couid _ -
: participate i
23 24 Selected b pr(%;gent dean, departmont‘pead
. ) or proj dire
16 16 Séiected because of proven commitment and/or
participation in proposai writing effort
.
3 3 Item not applicable
3. .3 - Those who thought the question referred to

proposal writing activity

" Project director's previous experience managing externaiiy-funded

projects in a higher education setting.

¢ &
42% - . Have managed- at' Teast one externally-funded instructfonal
) > improvement project prior to CAUSE.
39 . Have managed at least one externaiiy-funded research
project prior to CAUSE. ..
31 This CAUSE project is my first experience with project
management )

» o

‘Previous experience of project staff with instructionoi improvement

Ero,iects .

% . None of project staff has prior experience with
’ instructional improvement projects similar to the
CAUSE project.

42 Some of our project staff have prior experience with
. inséructional improvement projects similar t‘\the
CAUSE project.
46 Most of our project staff have prior experience with
> instructional improvement. projects similar to the

- CAUSE project. - -
11 Mort than one respouse:

b3

4
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If you had been able to request additional outside assistance in
annin your CAUSE project and preparing your CAUSE project
proposal, what kind of assistance might have been helpful?

% of & of
Total- Respondents '
00 3R Didn't. need any help
18 20 _Needed help’in organizing act1v1ties. staff
: time, budget
18- 2. - Needed to see 5uccessfu1 proposals and/or
. CAUSE projects, project staffs
10 10 . Needed outside consu]tants in areas not
: mentioned in other categories . .
8 . 9 Item not applicable ﬁ
Y 7 8 <~Needed help on evdluation ’
6 7 Needed help in understanding NSF po]icies/
. - guidelines
T o6 7 Needed help in proposal writing

12a,

Accuracy of the original ‘description in the_proposa] for eachof
- the f0110w1ng project components. .

: © Very Genera]ly Generally Very No
» ~ Accurate  Accurate  Inaccurate Inaccurate Response
Project activities:  55% 44% 1% 0 0%’
.Project objectives < 58 N B 0 > 0
y and goals N . ‘
Project management 43 % 2 0 1
Time tables or 12 56 27 5 0
timelines .o :
 Budget 19 65 15 1 0
. , "
Evaluation plans 22 60 16 1 1
Impact of project- 34 55 6 0 5
o
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12b.  How gas _you.r _project been modified during the Operat.iop to moo:;gorate
nNew fmd.ings and/or experience gaiped?

% of. Lof . SRR -

Total Respondents _ ' ~
26 © 28 No changes or s]1ght changes or changes
_ as planned
‘ ‘ 19 26 Changes in implementation strategies,
. : I methods or activities
313“ 13 . Changes in personnel or in staff roles
13 ' 13 Changes in timelines )
12 v ‘12 % Modifications in eguipment/fﬁci]ities
* 12 12 Changes in software, materials
; 7 8 Changes in bﬁdget s '
* 7 8 Chang;s fn computef éqﬁipment
5 "6 Changes.in g@als or objectives
* 5 6‘ Changes in evaluation strategies or'p{én )

"+ 13a. Importance of some activities to prqjgtf success. -

. - £xtremely . Somewhat . TdtaTiy‘t_,Boesn t Apply. .
’—\h#/}-' . Important Important Unimportant Unimportant™ or No Responhse- .
Project planning . C 9 ‘ L o
& management - - S : ; IR
sessions ‘3% sie g 2% 8y

-

£Tforts to uin

support for our

project at our . . - ' S : .
institution ° ;- s et g

"Working colla-
boratively with

project staff 45 . m 12 o B "
Working with .. ) TN
studentg on . o, : ' i
lNthe pPOJeFt 19 _ 51 I,ig :3 s g
- &
5 ‘




.

132, (Continued)

Evaluaking the
préject

Designing
instructional
materials

Designing
facilities &
selecting
equipment

Describing the
project to-
others

Developing a
new curriculum

Seeking financial

" support for the

project once NSF

_funds are gone

Teaching‘(rélated
to our project)

" Wo ing with

Tab* technicians/
programmers, etc.

Working with non-

project ~facylty

42

Y
[N

Extremely ‘Somewhat -, Totally  Dbesn't Apply
Important Important Unimportant Unimportang_ or No Response

4 -

26% 57% g 7 S V"
58 31 4 P B

50 3% 7 1 g
17 83 26 . - - 3 2

20 8. .2 3 18

_ - .

