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. .+ 1.0 INTRODUCTION '

. , This ig g preliminary. report on the statistical quality of the ' ' ‘
quantxtatxve ROU data, focusxng primarily on the teacherydata. Recomnen: ,
dat jons t'or analysis are made. Lo .
‘ : L] ’ ) .
. 2.0 QUALITY OF THE DATA ) -t .

Three “sets of statistical snalyses were performed to help shed
light ga the usefulness of tescher data as mdmators of school, level effects.
. These are: varisnce component generalizsbilaty analyses (expl_amed below);
school level correlations of 26 variables from CCF, teacher, and principal
s 1nstrument;; ﬁanc-i 8 seb, uf stepswise Feglessions that use varisbles from all
’ three instruments es predictors of school level outcomes. The following

sections discuss my examination of these materials.

4

L
L]

2.1 Geheralizability of School,level Méans - . _

-

The purpose of the gene';ahaabilitx analyses was to assess the
- relative strengths of school level and teacher level/error as sources of : .
/ . .variance, and to calculate the ge.neralxzablllty of school level means. \
In classical test theory there are two sources of variance -- the
testee's "true score" and_the testing error (assumed orthoginal to the
true test score). Generalizability theory (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, and
Ra\aratnam, 1972}, extends classical test theory to ‘the cdse of more general
. J - sources of variance -- not hmxteq to two. Estimation of generahzabxlxtxes
» 1s conducted via different methods of variance components analysis .(while
rehabxhtxes ususlly gcome from some sort of- correlation .or the internal
. consistency -- Cronbach's alpha). One very usefu) field of application
of g'e.nerahzabxhty theory has been the estimation of class means (Kane

-

and Bren}nﬁn, 1977), i.e, a@erages over persons. . " . -
In'the current apphcatmn - est1matmg the usefulness of teacher
level scales as 1nd1cators of school level et'fects == there are two sources .

of varl‘ance, the school effect and the téacher effect. The linear model

) i [




.

is Yj(i) = tj(1) ++51 + m whe YIJ 1s the scale value for the j'th .
teacher in the A 'th school m is the, overall mean, Si is the school effect, )
tj(x) 1s the teacher effect, and the notatlon j(i) 1nd1cates that j is nested .
w1th1n i. The effects S1 and tj(i) are assuned to be zero mean Candom
varlables -with varianees r‘s and @:t , respectively. ‘Teacher, Jevel error,.
1.e. the deviation of the teacher responSe from the true value for that
teacher, 1s confounded with tj(i). The model is qu1te dif ferent from a one .
way analy81s of variance, which would really be an analysis of school level )
Jeans. . In the current appllcatxon (;’;;and were 0’15 estimated for each of
18 constructed scales, via the MIVQUED meEhod 1mplemented in the VARCOMP pro—
cedure of the SAS system.

Thixo ere 12 vetoranti-g :f:{isb;cs-thet czn be constructed from

e

theSe variances. ' The first is

' . >
| N (A |
f ’ . Pl t
' ‘ ,é;}-f i’(; 3 ]

“which, 1s sumply the fraction of the variance of Yy(i) sttributable to school

level effects. va1ous1y‘}QT— will be very low when the effect is perceived
very dafferently b§ dif ferent teachers n the same school, or where there

13 a great deal of response error, and high where teachers tend to agree on
school level . effects. .. -

. The setond statistic is the generalizabilit§ (here, for all practical
purposes, synonomous with reliability) of the school, level aggregates over
teachers., Generallzabilltles are extremely 1mportant to assist in interpre-
tation of correlational afdlyses, especially Tegressions, and to help guide
analyses to_be conducted, The .generalizability of the mean for schools with
Nt teachers per school is . '

- < S
et ! (—-“ ﬁ{”b . -~

nc .

In preparlng the data we used the average nurber o(/teachérs per school to

get a'reasonable estimate of tRe actusl average fs over schools. i
*Table 1 digpleys®the statistics that were computed. In order to \\/

' anterpret thgﬁ; b7 i8 pecessary to determine their potential effects on the

analyses. -The three most problematic influences of imperfett generalizability
. . . .
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Yariable

PERSIWP
SCOPET
ORGIMP

TLAKSAT ™

TIRAIN: -
TUSEFL ,
PRODQUAL
) DifFivp
LOCOEY

. PUP IMP

PROBSOL
T MODUSR
T MODADM
* TSAT PS
TCHNGOR
TCOLLEG
TTENSE
TPRINSUP

ANALYSIS OF 18"CONSTRUCTED SCALES

TABLE 1

Number of
Jeathers

560
456
541
329
" seg
580
381
378
310
303
288
433

- 433

430

513

536-

523

512

Number of
_Schools

172

. 158
171 -
133
177
177
137
131
131
124
122

. 148 -
148
158
173
175
175
173 - -

L/”

136
776 ¢
510

237

L339
292
.282
410
- 143
291
AT

‘.0?1

-,103

.2B6
246

-

-.909

4435

. .627
574,

D22

667,

283
.501
625
060

\\ 251

-

521
191

417 .

" 602

tsw '

767
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are (1) sttenuation of correlations, (2) attenuation of statistical power "

of hypothesis tests, and (3) biasing of regression ‘coefficients.l ’

Attenuation of Correlations

-

Suppose the true correlation of varisbles x and y is r(x,y) and

., that x and y are measured via scaiesvof_ generalizability x and ye

sThen " Pl o~y : ; -
S e AG§)= oy T .

The meanmg of this equation is that correlstions are attenuated, approxi-
mately by In order to estimate true correlations ogne. can dissat-
tenuste by divn;ing byw_ 1f this quantity is known. If these figures
are known only approxlmately, then one should simply take this into account
an interpreting the correlations. '

When correlatmps involvang t’eacher vgriablee are disattenuated,
some very'lérge intercorrelations .r'esult.‘ For instanee, the uncorrected

correlation matrix of three impact varisbles is

T
-

X

1 2 3 ,
- 1 ORGIMP 1 . .60 .56
2 . PERSIMP 60 1 48, .
3  PURIMP .56 .48 1
. ] . N
- h Y - ‘1
and the corrected matrix is *
\.’ “'
[ 3 " .
1 1.04 .90 ‘é,}
. s ‘
1.04 1 s % ‘
} ‘ . 90 1.04 1 1 -
ANk 1

Thas 1ndicates that, for all practical purposes, the undentlying impact
variables are ur‘tuany identical. They might be usefullylcombined into |
a composite variable.’ ) .
4 Tebles 2a and, 2b show the correlations (attenuat;ed nd disatt enusted)
" for nine teacher varisbles. Clearly there is an%normously trong first
factor operatmg. Analyses and interpretstion may be threat ned by this.
A.close study of the cluster/factor structure is indicated.

5
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ORGIMP
PERSIMP
TSATPS
TLNKSAY.
PRODQUAL
PUPIMP
PROBSOL
TUSEFL
DIF IMP

LI

TABLE 2a

A}

4

1 2 3
.- b ) :60 oag
060 - 033
cag 033 -

s2 a4 a4l
56 487 .32
63 SN .33
S0 .36 .45
36 20 .06

Al
-

4

23 ‘.52,
a6 .47
32 .4l

- .18
8 -
7 ek
A4 .66
26 .45
43 . .15

e’

CORRELATIONS OF NINE AGGREGATED TEACHER VARIABLES

l.ss
.48

.32

'.17 "

64

-

.50

.36

<45
24
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’ . T

TABLE 2b v
CORRELATIONS GF NINE TEACHER VARIABLES, DISATTENUATED T
’\ o 'J
e 0 )
. - . . .
1 2 3 4 5 " 6 7 8 9
N .\ < ,
1 - ORGIMP . - 106 .77 40 .82 .90 .90 .75 .47 C
. ' i h ]
24 PERSIMP  1.06 - .70 37 .99 1.04 1.00 .73 .37
" . * ' '-
5, TsATPS » . .77 .70 - 67/ 79 .63 .58 .83 .10 v
4 TLNKSAT® . | .40 .37 .67 - .8 .32 .27 .48 .06
5 PRODQUAL - -.82. .99 .79 38 . - L3915 .83 .25
‘6 PUPIMP S0  1.06 .63 32 129 - 1.63 .77 .45 ’
7  PROBSOL | 90 1.00 -.58 27 115 1.63 - .82 .60 - .
8 TUSEFL ‘.75 .73 .B3 .48 .83 97 .82 - .36

0

DIFW T 47 37 0 06 .25 W45 60, W36 -




. Statistical Power . . T .
The power of the stat13t1ca1 hypothesis test Ho:r{x,y) = 0 is ",
attenuated as a curvilinear function of true r(x,y) and J)y . TaBle

3 exhibits the- power of the test as mterpolated from tables ?;ven by ,
_Cohen (1977). His labels "small", "mediym", and "large" are assigned to
* the true correlations .1, .3, and .5, and we added the label "very large"
for.r = 7. ) ‘ ’ .
The.table shows that in any case, only a small f‘ractmn of small
ef‘f‘ects will be detected statistically. With perfect generahzab‘il:.ty,
., nearly all medium or larger effects will be detected. Hhenm is .5
or better nearly all large or very large effects will be detected but many
medium effecis wili De misscd. o U'—T._ﬁ_}- fails 40 .2 or less then only
a fraction of even very large effects ‘will be seen. e . *
Our judgement 1s that all of the variables in Table 1 are useful .
.wtih the exception of T MODUSR. The \_far.i.ables T MODADM and LOC DEV are

to give rejection of the null hypothesis substential meaning as evidence

marginal. The remaining 15 (of 18) are sufficiently genetalizable (f’) .4) Y

that the null hypothesis is in fact true. °
To judge actual effects of diminution of statistical power, I examined

¥ .

the correlation matrix of 26 selected varisbles from all three data sources.
For nine teacher variables, generalizsbilities were avallable. I plotted
the fraction of s1gn1f‘1cant. correlations that esch of the nine had with

the 26 variables excluding the unit self correlations. The results are

on Figure 1. ' (

From the obvious relatlon betweenf and fractions of significant
relations I concluded that nearly all true corrglations are strong and that
the observed correlations were attenuated mostly by generalizabilfty effects.

I confirmed this conclusion by estimating the central-tend,ency of
the productf/}_% over the set of 9x25 such products involving teacher variables.
I calculatedj))l?r\,.-‘}{, astonishingly high. It would be unlikely that

~ the generalizsbility of the 26-9 = 15 nont eacher variables averages, less

than .8. The vast majority of corfelations among the 26 "true" varisbles * '

sppear to be statistically and pract célly significant. . Average effects must
vk ’
be large to very large.

[




JY\ a ::-
. .7 CTABLE 3
"POWER OF TEST r=0, n=100, d=.05 as a FUNCTION OF

. .
r{x;y) . Small ’ Medium - Large

-

.1 .3 ) .5

15 . i
- - -

1. .26 92 ~. .00

T .17 . V67 Y96

.5 Jd2 . .83, _ .80

) .3 .09 .22 .42

"2

! 05 . .09 . J2e

-

. Ver)} large

1.00

1.00
.96
67
.38

.17
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" Examinat jon. of Stepf13e Regressions

A set of stepwise regressions was conducted in wh{‘hilndependent
varisbles were classified into three groups: linker, product, and process.
Examination of the results leads to the [following conclusions:

(1) The_ teacher prdﬁfss variables have little predictive

N ) . power_ (average Q% = .03) e
I (2) Ihe Princlpal Product variables have 11tt1e predictive -
L . power (average R" = .01) . .
(3) Overall, the CCF variables have most predictive power. .-
_ K Only two of .the teacher process variasbles (T MODUSR, T MODADM) Y

were included in the generallzetnlity analySes. They had the {wo lowest !
generahzab111t1es (.061 and .251, respectwely} of any of the 18 computed.
'From this we jiudge that the fsi1lure of the teacher prccess varisbles to

-

pred.lct outcome is due to their low generalizabilities.
- Although we can't compute generalizabjlities of the CCF or Principal

varisbles we judge them (ekcept for Principal Product varisbles) equal

or superior to the teacher varisbles. _ECF variables appesr, overall to’ . . .

be the strongest. thus -except for the twogroups identified above, the

.varisbles appear to be very sound, ‘especially for questmmai.re derived

[

. data. .o N _ =
. ! * ~

/ . R
. 3.0 INIERPRETATI{N a-' nscnessmus ‘ ' -

5 £
»

It is clear that (a) there is considérable ?nult‘1ccl1near1ty among
< the "true" variables that the scales estimate and (b) the generalizibilities
are mostly in the .4 to .9 range -- very good but mt perfect The result of
these two facts 1s that estimates of regerssion coefhcients vull be badly
biased -- nearly slways. Interpretatmn of B's from models with more than

L]

two or .80 regressors w1ll Jbe nearly mpcbmble. In models with one regressor
' the B estimates can easily be debiased vis the Lcrd Porter disattenuation.

With more regressors the debiasing ccmputatmns sre complex but possible. .,
In any tase we need the values ‘for geheralizabilities -~ which can be
. estimated cnly for the teacher variaﬁles. I would reccmmend the correction,’
. however, in models using solely teacher variables as regressors. '
H £
' ‘ i 1

,




~data (see Exmbit AL - . .
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- 1
" On the basis of thig, and sape additional analysis, the following '
steps were takéh‘to create a flnal data base for analysis. - L
First, based o the recommendat fons presented above, teacher process
variebles were dropped from the dgta anelysis plans. LOCDEY, ‘which refers
to the amount of local-development of materisls, was caonsidered too critical
dtop, although it has marginal generalizability. .

Second, a dec191on wags made to proceed with our original intent,
wh1ch was to aggregata 1nd1v1dual\£sggher responses to the school level,
and merge them wltb prxnclpal survey data, and. data obtained from the CCF
(see Chapter 3). : ﬁ

L] - -
«  fnir c, to ooat nrfh tne vuotised murtzculllnearlty of varlables,

rather than creating hew scales within each dats file, it was decxded to |

scale ecross teacher, principal and CCk data. This process reduces multigol-

11near1ty con91derab1y, but dges not decrease the predlctlve ~awer of our

-

Y

Fourth, 8 dec131on was made to proceed with estlmatlons of missing

data, based on the fecomméndityong of the-audit. The procedure used was

as- follows: b

. varlables ere class: ied/ainto groups, based on the
model that formed the.basis for our analysis (see
- Figuré 2=2, p. 35). . ]

- . Hlthlﬂ each—varlable group, regressions were performed
o on eacq varigble for which there was 2 substantial
: amount - O missing data. The regressors were limited
to other variaoles w1tnln the same group.,

. estrmations ‘af the value of the missing numbers were
. made.uging the regregsion coefficients from each
., regréssion’équation. The formula ‘for the eatimation -«
. procedure was?




.. Exhibit A-l

.-1' .

10: ° Karen, Shéila, Diane . . '

FROM: Jim -,

RE:  Data reduction; plugging missing data ) :

DATE: 11/12/80 . . . . . : ‘
1
|
|
|
\

—— - a—--—--n--l-—----— R Pt S — - ’

Before tak.mg of f for the conference in Nashville, I+rampaged through the
21 outcome measures we've been workmg with and reduced them to 10, as .
follows: = .

1 * \ . ;
]

0ld scale names .. New scale name |
ORGIMP™ PORGIMP SCOPESCC Z0RGIMP: org impacts. .

« . PERSI{P . ¢ PERSI!'P {no change): persbnal impacts ‘
NUMRUL BT /88"

trxoCINC:  ancorporation of process
\ PRGINE BT9, SCOPESCC

RGINC: incorportstion of adopted program

" : SCOPE SCOPET SCOPEICC 7SCOPE: scope of implernentat'ion ,
~ , PSAIPS TSATRS ° 7SATPS: site satisfsction with psebpmcess
PROBSOL PPRBSOL 7PROBSOL: site report problem solved
"~ PUPINP He . PUPIMP {no ?t"nange):_ pupil impacts .
- PLNKSAT TLNKSAT o N ILNKSAT: site satigfactibn _with linker ’ 1
. 8728A . 8128A (no change): % teachers saying ROU o
N X : - |
- dzf‘f‘erent |

u = ¥ i

Reductions were accomplished by standard:.zing raw scales and adding them

then taking the average. Thus,‘if a case were missing one or twa of the

old scales, it wodd 8till have a valid valve on the new scale. New scales

are’ not affected by differences in range among the raw scales, and distribu-

tional properties are made more stable. The missing data problem for outcome

measures is ap%recxd:ly redyced, at least in most cases, with upwards of 30

cases added for some outcomes. Finally, multicollinearity variables from the

samé gource was reduced. .Note that if yoY use any of these new sc.ales, they
_range from about <3 to #3%ith a mean of 0 (stand¥rdized, you know). oy .

I have Tun the regressigns represented in the charts passed out eat‘hEr o

this week, but have not"tabled the results yet. A summary chart of R® for '

the stepwise regressions is attaéhed, howeyer, and shows that our predictive

pﬂwer is about the same, i.e., a variable fike, say, 70RGIMP has average

s asbout<the #ame as those shown for its three constituent raw scales. .

This will probably not change when the plugging of independent variables is

completed; though N's will be better. .
Although the number of outcomes is cut in half‘ we may still want to drop
a acale or two, though I can only suggest B‘IZBA .

’ , . -




. . Proportions of Varjance in Dutcome Measures‘
. Explained by Sets of Treatment Indicators:
. v 2 Lb -
R, from Ste wise Regressions

_ With Teacher., Pripcipal énd ccr Data
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Impacts on participating staff .05 .03 .03 .31 .24~ O* .01 .05 .08
Impacts on school as organization (T) .21 0 .08 .43 .36 .03 .05 .1'36 .03
. Impacts on school as organization (P) .08 .005 .20 .23 .10 .01 .GY .03 .18
"o Revised process incorporation .09 .05 .18 .10 .06 .01 O .0l .20
/ Process ineorporation 1 (P) ~ .0%.08 .11.10,05 0 0 D .12
._ Process incorporation (T) .08 0 .04 .32 .02 .04 .02 .01 .03
. Program incorporation (P) .12 .07 .07 .45 .14 .01 .16 .02 .D2
Program incorporation (T) - ~ ,20 .02 .06 .26 2670 .16 .06 .02

Program incor;.:oration (© .21 .09 .04 .48 .14 O .10 .01 .05

* Impacts on school ‘as orgarization (C) .29 .11 .10 .59 .20 O '.12 .05 .05
Scope of implementation (P) .06 .02 .05 .25 .09 .0l .13 O .06

‘ Scope of implementation () .08 .01 .02 .13 .34 O .28 .03 ,0l
Scope of implementation (C) ° .21 .05 .08 .35 .29 0 .20 .10 .DS
Principal satisfaction with,process (P) .05 .03 .11 .37 .08 .01 0 .07 .39
Jedcher satisfaction process (1) -~ . .03 0 .02 .17 .25 @ .02 .01 O
Principal datisfaction Aith 1inker (P} .09 0 .06 .18 .11 .0l .16 2 .46
' . Teacher satisfaction with linker (T) .05 .03 .05 .20 .03 0 .07 .08 .15
% teacher/report RDU very different .17 0 .08 .06 .03 O, .04 .18 .05
..+ Pupil impagts (T) : ' .06 0 .02 .30 .46 ,09'.0% 0 .01
Principal reports problem solved (P) - .3 .03 .D6 .30 .27 .DS5 .09 .13 .D4
v Teacher reports problént‘solved (1) ,L10 0 .04 .20 .54 B8 .06 D .02
a? * e, - ,

+ *0 means no varisbles-entered
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' Prop_ort..{on'of variance in Outcome Hzasuru
Explained by Sets of Treatment Inditators:

R2 rom Stepw:se Regressions with -
- , ,Standardized Qutcomes Combining Teacher,
. s . Rrincipal and CCF Data -
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™ PREDICTOR SET .