20 40" 21 7o 12

2 | sy - 4 0 3
13 an N 25

21 - 25 o2 . 1w 7 18
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13b. Are there other activities not identified above that are.important
to project success? '

r

% of % of ' ‘ v
Total Respondents + : L
18 32 Commhhdcation/promotion of good relations with
B - NSF, institution, students, dissemination-
17 30 No other activities
11 19 Getting and keeping cooperation/partic1pat1on
of faculty and administration
5 ' 9 Getting a good, committed staff
Use .of .outside cansultants |

14a. ~ Have you described your project to someone from other institutions?

90% Yes 9% No - 19 No response

14b, If you did have the opportunity to describe your CAUSE pro_'fect to
someone at other institutions, what- dif you say was the most
important outcome of your project?

$of - % of
Total Respondents d
s 24" 27 Improved curriculum/upgraded program
) 19 . 21 Development O6f improved attitudes toward
computers, computer-related materials
1w 15 Improved "equi pment/%acmties
oo 14 15 Improved fnstructional options, for 9tudents
12 . 13 Improved Tab opportunities '
.10 11 _Accomnodations to student Tearning needs,
- especjally non-science majors or s lowet
. . Tearners :
10 1 Impreved student attitudes.

. Increased student Tearning

8 9 Impraved faculty attitudes.

5 6 No one most 1mportant outcome or not
c ' ‘ abplicaEl or don't know

.5 .6 Upgraded or new faculty\QFills




', 15a. Seriousness of various difficulties which may arise on 5 CAUSE project.

a4

Cr tfcaf1y
- Serious

Delay of formal approval
of our project by NSF

Confusion of responsibi-
1ities within-our project

Insufficient attention
given to project planning

Unclear decision-making
policies on our project

Lack of necessary techni-
cal assistance

Short supply or delay
of materials

Comnunication problems
within our institution

Misunderstanding of
project objectives by
project personnel

Reluctance of important
department or school
administrators to cofmit .
themselves to project 6

Lack of attention given
to problems of imple- .
mentation by project staff 3

Conflicts among project
personnef. ‘ 3

Difficulties with our
institution's rules
and regulations 6

ifficulties with NSE's
v les and regulations 0

Lack of sufficient time
: . to complete planned -
activities 3

10

10

18

25%

21

14

12

24

27

25

16

22

n

10

36

Not

43%

" 63

62
67
43

46

51

66

53

50

17,

64

80

35

Somewhat Serious Doesn't Apply
Serious Serious At A1l or No Response

19%

13

22

19.

21
13

10

13

12

14

13

Mo
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15a. (Continued)

‘ Not
Critically Somewhat Serious Doesn't Apply
Serious  Serious Serious At AT1  or No Response

Conflicting commi tments
on the part of project
staff - ’ 3% 18%2 - 36% 35% 8%

_,Budgetnry prqbléhs 4 8 19 62 6
Securing matching
funds ) _ 3 6 11 66 14

15b. Are there other difficulties you have encountered in project imple-"*
mentation which we have not described above?

% of % of
Total Respondents N _
18 27 No other difficulties or not appiicable
‘ 7 11 Lack of cooperation from faculty or some
faculty
6 9 - <Changes in project staff
4 6 Delays in construction/renovation
4 6 Lack- of cooperation from institution
: administration
4 6 Red tape in gotihg through state, county,

cpnsortium channels

16. what is the most serious difficulty your CAUSE project has
encountered and how was it handled?

. % of . % of -
Total Respondents

21 22 - Delays; too Tittle times missed deadlines .
13. 13 Too 1ittle productivity, inter-personal con-
i} - flicts, confusion over roles among project staff
. .13 13 Getting cooperation of affected faculty )

12 12 \ Referred to an earlier question as containing
the answer to this one .

.-'—--'-'-.-_—...

ERIC , - .




Tk |

- 16.

17.

18a.

18b.

// | a6

(Continued)
% of % of
Total Respondents ; >
8 9 Lack of cooperation by administration
8 5‘ Inadequate budget L s
! 7 Personnel changes S
4 4 Acquisition of equipment/software/materials
4 A None _ p
3 3 Informing students of services

Areas of expertise that would have been helpful.

27% Evaluation .
23 Computer applications

18 Project management

13 - Budget management

13 Instructional development .
11 Other

8 Audiovisual media

8 . Equipment ordering

8 -Curriculum development

7 Science/social science content experts

Are there incentives provided by your institution for working
on CAUSE?

44% Yes 56% No 1% No Response
, l ~
Are there incentives provided by your institution for working on
the CAUSE project? If "yes™, describe these incentives.

% of % of

. Total Respondents

22 46 Release time for faculty working on pfoject
16 33 Verbal encouragement- campus community J
recognition
7 15 Summer Support/support for project-related
. activities
28
£ . k ' %




18b. (Con‘t'i nued)

#

% of %2-of
Total Respondents
5 11 Stipend/merit rra'is-.es
4 9 Don't know or not applicable
3 7 Counts toward éromotion/tenure

18¢c. " Are there ._igce:it;ives provided by your institution for working on the
+ CAUSE pgjeﬂ? If "no", what incentives would have been helpful for
. achieving the project goals?

. %of % of
Total Respondents

17 3N Release time
12 22 Adminisfratiﬁe recoénition/e;couragement
no 20 Financial incentives |
7 14 Don't need incentives
6 12 Il e Pfomoti on/tenure |
6 12c _ Item not applicable
4 8 Institutional help in bringing about
smooth implemeptation
3 6 AdditLona‘l_ staff -
19a. Howdmuch faculty ralease time or replacement time has been covered
~ full or part time by CAPSE monies? v
’ . of' "% of .
Total Respondents
64 64 Release time in academic year
K 24 No rklease time
15 15 Summer stineﬁds S
3
49 »°
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208, In your opinion how have faculty members at Your inggitud:.ion .

changed as a result of the CAUSE pfbject? please describe ,
briefly as to: What _do You expect the change to be?

% of % of
.Total Respondents

LY

23 27 Faculty will Tearn.how to develop curriculum,
. individualize instruction, develop materia¥s

23 27 . Faculty will develop more expertise and positive
. attitudes toward using/teaching computer

19 22 Faculty will improve teaching and interact With
) students more effectively

13 15 Faculty will Tearn content areas outside their
own area of expertise .

12 13 Faculty will engage in “new experience (research,
: planning, proposal writing, teaching off campus)
and will have an enhanced sense of professionalism

L
7 9 Faculty will cooperate better interdepartmentally
6 7 Faculty will benefit from improved facilities/ '
equipment

20b. In your opinion, how have faculty members at Your institution changed
as a result of the CAUSE project? please describe briefly as to:
what impact has already bean felt?

., % of % of
Total Respondents

wn

21 22 Faculty capabilities have been broadened and
. -~ increased and faculty are engaging in new

activities

20 21 Teaching effebtiveness has been enhanced and
faculty have a better relationship'with students

16 17 * Faculty have undertaken curriculum deveIOpment

, -projects :

16" 17 Faculty have increased use of computer and com- )

puter-related materials and/or imprOVed “atti-
tudes -toward computing .

14 14 Faculty in target departments have responded/
sh@wn interest

o7 Faculty morale is 1mproved

_Faculty are benefiting from improved L
quipment/facilities _ .

—
o




21a. In your opinion, how have the scienca/éurriculum and/or some courses
at your institution changed as a result of the CAUSE project? Please
- describe briefly as tor What do you expect the change to be?

% of % of
Total Respondet}s

A

27 28 Addition of special components/features to
. specific existing courses
7 .U Modifications or- innovation 1n existing courses
16 - 16 Better options/services, opportunities for
- students
2 12 “ Deve]opﬁgnt of new courses or~kinds of courses
7 7" Iimproved instruction/faculty attitudes
b b Proposed‘activities are being implemented
5 - 5 Upgraded equipmegt/faci1ities implies
. = 1mproved curricu %
""" !
47 4 Higher student enroliment/interest
4 4 " New/revised materials

21b. In your opinion, how have the scjence curriculum and/or some courses
' at-your institution changed as a result of the CAUSE project?”’ please
déscribe briefly as to: What impact has already been felt?:

% of § of %
Total Respondents

19 22 Better options, services, opportunities for
students
~18 21 Addition of new components/features to
o existing courses
14 ' 16 Development of new courses/sequences or
kinds of courses
.8 10 Proposed activities are being implemented
J 8 10 . Too early or no observed impact or N& (no
L/ o ' answer) or expectations not met
/ ’ 8 10 Higher student enrollment/{nterest