-

CCF Process CCF Products Teacher Products CCF | wk Principal Ligk

.
h]

OUTCOME T .
I0RGIMP .33 .54 .30 ..o

PRGN .30 o a9 a5
2N .
75COPE ° A7 .39 ° . .39 .36
ZPROCINC (10 .28 .05. 0*
25A1P8 - .01’ ) BV 0
ZPROBSOL .15 . .19 .47 07
ZHNKSAT 02, a2 12 r4
‘ ST
: * %_ng cates no ygriablea entefed the regression.
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e * RO Independent (Treatment) Variables .

c‘ [ Y
, : ., Lt
.: . v Linker varisbles-- . PR

el

’ P: Linkar contact with principal-
s .o, Linker initiative .

o R T: Pct. teachers reporting contact with Iinker .
- [ .
» C: Linker contact with local actionjteam -
Level of linker-influence . .

Product varisbles-~ . ,
. P: Principal's report a product was adopted .
te Principal’s report the program was diffieult to implement B

T: Teachers’ report a product was adopted
: Need for moqificauoras to product
Product quality (scale) .
Difficulty of implementation (scale)
Need for local devilopment of materials (scale) [-]

i C: Was product validated ] -
* *  Relative, advantage )
Did program match préblem for which it was selected
. Program complexity ' . . )
Implementation reversasbility [ ] “ ‘-
Extent %of preimplementation modifications  ° - N
Extent of postimplementation modifications .
Adequacy of guides® for implementation [+]
Difficulty of implementation

-
*

hd .

Process var‘i'ab les-- ¢ L)‘ )

. P: Principal's involvement in PID f
. Principal's involvement in Sol. sel. ) . L.
T Principal’s irvolvement in PFI v
- "Principal’'s involvement in Implementation,

T: Teacher participation in modifications to product
_Administrator participation in' modifications to product
C: LAT involvement in problem 3olving T
Teacher, influence’in problem solving: .
Principal influence in problem solving
LAT influence in problem solving . }
Level of problem solving effort . e - |
. Quality of problem solving proceas . |
Breadth of problem solvipg participation |




. \.}
v As will be discussed in Appendxx c, this estxmatxon procedure (which was
. not performed for all varisbles due to its expense) does not eliminate

problems of missing cases due to lack of c_omplgte overlap between our various
datae bases (CCF, teacher and principal survé—ys-) Thus, we wWere left with a
missing data problem that was reduced, but not ~e11m1nated.
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. : ' APPENDIX B® - ' ' S

1.0 COMPUTATION OF OUTCOME MEASURES - .o

As the dLscussxons of our study of the RDU project presented in ‘the
body of this report suggest we were faced with a large smount of data, from
*a varlety of sources, reéated to the RDU treatment itself, possxble outcomes a
of the RDU progrgm at the individual and site levels, and the characteristics -
of the school sites themselves. In many cases, data on the same dimension
were avallapie from more than one data source. This was‘pellberately built

into the design of the study so as to enable’us to "triangulate" on measures

. critacal to our analysis. That 1s, we wished to ensGre’that data from ’

principals and teacucrs, for exanple, or from ptlncxpals and our own project
staff visits to partxcxpat:ng schools, were strongly correlated. *
. We were also faced with the problem of too much data ahd too. little
time and resources to analyze each and every rele»ant itemr i1n detail. We
also_knew that. some of our measures would be of greater analytic utxlxty than
othets. Thus, we faced a serious data reduction task. In addition, we knew
that some data ngld'be m138ing, €.g., we mxghtﬁﬂa»e teachers' assessments of
some var:able; but not the principal's because oF‘non-xesponse to our surveys
or lack of knowledge on the topic when we conducted face-to-face interviews
Qt_soae sites, -~ - ’ . ' . \
To deal with these problems, we utilized simple scaling and standard-
1zat1on procedures dlaCUssed below, for each key varfaple, in detail. The
general strategy was to reduce batteries of i1tems 1n our instruments to
scales, either through summing, averaging, or countxng as these seemed
appropr:ate. Since our pramary unit of analysis was the school rather than
the individual staff menber part1c1pat1ng in the RDU program, we then develop-

ed school-level measures (1n the case of the teacher durvey data) by such

 techniques as averaging across teachers within schools or takxng the propor-

tion of,teachers at each achool who gave a certain response. Thus, a group of
teachers would be "pooled“ to generate a sxngle observatxon of some aspect

of thexr school's RDU experience. (Note that the data from principals and .
from our own staff's consolxdated‘kodlng fogp--the CCF--were already at the

schqdl’ level.) . b s




[ Y ‘
Althoegh in many cases there were virtually identical 1tem§ in *
the teacher ;nd principal surveys, this was not always the case, Nor did the
CCF data correspond absolub@}y with the data from principals and teachers '
(aggrggated to the school level). To deal with such inconsistencies along
with a certain amount of missing data became an important data management
task. We also wished, 1n our analysis and reporting, to address the question
of the relative imporfance of gdifferent varisbles 1im terms of .affecting site
outcomes. . ' &}g ) .
.. Our solution to this set.of data management complexities was to
standardize 31te level data (including aggregated tezgﬁer data) so shat .
difference in, say, scale and range, between data sources addressing the same
substantive lssues were relleved ihis procedures alsb enabled us.to make
direct comparisons of the anaiytic utility scales tapplng seweral d1men51ons
in a 51ngle.gﬂ3hpme ana1y513, for example, by examining the 'size “of ‘the Betas
(standardLZed regress1on coefflcients) 1n any given regression analysis.
Finally, problems of mlsslng data were alleviatéd by. being able to average
standardized scales from different data sources dealipg with any given site.,
Ihus, 1f we had principal and CCF data on organizational impacts {or any .
other combination of dafa) we were able to take the arithmetic mean of
available data as—the final site level measure to be included in our ana1y51s.

This will become clearer as we discuss the computation ‘of specific site level
_measures 1n the rest of this Appendix. This was done only for variables that

were strongly intercorrelated (simple correlat2ons significant at .OS'BF better).

Satisfaction With the Services of the Linking Agent

Linking agents performed 8 varying set of services for their sites.

To obtalnfg,measure of how satisfied the staff at these sites were with
these\serwlceéz the surveys of principals and teachers asked Tespondents to
indicate how well they felt the linker perfgormed at each of the activities
listed in Figure X-2. Linkers were-rated "poor” (1) to "excellent” (5) on
each 1tem. ' C

. The respondents’' satlaﬁéctzon score was the arithemetic mean of
these ratings. This was done for both principals and teachers in each
school. Teachers' satisfaction scores were then averaged within schools

‘to generate a school level measure of teachers' satisfaction with the linker.

'\



Fxgurex-z LN o C
LINKER ATTRIBUTES UR ACTIVITIES i . .

. )

Abilaty to expla.m cleanly tbe purposes and serv:.ces of the GROUP .

Helpfulness an speclfymg, anelyz.mg and disgnosing our partlcular .
problems or needs o

4 .
Helpfulness in developing cntena for selecting the solution best
suited tp our needs . )

Helofulness 1n -locat 1ng alternat.we solut.wns to our problem '
Helpfulness in fmdmg the best' match between our problem and a solut.wn

Abilaty to help us understand how the R&D progran -or materials could be

used . . z . s

. -,
Helfulgess in adapting the R&D program or materials'to .our. school or
schqﬁ?ﬁ'ﬂt‘r%t , .

‘Hel fulness m‘xmplementma the new program or materials . )

[ /- 4 —'/‘
Assistance 1n locating additional .fechnical resource persons
Avallablllty to us when we need to talk to hm/hen . F ]
Ability o resolve confldcts t'a.u-ly / '

Skllls" as an organiter or coord.mator

Assmtance 1n evaluating our program .
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" Finally, the.scﬁgol level teachers' lrnREr_satxsfactroo measur®

and the principals’ llnker satrsfactxon measures were standardized to unat

4measures constrtutes the frnal site level measure of satrsfactron wrth the

-
linker3' services used 1n the analyses we report..

v

»

-

Scope of Product Imp!ementatron .. .

j___ ' Another measure of the impact RDU hsd on schoo!s used 1n this report °

18 the "scope of product implementation." Thrs measure was generated so as
to reflect an assessment of the percentage of‘the students exposed to the
adopted program and the amount of trme (each zeekj they spent using the

product or materials. Both principals and tegchers were asked~to.provrde

these dztz. . ' - ‘ .
= The scope measure was ca!culatedgﬂg mu}}rplyrng the reported percent-
age of pupils affected times the average number of minutes per week the ! *

product,or materﬂ%ls wete reported to be used. TGacﬁers ]pope scores were
averaged within sc pols to generate school level measg:es of teachers' scope
of implementation. Our staff a!so rated the schools we visited on their scope

-
. N .

level of product use. .
Frnally, the principals' scope scofes, the school level teachers'

1

scope scores and, our ~scope ratings were standardrzed to unat variance about a
mean of zero, The arithemetic average of these standardized meagsures constr-

tutes the final site level messure of scope of product 1mp1ementat1on used in

‘. our'analyses. ¥ .