21b. (Continued)
" $of  %of !
Total Respondents
6 .7 Improved instruction/faculty attitudes
5 6 Modifications or innovation in existing courses
5 6 New activities for faculty
5 6 - New/revised materials _
4 5 Upgraded equipment/facilities implies improved
curriculum . S
22a. In your opinion, how have science ﬁguipment and/or faciilitjes at;gour
institution changed as &-result pf the CAUSE project and have the
changes had the effects you antibipated? Please explain as to: What
do you expect the change toc be?
%of % of _
/ Total  Respondents
22 . ZE ‘N%equipment, materials/facilities
20 23 Enable, bring about, instructional improvement
; 16 h 18 Upgrade, expand, 1mpFove equipmenf/facﬂities
13. 15 Obtain new computer equipment
o L]
10 1 No impact/not applicable
8 10 Upgrade, expand, improve computer equipment
2 2 Improved faculty and/or student morale
2 2 Positive impact outside CAUSE project
Y & - —_ﬂ_‘/ '
- i .
'l » ]
— ’
O _ : ‘
- - / - - - ‘ ’ J
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LY

22b. In your opinion how have science equipment and/or facilities at your
Ingtitution changed as a result of the CAUSE project? Please describe
- ) briefly as to: What impact has already been felt?

% of % of - r - » .
_Total Respondents

23 - ‘26 .  Enable, bring about improved instruction
14 16 New equibment, materials, facilities
noo o2 No impact/not applicable
10 -}1 . . New computer hardware/software C o
A Y .
10 31 - _ Upgrade, expand, improve equipment/facilities
. 8 10 Proposed activities have been implemented
7 8 Positive impact outside CAUSE project ;
. 6 7 Improved faculty and/or student mOraIe: - _ i
. ‘} :
5 6 Upgrade, expand, improve computer equipment.
Z23a. In your opinion how have students at yeour institution changed as a '
* result of the CAUSE project? Pleagse explain as to: what do Gou /
expect the change to be? ' v
% of ¢ of: ) . ‘\fl
Total Respondents . .
. eSD . 55 Improved training, student compétency
T, 20 . 22 Improved student attitudes toward target
, courses and the related disciplines N
. ; A .
. M 12 Higher student enroliments
10 1 Students are more proactive, participate more
3 .4 Too early to tell or.not applicable or don't
know )
r
..
2 ¥ ‘




.~ In your opinion how have students at your institution changed as a’
result of the CAUSE project?- Please explain as to: NWhat impact has

already been felt? 2 i

% of % of
Total Respondents

0 . 32 :‘ Improved training, student competency
21 23 Students are more proactive, participate more

16 17 NA or too early to fel) or don't know or 1es§§
: impact than expected

14 15 ' Improved student attitudes toward target courses _

10 10 Implementation of activities is proceeding/
y Qg?tudents are changing or have changed

Higher student enrolliments

' i

24. Have any unexpected chdnges occurred &8s a result of the CAUSE project?
Please descr@, them. . -

% of % of
Total Respondents

20 24 - None *

. ) . N ‘
16 19 Unexpected outcomes; spin-offs. from CAUSE

-~

N 13 Higher faculty use/acceﬁtance.than expected
10 Higher student use/acceptance than - expected

9 _ General impact and/or impact on the c0mmunity
greater than expected ] ‘ﬁ.

Faculty more involved in new activities than
expected '

More negative impacts than expected

'3better faculty morale and collaboration than_
expected

~,
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25, If. you had the chance tb start your CAUSE project over again, from
. the beginning, what would you do differently?

- % of % of ‘
\ Total Respondents o “ -
_1’ | ‘ 22 23 Be'tter front-end planning .
17 ) No changes’ ’ '
16 - ‘ 16 More release time and/or summer support for -
faculty and project staff
15 15 Inc}ease budget 7
14 18 Make changes in staffing
12 I;' Changes in strategies, activities, equipment
. 10 10 More faculty participation/cooperation
6 7 Better managemént
4 4 " Change evaluation ptan

B 26a. Have you sought or will you seek funding to continue CAUSE activities?
fd/’/ 70% Yes 21% No ~10% No response '

)

L.

26b. Have you sought or will you seek funding from other sources to continue
activities started under CAUSE? If "yes”, from what sources will

you seek funding?‘ ST
, "% of $of A
~ *  Total Respondents . .
30 39 NSF
f 28 . 38 Private foundations, individua}s. corporatiqps
20 26 Own'institution
16 21 Don't know ’
12. . 15 Federalhagencies other than NSF -
4 6 State agencies
55




26C. Have you sought or will you seek funding from other sources to con-
tinue activities started under CAUSE? If "no" will activities
started as a part of the CAUSE project continue after CAUSE funding
- has_ended? . v

% of™ 2 of
Total Respondents

38 100 Yes - can operate within college/university/
: consortium budget

LY

) 27. Evaluation can best be described as the following:

7 ‘ i Strongly Strongly No
g . Agree  Agree Disagree Disagree Response
~ Evaluation is important to the
institution in monitoring the L
effectiveness of projects of - k . s
.this type : s 39% 54% 5% 1% . 1%

The best way to-~evaluate a

CAUSE project is to have an

expert(s) from outside.our

institution review bur * . ..
project outcomes - 12 31 83 - 3 2
- N ’

The primary reason evaluation .»

is included in our project is . _

mostly to medt CAUSE require- & . X

ments for evaluation 7 28 48 15 1

"~ A clear and thorough descrip-
tion of our project will meet
CAUSE requirements for project
evaluation 4 43 36 13 . 4

Evaluation results have been
used to change some of the
activities and/or outcomes

of this project 20 48 20 2 10
Our project funds allocated ¢
for evaluation activities .
g Could be better spent on :
other project activities 5 22 53 14 6

Formal evaluation activities -
take up too much time, effort,
and money on our CAUSE project 6 21 56 ?3 4
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27.  (Continued)

Negative evaluation results on
-our CAUSE™project might jeopar-
dize our institution's chance
at further external funding

for science instruction

Project evaluation means con-
‘ducting activities which have
Yittle or no usefulness ta.our
CAUSE project staff

Project evaluation is best
accomplished and most highly
useful when it is conducted
internally by project personnel
in an ongoing manner

The best way to conduct
evaluation of our CAUSE project
is to try to measure student
achievement gains

Given the nature of our project,
evaluation is really an
jrrelevant activity
LY

.Evaluation activities have not
gdne as planned

-9
To do the kind of evaluation
we would like, we nded more

money and staff’ - ’

We are not qualified to do an
. internal evaluation of our
project

Strongly
Agree

18

10

16

12

54

37

34

27

12

57

67

22.

43

55

53

54

63

L ]
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Strongly No
Agree Disagree Disagree Response

12

20

147

K




, 28. @ If you had the opportunity to suggest strategies for promoting project

N

56

success to a prospective CAUSE project director, what would be your -

recommendation?

-3

¥ of . % of

Iptal Respondents .

rZ 26 Make sure that management and authority issues
. are carefully worked out
21 23 Do careful front-end planning
et 18 20 Get the participation/commitment of the faculty
14 15 Get the cooperation/commitment of the ‘
] . administration
. 14 - 15 Implement carefully with attention to detail’
) , . ,
11 12 Select staff carefully EN
_ "7 8 Get release time for faculty -and for staff
e development '
. s 7 . Make sure communication is freguent and adequate
/_// . .
+ 5 6 8e willing to dedicate yourself
3 3w Use evaluation formatively

< 29, If you had the opportunity to advise a prospective CAUSE project’

director about CAUSE project evaluatidn, what would be your primary

{ecmwnenda tion?
$of % of
p . Total Respondents .
<22 2
20 22
13 14
13 14
« 11 It
¥ . i )‘/
_‘ L 7
3 3

o

Use outsi de experts

Know what you want; be realistic;‘Eé satis-
fied with plan

Do formative evaluation
Use internal peopletfor evaluation

Do objectives-based evaluation

Start-early -
Avoid traditional evaluation techniqued . , °
» T
tmy
.~ 53
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3. . rf you had the opportuhity to make one.suggestion to,the NSF-CAUSE
progrant office to improve the CAUSE program, what recommendation
woyld you make?

-

%of - %of
Total ° Respondents = : .

1

. . . N , . .’ ot
40 43 . More/tetter communication, disseminatign among
. : o . projects and with NSF staff o
<21 ' 23 Jl,A ‘None - doing 2 good Jjob P - \
: 7 8 - . More flextbility for project d1rectnrs. less
- . " ’ ) Ared tape :
' ' 5 6. More .funding/follow-up/changes -
5 6 Better evaluation po]iCyri
4 5 Make changes,in policies argund awards )
4 5 nstitutional commitment should bé assured .
3 3 viewers should be in fields of subJect of"
pkoposal or from same kind of institution - °
3 3 nstitutions shouldnit be required to change/
) . modify to please NSF
/.
/
- ' L4
- ’




* .. CONTENT ANALYSIS OF FUNDED PROPOSALS, 1976-1979

.‘ . : & - ’ rd
L) '

..