-

Gat1sfactiqn. With the_PgB_ em Solviﬁberocess ’ ’

.
.

Y
E

of how they felt about the prob!em solvlng activities they hsd been through.
ance teachers and principals tended ‘to be 1mvolved 1n the !ocal praoblem
.soirrng prdEess 1n ways that were dlfferent.ooth quantrtatrve!y and qualita-
tlvely, the relevant’ questrons tﬁi? anSnged were also different.
' fPrrnclpsTb were asked héh sstrsfled thqy were (1 = not satlstEd’

5= ;ery gstrsfred) with the.assistance or support from five 1ndividuals

. OI- groups: : . .
hY ‘ .
> \v ., Ay . .

\
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vaiiance 0ut a #ean oQ,zero. The“arithmetic aversge of these standardized

‘m—of product ;;;Tgagﬂﬁatlon by rating the percentage of puprls affected and the

Pr1nc1palg and teachers .ere also asked to grovide oterall assessments




- s the_ ldcal school team; ‘ ¢ - . L
_ v+ the ‘linking agent; ‘ s,
o ROU projeSt staff (excluding ‘the linker)] . ,
* o developers of R&D based programs or mater;als, and ) i d
] bth:r outsxde organxzatﬁans or congsultants., ., . v '

The principals' scores were calculated by takxng the sun of these five
fratmgs. ‘ “]\ . W i ‘ . .
Teachers wefe often more directly involved in carryxng out the
problem solving activities,. To tap thear fee11ngs about«tﬁ*é experienge they
were asked whether each of a set of activaties took~the appropriaté amount of
" tame as opposed to too lattle or too much time. These activities included:
s 1cntifying . the meet ~portiant problems or ;eed9°
.~ i establishing criteria f"or.selectmé lution;
e searching for an R&D based program or materials;
. ¢ selection of an R&D based program or materials; and .
. plannxng for amplementation of the R&D based pro . | 4

The teachers' scores were calculated by counting the nunber of these activi-
ties whach they sa:d took “about the right amount" of time. Teachers' scores
weré then averaged within schools to generate a school level messure ST
teacher satxsfactxon with the problem solvipg process. :
F1na11y,,pr1nc1pals' scores and school level teachers' scores were
.étéadard1zed to unit variance sbout a mean of zero. The arlthmetxc aversage
of these two standardized scores at_e{a:‘ site was taken as the final site - )
.qlevel measure of satisfaction with the problem solving process for our ) . \\\L‘_Jy/}i
analyses. °
) - - N\ '
Extent the Problem Hgs'Been Solved N . v v .

. The R&D products and materials xmplemknted were selected because,, "
in most cases, the local action team felt that these materials would at leasdt
help to ‘alleviate the probiem their school had chosen to work on. As part of
the surveys of principals and teachers, respogdents_!ere asked sbout the * .
extent to which the following®had occurred (frpﬁ ai=\“not at all" to 4 = "to ~

-a very great extent"): . % - . i

.1) Has mplementatioh of the program or materials helped solve
: the most pressing problem in your school7 . :
. : " t




. . ' @ - . , .

. . 2) Has popl-l achievement improved as a result of the use of
. . the program or materials? Z .
3) Have pupil attitudes or behavior impfoved as a.result of ‘.

.
» . -

] the use of this program/ or materials?

w, . fer both teachers and principals, .the "problem solved" scores were T
calculated by taking the syum of the 'ratg.ngs for the three items cited above. .
Teacher responses were then aggregated to produce school level measuresg of

teachera' assessments of the extent to Wh.lCh the problem was solved by takmg

the anthmetlc average of. the individudl teachers scores within schools.

Finally, both principals' scores and school level teacher scores.were standard-

1zed to,‘smt vanance zbout. a.mean of zero, and the arithmetic average"of

. “these two standardlzed scores was uaed as the final measure of the extent to

- which the problew was SG;V&u . oui analyses. .
: j ‘ - -

Personal Impacts on Partxclpatmg %taff '

Oury earliest site visrts revealﬁhat the RDU progt.am was .having a
variety ofl>effects on participating staff that were not part of the program's
ongmally intended outcomes. To make a global assessment of the effects of
the program on local school staff, respondents to ‘the teacher survey were asked
. _ about the extent to whach they hud personally benefitted froa their school’s
involvement 1n\the ROU prog‘ram (0="not at all" to 4="to a very great extent") -

in the follovung ways: -

a. Hy te'achmg skills havd improved ’ :

b. My leadership skills haie improved ’ ’ .
¢. I haye learned about curriculum development “ .
d. I have more self:confidence - ’
. e. Other school personnel rely on me more. ’
Yoo <€ f. I have new reseurces for helping other’staff members "
g. I have leamed more about the problem solving process - .
h. I have learned more about the ava11ab111ty of R&D »
based programs or materials )
. ’ i. My Job is more satisfying . . -
. I J.~ 1 have been ngen more responsibility or have been .
promoted. )
Individual teachers’ scores were calculated by taking the arithmetic mesn of ‘ .
their responses to these ten items. School level measures of program impact
. . ) on ataff were generated by.taking thé mean of the teacher respon.ses within .
. ‘ v * . ’ ’ -
. L / ' P < A )
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schools., Thege wete then sténdardized to unmit variance sbout a mean of

zero, and the :esultmg scale used as the final school level measure%f ]
program mpacts_ on_-pagtzclpatmg staff. ' /\ i

. Incorporatipn ‘of tfie Adopted R&D Product or Msterials

e of Ithe‘|5r,1n'c1pa1 aﬁns of the RDU program was to see that R&D -
products were(edopte&tom‘lve locally defined problems and that these
proc(ucts be used on a continuing basis--1.e., 1ncorporated--st.bsequent .
to maplementatmn. Because of the .unportance of .thas outcome, it hras measured

in three dlffewrit ways' .1n the survey of pr1nc1pa18; the survey ‘of teachers, G
- and 1n the CCF data. . ; g b .
Building ptincipals were asked whether any steps had already beén” -
takeT. or wei piaﬁﬁEu £S5 ewudit thal the adapte* R4D materials would continue
to be used,1n the future. Speclflcally, pr1nc1pals were asked-to rate
whether the followmg wculd not 6ccu;' (1), mayﬂr (2), would def&utely
occur 1n"the near future (3), or had already occurred (4):
" The program or materials have been formally incorporated i
« .~ into-curraculum plans. o
- bi W have developed written guidelines for the use of the
. * materials and methods from the program. =
" " t. New staff will receive training or orientation 1n the
» 7~ yse of the R&D-program materials or methods.
) d. Me w1ll continué to have training programs or 1nseIvice
for current staff members to maintain-the use of the
~program, materials or methods.
'e. We have purchased-new materials and supplies in order ’ .
. to maiftain our use of the program or materials,
f. Bechuse of the use of the program or matérials wratten -
.- Joh descriptions for some staff members have been -
changed. o -
g . We_have hired new staff members speplﬁcally to support |
- the user of the R&D program or, materials.
h. Our budget now 1ncludes a separate hn,e item to support -

*.the use of the R&D program.or materials. - "

- The pnhczpaz 8 score on ancorporation of thq R&D materials consisted of the
proportmn of these steps--i.e., how many ‘out of the eight p0881b111t1es--were
rated as_havmg already occurred. ,
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. ' Teachers were asked whethér they planned to continue using the +
adopted R&D materials, 1n the future, and 1f so, whether they would use 1t

with lattle or no modifications, some mod1fications, or major modlﬂ;catlons. > ' /
" The school level teachers' measuif of product incorporation wag calculateq by |
taking the proportion of teachers in eath sphool who 1ndicated they would 2 .

continue using the materials without major mod1fications. .
N In the CCF data, product 1ncorporat10n was agsessed by our staff )
in terms of the llkellhood that over the next few years, the product would ) : .

be dropE;R n, whether some or all teachers would use the product, but

not extensively (2), or whether some or all teachers would uge the product

extensively (3). . IR
All three measures were standardized tg'unlt'varlance about a mean wof

zero, The arithmelic average .. these standardized measures was taken as the .

+ final schpol level EEasure of product incorporataipn. . " "

- . L

RDU Program Impacts on the School As an Organlzatlon

Like the ROU program 1mpacts on par¢1c1pat1ng staff, impacts on’
the schools: as organlzatlons were readily observable in our early site
visits, and our study desxgn was revased to include assessing such lmpacts.
To triangulate on these unlntended program effects, measures of organ1:at10na1
impact were buult into the survey of prancipals, the, survey of teachers, and

the CCF data. ® . . F

. -

In both the survey of pr1nc1pals and the survey of teachers, respond-
ents were asked to rate how a number of factors or characteristics had
changed 1n their schools as a result of the school's involvement in the RBU -
program on 8 scale_froh 1 (got ,very much worge) to 5 (got very much better).
4 These factors or gharacsprlstlcﬁgwere:

"« g.- Curriculum ‘ . { ‘ ‘
b. Available materials o e )
c. Teaching methods you use 1n. your classroom C .
v d. The wéy your classroom is organized or mansged* ) . .
‘ . e.¢ The way your school is organized or managed ~ ' :
f. Degree of participation of teachers 1n making decisions )
v about this school ~ [/ L

g. Frequency of communication among.teachers sbout curra-
culun, teachlng techniques and lesson planning:

. #*Not 1ncluded 1n principal's survey.