Purpose of the Content Analysis

A content analysis of funded proposals was chosen as a broad focus
evaluation activity because of its. advantage in supplying data from
avaiTable documents As -a result there was no need to gather some kinds

- of information from’ individuql 'sites. It also offers the opportunity to

" study the tenor-of CAUSE projects prior to their implementation These

I data can’ then be viewed 1n relationship.to the other data collection
activities, the surveys site visits, and case studies. )
The content analysis provides formation relevant to certain aspects
of, the .evaluation-issues of concern. For%example, proposals contain
‘h specification of institutional needs, institutional goals and objectives,
and methodology of project implbmentation. Through the analysis of pro-
posals, these areas were‘categorized and compared across‘such variables
asaproject year and type of institution. Ardother function of the content
analysis was to Took at trends in science education as described by pro-
posing institutions. Therefore, the prihary purpose Of the content '
analysis of funded proposals was to provide baseline data to support and
drive other evaluation activities. - ) L e
CAUSE proposals provide a valuable source of .information about per-
ceived needs and goals and the planned strategies for meeting thg needs
_and achievinﬁ the goals. They are statements of what could be, and

further what ought to be, in the eyes of proposers. ,

i

60 S




Content Analysis for thfs Evaluation

Category selectjon. The evaluation team at DEA méde‘changes in categories

earlier treated by NSE'S Office of Program Integratioq in order to make the con-

¢ “sent analysis data more useful in the scheme of the total ‘evaluation. New cate-

#,

gories and sub-categories were added while others were expanded to add detail or
were collapsed for clarity. The development of a final set-of categories has

been the resuit of a long and careful team effort to‘produce categqpieﬁdthat are

——

not too ambiguous or overlapping, and which arise most naturally. from data in the

, Pproposals. The major variables used in the content analysis are:

1. Institutional type

2. Discipline

3. Audience

4. Problems and needs’

5. Goals and objectives ‘
6. QOutcomes

.Each of these has been divided into categories and subcategories. ATl .the cate- .

- gories and subcategories were chasen with the intent of maximizing inter-reader
- -

" reliability in data collection.

" Institution type and discipline. The first two variables, "institution
.o : F 4 )
type" and "discipline" are self-explanatory: institution types are exactly the

same, as those described by NSF -- two-year, four-year, Ph.D granting and consor- °
. tium. Discipline includes the m&gg:éﬁisciplinary-areas defined by NSF for use by

the proposers. -
Audience. fhe “audiﬁnce“ variable contains six categories which differ

somewhat from those identified py NSF. This variable defines that group (or

g groups )- for which the proposed pfbject is meant. The six categories under

4 .
audience are:

7




and needs" which we ideﬁtified are: "’ \

1. Faculty
2. Local community

fo . /
Majors and Non-Majors: Introductory

Science Majors: Introductory

o L~ T ]
- - -

Science Majors: Advanced
"6. Non-Science Majors N

Problems and needs. NSF divided "problems" and "needs” into two categories
where "needs" described the kind of interventiop that has been identified as most
Tikely to solve institutional problems and where "problems” meant an identifiable
iaék, an area re;uiring action. In our classification System,_"ProbIems and needs
have been collapsed into one variable which has the same focus as the "Prob?ems"
section for NSF; that is, an identifiable lack. The categories under “problems

N

1. Curricyla need revision/addition to keep pace with .

current state of science education.

2. _ Teaching methods are nbt as effective or efficient
as they should be.

3. Facultx need t0 update knowledge or skiils.
4, Missing/inadequate hardware, software, facilities.

5. Student problems necessifating curricular or
instructional revisions.

It will be hoted that this classification system is very similar to

"problems” categories except ‘that the student problems category is %

broader, allowing for greater inclus1veness, and there is the addition of
" the “missing/inadequate hardware software, and fac1lit1es“, a category
that is covered 1n NSF's "needs” section. — ‘ :““nux\x\.
Goals and objectives. The next major variable devised by CEA is-

called "goals and objectives". It is roughly equivafeﬁt to NSF's "needs™
 dn that it identifies the desired approach to solving the probiem or

H
[
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satisfying the need. It identiff@é. in other words, the purpose of the

innovation. The categories are:
1. To accommodate students at their levels and
for their needs.