“
- [ sl S - . -—
) . -
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. 4 .
: h, Morale of the staff .
i. . The way specislists are used 1n your .school - - N
,ﬂ' - %, j. The ways 1n which problemg sre solved 1n your school .5 ) \\
« k. "The amage of the schaol ,ilt the community . ’ " e
] Y ].ﬁ
L Teacher and principal scores were calculated by taking the aversge <:\/ ,

,of their respective ratmgs of the changes RDU produced in these factors.
The school level teachers measure of Qrganizatmnal iimpact was generated by
teking the anth'netlc average of ;eachera:‘scores vithin Bchools.

The CCF measure of' orgamzdh:onal impact was based on an expsnded but

sum1lar battery of items, rated the same way. The CCF 1tems were:

8.’ Staff knowledge of problem-solving practices

* Y. .5t5ff searzncss and woceplance of R&D products .
o c. Ppp1l petformance and behavior ) ’
ot _d. Teacher morale
« e, Frequency of mtersta'f'f comumcatmn ) . //\
‘, f. Curnculun andfor(mateﬂals - -
. \ g- Teachmg methodologlé!s . ! v
h. Organizational structure . « - ) v

1. Teacher part‘lmpat.mn 1n decision-making
. j. School's mage in the dastrict

: k. Severity or,scope of the problem -~ \

' 1. ' Use of specmhsts Y ) . .

‘ m. Community or pdrent 1nvolvement . ’ * ’
.n. Classroom organization of management S y -
- o, Other (specaify): <t ’ /
", The three measures of or'gamz.at onal impact ‘were stapdardlzed to )

unit variance sbout~a mean of zéro., The arithemetic average of these three ¥ v
standardlzedls"cales was tsken as the final school level measure of organiZa- )

_ tional 1'mp‘act-.. . ) ' i , )

. Incorporstion of the RDU"Problem Solving Process ¢

Along with 1ncorporation of @n 'R&D product into normal °school operatlons,

"the incorporation of more natlonal end broadly participatory decision makmg
practlces at the school level uas 8 pn.me al.m of the R&D Utalization Program.

Data on mcorporatmn of‘ the process was drawn from two sources, the princapsal

[

« sgurvey and the, teachers™ survey.
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In the prxngnpal surveyh respondents were asked to indicate how J
. . ‘hkely 1t was that their schooY would uge several aspects of tt;e RDU approach
to problem solving*to address future needs. Each aspect was rated on a scale
rangang from 1 {will definitely not use) to & (definately will use). The

. precess aspects were: . .

L] P " ‘ i
a. The use of & team or committee of teachers and adminis-
-~ trators. . ;
. . b. The use of the services of an external linker. : , ’ y
c. The approach to the process of identifying and ihproving
. . :n this school. . . . —
¢« d. Jhe approach to identifying \possxbl'e solutions to our .
' roblems. .
+ e, The apgroach to makina a decision among giternative .
i ' suiutiuns to u problem. . . . . . N )
- S The approach to planning for implementatjon’ T /
- . *

, y. The approach to 1mp1ementat1c=:n and feedback.
d . -

The principal's score for process incorporation was calculated by taking
' the p'ropostxon of aspects--1.e., hgw many out of 7--the prancipal indicated >
would definitely be used again. T I !
. In the 'teac‘hers' survey, resgondents were asked.to assess the extent .
"to which the ROU problem solving approach. had.heen used to address other
school proialefés. The sclhool Jevel teachers’ n:?:;&re of process 1pcorporat10n‘_
. wag de'rnedyy_ta\kmg the proportfn of _teachers at each school who indicated
they were using all or™patt.of the RDU process to solve another problem, or .
had'deflmte' plans to do so 1n the future.' '
Bloth the principals’ and the teachers' measures were standardzze.d
: \ to vnit yériance sbout a mean of zero. The arithmetic average of the‘se

two standardized scores was taken as- the final school level measure of

incorporation of the RDU problem solving process. " F .

\ Need for Local i)evelopment of Materisals

1
. .

A measure af local adaptation of the adopted products and materials
was developed by having teachers rate the extent to which the following ;

~

statements sbout the adopted program were true:

T - . v

- e 1t was necessary. to use materials from several R&D based . )
programs inorder to meet your need or solve your problem;
’ L T .




e

v * \ o’
) ’ s 1t was necessarsy to develop additional materials®iocally . N
. . "an order .to meet your need or solve your problem- < “ .
— e wodifications were required.to wse the program and materlals .
. in yout school. . |
¢ These items wire rated from 0 = "not at all" to &4 = "to a very great extent no .
The teachers’ s were computed by summing the ratings across these

three items. The school level measure was computed by taking the anthmet:.c
' mean of the scores of teachers. within the school. Thls was then standardJ.zed

- <

to umt variance about a mean of zero. e . : ; _ﬁ
!

-
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2.0 INDEPENDENT SCALES - | -

.\

. * »
- e o

Principal's Influence on Decisions * , . ’ "

Teachers' Influence on Decisions - . . 3
Central Office Influence on Decisions { - 7 '

‘L
tocal Action Team's Influence on DBecisions

~ Influence on Faculty as a Whole on Decisions < - .
. I'd

»

. In the problemsolving activities, it was possible for a variety

of actors to exert influence ov.er the decisions made during the problem
! _1_dent'1f1éat10n', solution selection, and planning for implementation phases
at each rarticipatine erhrel.  The €0F data lncluée agsessments by our
own project staff of the amount of anfluence of each such role group during
T each phase, rated on 8 three point scale: 1 = no;\e or G'e’r; lattle influence; *

2 = some influence; and 3 = a gread deal of 1nf1uenée.1 Separate influence

scales were developed for each potential role: building principals, teachers

as a group, the local ac‘g.mn.feam, the faculty as a whole, and the district _*
_ central office {ancluding the superintendent and other district level staff). )
. d - For each role group, an influence score was calculated by summing -
the ratings 'of that group's influence over the three phases. the resulting .

scales were then standardized to unit varfisncg sbout 8 mean Of zero.
- . . ¢

Prancipal's Involvement in Problem Solving Activities

A major feature of the RDU project was_its étf.em;t to get school
staff and administrators involved 1n a series of proBlem solving activaties.
. \ mrt of the survey of principals, respondents were agﬁed to andicate the
’ 1

-

Al

evel of their personal involvement in four types of activities?

\ a. identifying the most impor'tar‘:t problem or needs; y

b.* searching for and choosing an R&D based program/or
'mater.ials; ~

T N making plans for how best to implement the chosen
g RD bastd program ot*materials; and — T~ -

) d. actuallir‘implen;enting .the progrem.or use of materials.

/ -
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Pnnclpals were, asked to rate their own level of involvement on a five-point

scale for each type of activity, where 1 = no involvement and 5 = high
. anvolvement. The scale was calculated 'ﬁ‘y sunming the principal's self ratings,

.

and then standardizing to umt variance.about a mean of zero.

- *
Scope of Iqvolvement in Problem Identification . . R .
-Scope of Involvement in Solution Selection ) i
Scope of Involvement in Planning for Implefm:ntat:ioni - - .
/" Scope of,lnvolvément in Implementation’ . .
St : S ‘
. _. - An mportant aspact of the mproved problem sblving process which

the RDU program promulgated was a broadenmg_ of part1c1patmn in local

.- decis:ion making. That e, the RO snnroach aimed at :nvolvmg as many role e

. groups -as poasmle an the decision making process. The CCF data :eflect the -

anvolvement of fave role groyps 1n dmbussmns, maklng decisions, and carrying

out tasks. related to the process: the, supenntende‘?ﬁ/assmtant 8upenntgn-

\7 dent; other district level staff (such, as curriculum specmhsts, subject

area coordmators, etc); building prm.clpa,ls/asmstant pnnc1pals- teachersy v

and other school level staff, such as guldance counselors, hbranans,

. eté. . . ) .

3 " Each such role group was fated on the extent’ to which they were .

» actively 1nvolved during each phase using a four point scale: 1 = to little .
or no extent, l& =toa very great extént. The scope (or breadtb) ‘of involve--
ment for eagh phase was acpred by su'm’dmg the involvement ratmgs of these

- faive groups. The resulting scales wer!e then standardized to unit variance

about a mean of zero.

/ .
Level of Effort Devoted to Problem Solving
%

. . A MEBSU;E of the level of effgrt-devoted to problem solving yas . .
. calculated by estimating the number of person days expended on problem -
. solving activities during each pI}as“e .;t each school ©n which CCF data were _
_: available. (The surveys of principals,and teachers did not 1nclude such .

estimates.) For each phase, fewer tlian 10 person days was considered a low .
level of effort and ’was coded "1"; 10-30 person' days'waa considered a medium
level of effort and was coded "2); finally, a level of effort in excess of 30
person days was considered high and coded wyel ' : i

-
[}
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" The measu;:ﬁgz’iglg;rof effort was computed by sunmxng the codes
. . (from ) to 3). so gefierated, over the problem 1dent1f1cat10n, solutxon selec-
txon, and plannxng for 1mp1ementat10n phases. Inéfxncore was, thert standard-

L]

< 1zed to unit variance about a medh of zero. 5

Quality of Group Decision Making Practices

included two componenta. making the problem solvxng}

- and makxng thg partxcxpatxon in dec1910n making more broadly representative
of the groups 'who would be affected by the decisions made. The criteria
for assessing the quality of group decision making processes 1nc1uqbd the

/ C e
The RDY program's*aim of improving local decision makxnglnractxces

actiavities gore' pational,

following: R .
L]
o a forr.:.alr_u‘ \Uhs..l’d Liuup empuweiedsto make
. dec1s1ons; . ) .
. - * reqular meetings, well attended; ’ .

e representation 1n the group of those who will be
affected by 1ts-decisions;

& collective deliberation and democratic decision
makxng,

] effectxve conflict management,

®
)

decisions nbt subverted by administrators; and :
. ¢ continuity of group membership.

For 'each phase of the problem solving activities, the CCF data include

ratings, based on these criteria, of the extent to which the school's problem

. solving thxgltxes were congrtuent with sound group decision mékxng practices.
. The four point rating scale ranged from 1 = "to little or no extent” to 4 =
“to a very great extent." . N . ..

The overall rating of the quality of group decision making at each
_site consisted of the sum of the ratings for the problem 1dent1f1cat10n,

“ solution selection, and planning for 1mp1ementat10n phases.' This sum was
then standardized to unit variance abOut a mean of zero.
Quality of the Prdﬁleh Solving Practices
The’ second component of the RDU program's intended ;ﬁqrovements
in local decision making was the emphasis on rationality in the problem
.solving. The CCF data included ratings of the souhdness of the problem
solving prectices at each stage. Since the content of the decision making
a R ! ’
]
-
N - "? " Y
— - - - . "- -3--—- A ﬁ




varzted byrstage, the criteria for soundness of problem solving practices also

vary by“étage: Sample‘crxterfa for soun

anclude:
4 °
]
1 e
]

v . . N ’ -
During solution selection activities, other criteria become relevant,

such as:

* Finally, during planning for implementation, still other criteria come

into play, ‘such as:

[ LY

f probfém rdentafication

problem specification g§nd needs assessment brxor,to seérchxng
for a solution;

consideratian of alternative definitions of the problem;

gbtafalng adequate evaderice of the problep's existence;

developing a definition of the problem which is clear,

manageable, and relevant--ne:xther too trivial nor too
grandiose.

-

obtaining evaluation evidence of a solution's effectiveness;
careful examination of alternatives;

the solution 18 Manageable blven cost or other constraints;

the solution 18 relevant to the problem statement; s

the solution 18 accepteble to a majority of those affected
by its solution.

Nt .
realistic assessment of constraints on implementation;

gaining administrative support and cooperation;

detailed formal plans are drawn up;

measures are taken to ensure the. chosen product retains
1fs essentral featuree; and :?

.

adaptations before or after implementation are.appropraate

sto the satustion.

Calculating a score for. 8 site's qualaty of problem solv1n§ activities

was done by rating the site on the extent to which their activities conformed

to the criteria relevant to each stage. Conformity to sound proilem solving

Na
at each stage was rated on g scale of 1 = "to lattle or no exten

" to 4 = "to

a very great extent.” These ratings were then sunmed over the problem

rdent2ficatzon, solution selection, and planning for implementation phases,

and the resulting scores standardized to unmit variance sbout a mean of

Zero.

1]
I

e



Level of' Linking Agent Activity add Initiative

¢

Linking agentg performed a varying array of services at the schbqis

with which they worked during the RDU project. ce they constituted one
of the primary RDU "interventions" or "treatments", it was of great interest

to develop a measure of the level of effort Finkers expended at these 31tes,
along with an estimate of their leveltof influence over the local decision

-~
N >

making process. JTo obtain such +t Lo

mbasure, linkers were rated on the extent ~ -

tp ﬁhlch they performed each of the following services at site represented on
the CCF data base: !

~

» Providing (not arranging for) training 1n pgoblem solving
Or Oroup process

- ° Providang {not arranglngsfor) training 1n a curricular
area

® Facrlrtatlng the group process-e.g., by resolv1ng conflicts,
guiding dlscu331ons, helping to set goals .

e Coordinating/liningt up resources {humen or materlal)
o Providing expernt counsel/technical assistance related to:

Diagnosing thesproblem
Assessing the match between 1nnovatlons and problems
Implementing an 1nnovation ’ o,
Evaluating solution implementatlon or effectiveneds

Providing assigtante such 8 interviewing, helping with
proposals, etc. = .

\

/-
1Serving as a communications llnk/llalson between school
and project.

The ratings were from 1 = "to little or no extent" to 4 = “"to a very great
extent." Similar ratings on the extent to which the linker became heavily
involved and assumed direct leadership of the local process, and the linker's
amportance in help1ng the school to accompllsh its problem solving activities
were.aiqg:hqde, along WIth ratings-cil!he linker 8 1nfluence over decisions

at each stage. : , -

- .

These ratings were then summed to produce a genersl measure of linking
agent activity and inmitiative, This ;;oseewef then 'standardized to unit
‘variance about a mean of zero. T -




Amount of Linking Agggt Tlme.on -S5ite |

Another peasure of tﬁ% level of 11nker effort devoted tp each schobl
was computed from the CCF data.by rating the linker's frequency of facs:to-
face contact w;th achool staff during each phase of the problem solving
process. frequency of contact was coded as follows. ) 3K “dess than once per’
month-“ 2 = "at least 0nce per.month;" 3 = "once per week°" 4 = "2-3 t1mea
per ,PEk ;" and 5 = "moré than three times per week." .

Amount” of llﬂk1ng agent contact with the local actaon team was
caled by summing these codes across the problem 1dent1f1cat1on, soiut1on
selection, and planding for 1pplementat10n stages. This scale was then
st ndardirsd to unit variance about a mean'of.zero.

Amodnt of Linking Agent Contact with the Principal

%

In the survey of principals, a 31n§1e item asked the respondent
to indicate the frequency with which he or shee personally had face-to-face
contact with the linking age/t. The four p01nt acale ranged w1 = "no
contact" to 4 = "a 1ot of contact." This was standard1zed to unit variance

about a mean of zero.

- L- I
Linker Innovat;véness

Linker's Political Orientation to Chang_
Linker's Individual 0r1entat1on to Change
Llnker s Structural Drlentatlon to Change -
. ' o
A var1et§ of Tinkers' Job related attltpdes were examined i1n relation
to various school level outcome, measureg, -Thexeasure of linker innovative-

ness was taken from Prrce {1972) and 1nvolves the forced choice ‘selection

between pairs of adjectzvea describing the respondent s behavior. Relevant
data were drawn form the surveys of linkers. |

— Four 1nnovat1ve characteristics (1ndependent flexlble, original,

and self—rel1ant) were paired with four convent1ona1 characteristics (depend-
able, cooperat1ve, indubtrious, and Bfable) The battery was scored by
adding the number of times an 1nn7wat1vefadject1ve was selected 'over a

convént ional adjective. ’

&
.
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. Lankers'® scorhs(o%.tt.re structural, ppii@i‘cal, and 1ndavagual érients-’
- ' "tions to change were measured by.ssking the agént, In the linker surveys, to
. . complete 8 get of sxx‘fércéd-chmce’questmns. Each questibn paired 8 ]
statement reflectingone of thlé perspectives wlthgg statement’ reflecting

.another perspectave, Each t}m'e the lmkei"ma&e a choice, he-or she was giyen

(j?-ore of 1 for the’(onentatﬁ:r{ that they those. Ihﬁs, the possible range

for! each orientation was between 0 and 4. The items for each pe;spect'lve Q “
were: . i : t o .‘ .
et e, ﬁltmal perspectives _ v ‘ .
' . - Competation between intérest groups in g:hools 18 3 e
. ) . * major barrier, to change. .t ' - - 9
& - - Understanding the actual power:st.,ructux:e of the school .
. > is the key to designing successful change efforts.
" - The iirst’'step in develcping a chiange strategy for >
- » schools 18 to sssess the curient coalation an order -
R to mobilize positave support ‘and anticipate possible =1 .
. o " +backlash, P . o .
o i - If an 1nnovation can be made td appeal to the most
' powerful individuais or groups in the schools, the . -
change, will-occur. . /.
.' T e Indivadual] aincentives perspectaves i 7
- Lack of individual skills and knowledge appropraste ;
ot . to the new 1nnovatiop 1s & major barrier to changde.
, ‘ L - Undeﬁtandmg the indavidual, needs and concerns’ of )
. ) , staff members who may be affected 1s the key to de-
by * signing sucéessful’ change efforts. v . .
, ‘ \ 44 Resistance to change by indivaduals 13 the,major
o T . rea for fasialures of most change programs in
;o * . ..schocls. - S ,
s ‘e * - .Effectave_chenge 1n schools 'reqdlres that 1ndavadusl’s
. A + anterndlaze the need for change. .
’ 'y [ Structu:ral perspectaves -7 . e - .. . »
: T ..+ - Poor manageme'nt ‘and cotrdination are the most impor- = .
- ) | tant barriers to’ &ffectave change in schools.
* - Effectave change 1in schools requires critacal evalua- ) &“
tian of existing roles And actavataes. e, |
' . - The frrst step an developing a change strategy for ' ’ -
. schools. }s to.asgegs the level of school-wide re-. |
> ' sources, such as group problem solving skalls. ’ - |
. [ '_ . g |
*. _If the way in whach jobs and responsibilities are . |
-~ ' , defined 1n.a school can'be made gupport.lve of a new . ©
. .o + 1nnovation, thef change wvll occur. ”

-
- . LI -
- . - L . -« " ’
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All scales reflecting linkem perspectives were standardized to

-
.. unit variance sbout a mean of zero.
E

Total Amount of Training Teachers Received for It;lpleméntatlon e . . .