2. To update curriculd to keep pace with the ‘current

state of science education.
‘h

3. To improve teaching methods to make them more efficient
or effective.

4. To provide for faculty development.

" It will be noted that where NSF identified seven major desired approaches

to solving problems, we have identified only four. We originally left

out NSF's four categories which were related to equipment, materials, and
- How-~

laboratories and included them in our “problems and needs" section.

ever, as we an2lyzed the 19?6-197B group of proposals, we ended up writing
goals and’ object1ves related to equipment/fac111ties use and acquisition

As a result, when revising the content analysis

/"goqls

in the "other” column
categories for the 19?9-ana1ysis. we added & fifth category to

and objectives": equipment and fac(lities_acquisition: Data in the tables

, “reflect this addition.

Qutcomes. Our final major variable is "outcomes". fo'ﬁoutcome“

. LS
W mean the strategy or strategies chosen by an institutiqy to meet its
goals and objectives. fo put it another way, the variable identifies,

specifically, what the'grant will be used to do. The categdries dre:

1. ‘Faculty development 3
2. Remediation/individua;:::E\{qftruction
Curriculum addition/revision \\\ \ L

AN
Use of computeyk ’ \\‘

jals/facilities KE

o £ w [a]
. . A

Equipment/mate
These categories are roughly equivalent to those o¥ NSF's "strategies

R
- e

y

kY
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During the first stage of the content anaiysis. we co]lected and
analyzed data from ﬁunded proposais from funding years 1976-1978. Sub- ‘
sequently, we analyzed 1979 proposals. Using what we had learned during ’
the first analysis, we eliminated a few empty categories and added

. "equipment and facilities acquisition” to our "goals and obJectives”-
category. In developing the original set of categories, it was assuméd

, that equipment acquisition would not stand alone as a goal, Howeuer:-in
reviewing thefiirst round of proposals, we often found institutions siting
acquisition as a goal. ’It was also determined that eQuipment acquisition .
often Consumed a significant portion of the budget. "Hence, the category N
was added for the 1979 revie; Other smaller subcategories were addeddto

the components of the outcomes -A11 cross-tabluations were then recomputed

and include ali funded proposais from the four years, 1976-1979.
The generai project variables. Table.d4 depicts major categdries

"and sub-categories of problems and needs reflected in the 273 funded
proposals. The most frequentiy cited categories were: '

Hardware and software are missing and/or iaboratory or learning
center facilities are inadequate (51%); -

b

Existance of student problems which necessitate curricular or
instructional revisions (41%);

The curriculum is in need, of additions or reuisions (40%).
. Again, we assumed that projeczz\might refiect more than one problem or
Q;:?‘ need. TherefOre, tabled figures Seflect a duplicated count.
Tabie 5 presents the goals andxobjectives of the funded CAUSE pro-

‘ jects. As previously expiained DEA di no® originaiiy create a category
for equipment/fac1lities deveiopment in the goals and objectives section.ﬁ

but added that category in the 1979 analysig. Therefore,. the “other

1978 proposals. Thetsh_ift in this area in bg more clearly seen when .

the data-are anaiyzed over’project initiation'y ars. Of the remaining




' |
citegories, two were most often cited: ' /////T

5
To -update curricula fn order to keepvﬁiEe/;;eh the current
state of scfence educatfon (46%)

Te~improve teaching methods fn order to make them more
efficient and effective (39%)

As.-pefore, we allowed & maximum of three eaeegories of goals and objectfves
to be cited by each fndividual project. “Therefore, figures reflect a
duplfcated count. . ' P

‘.The major outcomes and primary outcome of all funded CAUSE projects
are shown in Tables 10 and 11.
of a maximum of three major outcomes while the second shows a primary out-
come for eacﬁ of the 273 funded projects. The three most frequently cited

major outcomes were: <

Equipment, materigds, and/or faci1ities (61%)

. ' ComputeF acquisftion and/or applfcations (51%)

Curriculum addftions or revigfons (49%) '
However, the figures change somewhat when only primary outcomes are
analyzed: the eost frequentdy cited categories remain the same and occur
in refattvely,ejmilar proportfons, but faculty development projects fail
from 23% to 3%. This factor indicates the seeondary nature of facultx
developmene-ambng the CAUSE-projects.

In reviewing the consistepcy of reSponse among this last gpgd//’
tabies, some {nteresting patterns emerge Fdr example, need for faculty

. Skill and knowledge development was reflecteq n 40 of the DPOposa]s. while

| titutfons cite -faculty deveiopmenf as a é 1, and 63 mentfon it as

an outcome. \Jhis seee:fzg;iﬂd1Eate that while falg}ty development is not

‘ b1l

em, ft 1s often thought:of as a solutton to

(most often student needs). It may also be the

. i
t would occur as a result of

p

anges fn

- . BN
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In the first table, figures reflect counts

.
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teaching methods‘or equipment/facilities acquisition or a&ﬁptation.' More .
projects cited curriculum additions or rgvisions as an ;utcome'(n=134] than
as a need (n=109). ZAgain,vthis indicates the utilization of curricular
change to solve other types of problems. Iﬁ tabulating responses, we

also found many institutions citing student problems but suggesting com-
puter acquisitioq or equipment 9nd mater%a]s acquisitioﬁ as objectives and

outcomes. This again refTec;S'the pattern of using a variety of means to

solve student problems.

Ny - |

A

[
o s




- . P
Table 4 o ) h

Problems and Science Education Néeds
Fr_'equencies' and Percentages

rd

_ . ~ Al Funded Proposals
Problem or Need® f %

Curriculum ngeds revision or

additions due to: 109 - 40
- Inadequate cove'rage . 75 27
- Changing goals X 20 * 7
» Other reasons ’ 17 ‘
gaching methods are not as.efficient | /
or effective as they should be 9 22
A LS -
Faculty need to update knowledge or )
> skills in the following areas: = , 40 ., 15
Instructional techniques 9 -
Subject matter ‘ . 6
Computer skillst = - ‘ : 28 10.
Hardware and software are missi nﬁ _—
an?/or facilities are inddequate . 140 -1
Student problems which necessitate
curricular or instructional ‘
revisions due to: _ i N
Inadequate preparation of ‘ :
. incoming students ' 63 19
Poorly motivated students . . 7
Poor success rate of students . . 25
Increasing diversity of the .
" student population . 54 20
Qther problems or needs - . 1. . " 3
v _ ’ Total ; 273 ‘ ‘ 100%
N -

'aProposa‘ls may address more than one problem or need. .Therefore, frequencies
- and percentages reflect a duplicated count. In the tontent, analysis, the
number of problems or needs which-a proposal could be 1isted as addressing
was limited to three. This did not eliminate a significant number of prob-
Tems because very few proposals discussed more than three.

Q [ ] ’ - ‘ “H )
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CT Table 5 ///{ }
., Goals and Objectives of CAUSE Projects -
4 Frequencies and Percentages _ -
) ’ - ‘i -
. . - A1l Funded Proposals
Goals and Objectives® £ %
- - , - -
To accommodate students at their Tevels -
and/or for their needs - 61 22
"To update curricula in order to keep pace B -
with the current state of sciesce education 125 . ) 46
To improve teaching methods in order to make ' -
them more efficient and effective ° 107 39
To provide for %aculty development . ' 61 22 ;h
"Equipmént énd facilities acquisition . - .
(data on ‘79 only, n=72) 52 .77 L
Other (includes equipment and facilities
. from 1976-1978) I 123 s
_'fi Total 273 100%

/ . - .
%proposals may address more than one goal or objective. Therefore, frequencies
and percentages reflect a duplicated court. In the content analysis, the .
number of goals and objectives which a proposal could be listed as addressing -
was Timited to three: This did not eliminate a significant number 'of goals
and objectives because very few proposals discussed more than three.
’ .
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.- Table 6

Outcomes of CAUSE Projects

i
Frequencies and Percentages

-~ « ) / - -
o A1l Funded Proposals
Outcome® Yf %

. ::;/ I ‘
/Péeulty Development ¢ 1 /}53/ 23
a / ‘ p :
Individualized Instfuction/Remediation 62 22
| y _ k /. . .
Curriculum Addition/Revision / 134 49
Computer A7quisition/App1ications \ 138 IR
/ . / ' ,
Equipment/Materials/Facilities 167 61
+
. Total 273 100%
- ~

aPmposals often describe more than one outcome. Therefore, fregquencies -and
percents reflect a duplicated count. In the content analysis, the number
i_ of outcomes which a proposal could be listed as addressing was limited to .
? three. This did not eliminate a significant number of outcomes because very
few proposals described more than three. //f
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Table 7

-

) Primar:y Outcome ‘of Each CAUSE Project

~ Frequencies and Percentages

PR

/

"7 A1l Funded Proposals  *

. Rl a
. Primayy Outcome f %
Faculty Development 8 3
Individualized 7 ,
Instruction/Remediation 7 43 16
. .;! ’ -.
Curriculum Addition/Revision ;/ n”n o .28
!} .
' Comj:guter Acquisition/Applicatign 67 24
Equipment/Materials/Facilities 75‘ 27
. " :f
Total 213 100%

0ne primary outcgme was listed for each project. .
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