.- ‘ "

s A measure of the use of external resburcés, the school's value

. for total amount of training received represents the, propdrtmn of teachers .
at the achool who reported receaving 25 or more hours of trammg in the use
of the adopted product or matenala prier to lmplementatlon plus the propor-
tion of teacheys who repor_ted receivang 25 or more hours of training 1in
prpduct use during the first year of .implementation. This measure was

standardized to unit variante sbout a mean of zero.

Nuwber of Sources of Training Teachers Received .

-
- « . -

The number o}' sources 'from which teachers reported havrr?g recaived

training_1n product use provides another measure of the use of external

~

Y

resources. These sources included the following: district or school-based
. specialists; other district or school staf{f; the developer of the adopted
product; the linking agent; other individuals from the operational project}
. a other outside consultants. -The school level measure of number of* sources
oﬂ tra1n1ng was computed by takmg the average number of training sources .
. reported by teachera within that school. This value was standardized to unmt

variance about 8 mean of'zero. . .7 .
4 y ‘
Teachera' Aaaeaément of Product Quadaty 2

As didcussed 1n the body of this report (See Chapter 4), the charac~ .
teristies of the adopted products and materrals proved to be of great gnalytic R
value and produced some of the most policy relevant findings to emerge from T .
this study. A part1cu1ar1y uaeful scale was a measure of general' product
quahty, developed from 1tems an the teacher questionnsire. Teachers were _ ,‘

asked to rate the extent to whiich the adopted program Or matenala met fQur
<

~

i cratéria: ‘
v ~ ’ .

® seem dlrecl:ly relevant to the mbst pressmg problem or

] need 1n their school; - - ]
@ e meet @ need in the classroom; - . X * . -
provide adequate guidénce for mplementatmn- and . “

e provide new ideas and not .just 1deas teachetrs already
*  knew and were uam%.

L) - .
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These 1tems were rated on a scale ranging from 0 = "not at all” to 4 = "to a .
.- very great extent." - ) '

. The product quality scale was calculated by summing the ratings
of these four items forlpgch teacher who responded to the teé&her survey.
The school level measure of product ﬁualxiy was calculated by taking th
arithmetic mean of the teachers scores within the school. Th;s was thegf
standardized to unit variance about a mean of zero. i’

Dafficulty of Product Implementation . .

¢ .
.t A measure of how difficult teachers felt 1t was to implement the

- »
adopted products,and materials was developed in the teacher survey by asking

respondents to rate the extent (0 = "not at all" to 4 = "to a very great
' extent") to which the rolioning S:atements about the adopted product were - )
. true:

' e requires substantial change from previous tesching v o
styley . ¥ . . «

e requires’ change 1n the way the classroom is organized
- or rianaged;

1
e rejuires substantial additional record keeping; 1Y .
. e- has been difficult to implement the program or materials. -

A difficulty of implementation score was calculated for each respoqégnt
by summing the ratings on these four items. These were then converted to -,

a school level measure by takxnglthe arithmetic mean of the teachers' scores

- within the school. Finally, the school level measures were stangardxzéd ~
to unit vagilance about a ﬁeaﬁlof Zero. . ‘. ‘
»
"l - Fl LR}
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ot fPPENDIX_D. . T
: ‘ In the anglysis presented in this rTeport, the number of cases inclu- .
. . ded--1,e., the numbers of cases on which relevant data sre avallhble--ln any ,
.t given analyt;c run vary. widely. Thxs s due to the fact that as part of the . ! \

research design, we proposed to 1dent1fy a subset of sbout 91 sites (schools)

which we called "intensive study sites.” More detalled and extensive data

. would be collected on these sites, whlch would later serve as the basis for .

. some of the more critical analyses of prOgram impacts. ’

i There are a total of about 200 sites on which data are avallable .

v from any of the sources identified in the téxt: our own visits to sites,
case studizs, linking agent surveys, the survey or principals,Vand the survey
of teaéhers. However, N‘s vary From this figure (200) depending on which ,
variables, are included 1n any glven analysis. A totsal of 152 principals \k/,,__“
returned useable survey questionnaires. There were 461 useible teacher® .
éuestlonnalres returned {plus snother 133 from schools which had not yet |

o adopted s product, so most of the questions were not applicable, representing
179 yschools. . Note, however, ,that not sll of these schools are represented by
, . data from pr1nc1pals- nor do all 152 schools from wh1ch principsl surveys *
) were returned have correspond:ng teacher survey data. Site level date ‘on

linker survey varidhles were prov1ded for 130 sites. Finally, there are the
90 "intensive study" cases. Thus,” the toétal of 200 sites includes cases on

which every conceivable combination of data might be available, as shown in

- . the Venn d;agram:

v e
* Prancipal !
Data "
- * N=152 > ’ }
Study Sites
N=90 i
- ~N )

N . ) .




Consequent 1y, 1f our analyses draw on'var;ables from more than,
one data soutce, the number of data cases theoretically available 1s limited
to those on ;pxch both {or all three) data sets are gvailable, e.g., 1f
we correlate principal variableé with teacher variables, the N drops to about
130. Hlssxng data within either or both of thege data sets may reduce the
nunﬁér of available cases still, further. The shrinkage is even more cOnspic-
vous 1f varigbles available only from the consolldatpd codlng form--the CCF,

or "1ntensxve study sites"--are involvaed sihce there are only 50 such sites

‘to bégin with. In Table C-1 we present average numbers of cases’ for analyses

using various' combeEE;Ons of ‘data sources. . o

This raises an 1mportant question: to what extent are the data
cases 1n analyses whlch'lnvolve shrunken N's representative of the fu11 data
base? That 1s, are the cases 1n s&ny -given analysis biasing out findings?

As we discussed 1n 'the project's Revised Study Design (Louis et
al, 1978) and 1in the data analysis plan (Louis et al, 19793, we intended
the bulk of the analyses of program impact to beﬁcondbcted v g the "inten-
sive study sample® af 90 cases, since these cases had the mo. oroad coverage

‘in terms of the variables of ‘interest. The full sample would be used to

provide important descrlptlvé information and for scaling, but would lack
the in-depth data of the 1intensive study sites.” However, it was possible
that the subsets of data cases might be biased 1n terms of site characteris-
tics, program outcomes, or both. ) ¢ |
To imestigate this possibility, we conducted a 'series of analyses
comparing the seve£§1 analytlc subsets of the data base--i.e., Nz90, N=75,
etc. A set of twelve "key" varisbles was 1dent1f1qd, including the categoris
cal and distal outcome meagsures, and fiye indicators of site characterlstxcs

The 1intensive analytic gata subsets was .first compared with the rest of the

full data set using the analysis of variance. The results showed that wit
the exception of being somewhat higher on the two spinoff program effectg--

intensive study sample did not daffer significantly from theé rest of the data

aet. . ' i ‘ )
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’ . ¢ .

- W e el el S et . - - s = mer - -

\ LI




i
' |
' . Table €1 " ‘
Average '"Number of Cases in Key Analyses Usang
Different Combinations of Data-Sources . '
+ ” . -
Data Sources - Representative Analysis bA\}erage N
- . b4
Individual teacher 1. Description of personal 450 .
survey data . impaéts, Che, & - . '
Principal survey 2. Description of extent to ° ' 150
data . p which problem solving ] ~
, process incorporated, ‘ .
\ Ch. 4 . .
C . _ .
CEF, aggregated 3. Relationship between problem . 75590
teacher survey - ) solving process and school ?
and principal outcomes, Ch. 6
survey .
CCF, aggregated 4. Relationship between product 60 .
teacher survey, characterastics and school T
and principal -outcomes, Ch. /5 ! T~ . |
survey .
] |
CCF', aggregated 5. Relationship between combined 75
teacher survey, intervention strategies and
principal survey, , school, outcomes, Ch. 5 ; |
and linker survey . ’ i
Princapal Survey 6. Relationshp between school 43 |
and CCF characteristics and "school - |
outcomes, Ch, 8 : |
4
[ . . i
[ ,- . ‘
» - ? -
La ' -




] ¢ - . . .
when the stmll smaller subgets of the intensive cas:i-—l e., N=75,
N=60, and N.&3--were compared with the remalnlng intensive cases, systematic
differences began to emerge. The snaller subsets showed sxgnlflcantly
higher means on several varlables as sumarized in Table C-2.
We also compared the standard deviations on comparison var1ab1es
within the data subsets to see 1f reductions 1n varlszse accompamied the

hagher .megns, which would meke the estimates of relatlonshlps presented in

-ﬁ ‘
the text more conservative.  However, for all the comparlson variables, the
standard deviations were almost identical, sometimes to the second decimal
place. 7 ’ ) A

Our conclusions from tgese analyses are that the intensive study .

sites are well representatjve of the full data base. However,'the small

analytic subsets of the intensive saﬁp££ are ccws:stentlx biased toward the

high ends of the comparison variables, though no effects on variance were
deleated. In terms of the effecta these considerations may havel1ad on the
regression results presented 1n the text, we feeli that while estimates of
intercept terms 1n the regression models based on smaller N's may have been
artificially inflated, these were not the fo of interest. The real ) -
assessment of program impact was based on the regre991on coefficients {the
,Batas) themselves, and we see no bias for auspectlng bias in estimates )

_of these coefficients.
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Comparisons of Analytic Data Subset

TJable C-1

~%.. Comparison Variable N=75

o~
Categorical. .
Cutcome ~

Y Extent Problem
Solved

Organizationgl ’ +*Y
Impacts on ( =.0l)

Schools .

Personal Impscte -
on Staff-

¢ Incorporation of
Program . '

b ~

*, Incorporation of | )
. " Process )

+ Scope of - - 1 |
Implementation . . v ( =".001)

‘School Level - | \
. r

‘Number of Pupils
Enrolled

Size of ) ‘ .
Community

Level of Te'acher

Influence in Process

» N - %

Teacher Openness
“ to Change . .

than in the remaining cases.

L

.
! *
.

Data Subset

s of Intensive Study Sites

W

N=60 «  Nz43
.4
+ +
g = .002) ( =.05)

( =.000y) ( = .001)
. + -~ +
( =.0001) ° ( = .01
+ ' .
( = .001)

L+ ,‘ +
( = .0001) ( = .05)

. *A "4" indicates a significantly higher mean in the subset of cases

[ £
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ARPENDIX D
. - £ ~
Instruments: Congolidated Coding Foru
Teacher Survey and Principal Survey*

] # .'F
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*Copaes of the field guides that ww to direct visits to
42 schools, and surveys of Field s may be obtained by r

writing to any of the authors. .
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. Astudy of th A8D Utilization Program . , N
. CONSOLIDATED COOING FORM . . i
R . -t cARD. |
Project: i Project 104 : 1
Sita: : Site 104 F & 2-6
Lipker: * Linker 104 . 50
. » P

Coder: v . - ]

»

Data Sources: ON THE LIXKE TO THE LEFT OF ‘EAGH mT. EXTER A *1® IF THE QOCUMENT WAS
) - AYATLABLE AMO A *0" IF IT MAS NOT. FOR EACH AYATLABLE DOCUMENT, ENTER THE '

- BATE OF THE DOCUMENT AT THE RIGHT.

.

— T, Questionnaire ;] [/ o N,12:17
' ' Site visit resort (I visits) [/ 18,19-24
___ site rating shest {MLyisits) L1 25,26-31
" site case stdy o [ ¢ ‘ 12,13-38
— e e o | me
Kinagement daliverables: )
____ Problem identification ~N [ ] 45,47-52 °
. v ‘Solution selection \ T [ 1 ) ’ 53,54-59
) «__ Plannirg for faplamentation : [ 1 . o 60,6165 ¢
— isplementation . 41 ] , 67,65-73
. Site desographic fora .1 ) . 74,75-80
‘ . = . ’ . . / .
: : ABLE OF CONTENTS .
o
. Site Definition : s Planning for Implementation - —~
Process %

Organizationa) Characteristics &

 Contaxt and Phycedents = 6 lrplementation Process 30 » o
Nature of the "'°9L" ; .7 Interna) Strategies and Tactics 35 ~ o,
Prodles Identification Process 10 Externa) Strategies and Tacties 36 .3
Characteristics of the Solution 14 m‘ °‘:‘°°“1 m’ 8,

nizatioma tcomet A
Solution Selection Process 18 Qutcomes for Plrticipating staff 41

Product lnlmution Factors .
and Cutctmet ° ; 2
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.+ 1MPORIANT d
-~ General Instructions for Consolfdatad Coding Form
t ) . .

Please provide & written Fesponse to each question, fncluding each of 1ts subparts (aib,c,...) {f any.
. ! -

4. For questions nquiriﬁ'g you to write a numrical answer {as in Question 2) write "0* if the
answer i3 “"none”; write ™-1" {f the data sre missing: write “-2" {f the data are conflicting;
and write *=3* if the question is not applicable.

b. If "0° is given a3 & number code (as- in Question 22), please write "0" wherever this response
fs appropriate. Writs "-1" only {if there is no information to answer the question, and in
that case epter the "-1" response for a1l parts of the question.

"
-

c. Do not leave any items blank except in accordance with skip 1nstru'ctions.

e T S

The following codes are standard throughout the form: .

-] = Missing data (1‘.:.. the information is not provided by the available dita sourcef.
or it is unclear, or it is presented in a.manner that is incompitible with the

response categorjes) L .
-2 " Ef{nnicting data (f.e., the informatinn from different data sources or respondents,
, OF evis the sIm sgurct or raxs . i, e ogertridic ry)
-3 = Mot applicable LS
I . .

Please try to avoid using the "missing data" or 'comicti'ng data” nsPC"nse categorfes. 1If
you are merely unsure of the correct dnswer, please respond anyway and use the certainty
code (see #4 beTow] to indicate your uncertainty. . - N

For esch question (or subpart a,b,C,...) please indicate how certain you are of your response \
by circling either "1* or "2* in the margin, Please do this even for your "aissing data® and
*conflicting data™ responses--for example, to inficate whether you ire ressonably sure or not

-

very sure the data really are missing. \

1 = Reasonably sure

2 . Mot very sure .

-

Question J asks you to namm the one school that was rost actively involved in the proie'ct at
this site. Rlease use this school as your object of reference throughout the coding form. .

At several places in the form, you are asked to focus your responses on only one problem,
product, or decisicn-making group, altheush *n f.ct more than one may have been identified.
The problem, product, and group you <Escribe smust a1l be part of the sime "story.”

a. Start by selecting the product for which we have the most data.

b. Then fdentify the Eroblr: it was intended to address. [f the product was targeted to
mre than one problem, choose the problem for which we have the most data.

€. Mext, 4t eich stage of the problem-solving process, select the group whose activities
were relevant to the product and/or prodblem you have chasen, Again, if there is more .
than one relevant group at & given stage, choose the one for which we have the most data?

-

The following definitions are standard throughout the form: .

8. District: this nfcrsl'o‘nly to the local school district, not the jntermedjate schoal '
district, if one exists,

b. Su%rintendmglsst. Supt.: Superintendent, Assis.unt Superintendent, Associate Superin-
tendent, DePuty Superintendent=-in fact, anyone at the locsl district level with “Superin-
tandent” in his/her title. . ..



Other districtelovel staff: 311 district-1evel staff who do not fit under definition 7b above,
Inc‘ﬁin«; b0 uz: agulnlm-nors and specialists. Exacples are: Curricullm Director, Curriculum
Coordinator, Federal Programs Coordinator, Title I Coordinator. Yocational Education Director,
Rexding Coordinstor or Specialist, atc. “ . .

Principal/Asst, Principals . Principal, Assistant Principal, Vice PrincTpal--in fact, anyone
at the schoel Jevel with "Principal” in his/her title. )

Teachers: only teachers with lar classroom teiching responsibilities {and not, for '
eximple, & reading specialist pulls kids out of the classrooa for refedial Instruction}. “
N.B.. a few quastions are Timited to “teachers involved in RDU." This s always explicitly noted,

Other school=level 'staff: 411 school-level staff who do not fit under defihitions 7d or 7e

above. Cxampies are. curriculum Director, Curriculum Coordinator, Title ] Coordinator,

Reading Program Coordinator, Repding Specialist, Librarian, Media Specialist, Teacher Alde, etc. :
7y - . - -

1f your response would vaiy grestly. for different members of the sime citegory--for extmple, the

Principal and Yice Principal, or thé Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent--choose the

response that is appropriste for the individual who-was most active §n the RDU activities. This .

general rule does not &pply, however, to the Teschers category. in which case you should try to .

aﬂneethe najority opinion. ‘ -t

R . .
for 211 categories excent ths Teacher: z:iessts. f you have information on ianyone in the
category. choose the respofise appropriate to that persoen, even though you may not have
information on others ip the category. For example, if you know the Assistant Principal

was very pleased with the sdopted product, but you do not know what the Principal felt, code |

the Assistant Principal‘s opinion. N y .
. . . i} . il
. ‘ B h
. ’ - %
. #
= . .
. . . i .
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\\'\ . » o ..
S A ! ~ 6 - 1
‘\, -~ - AN :J
4 -
. , x . - PRI
SITE DEFINITION . , o

1. What is the locus of intervention &t this sttco-t.c.. to what Jevel are the projgct s services

. orimarily delivered? ~(CIRCLE OKE) . ,
. Entire schoc) district, &1 pubHc schools are favolved . « o o . o . . D "
Entire school distriet, but not 311 public schoals dre favolved. . . ., (1]
msc’m‘- a v a % v v e BT VT a avarEow e e st oo -‘ -'-'o .o e a3 *
=, Other (please specify): 04
- “'?'ng d‘uo ® 2 8 0 4 4w s s e s s e w0 v et e s -l N
Conf“cﬁng dltq. ® * 2 0 a o 2 a T et e o . L 'o \- . 'Z‘
- - . . LA ¢ v %
2. How sany schools of each type are fnvolved 1A the profect at this site?
(ENTER & WIBER OM EACH LIKE) , ‘. -
1. Prinryor‘elmnuryschools..-..‘..«..,............}. C )
B - b, Middle Sénm". L R R ) *°a o 0 a o 0 -
* Co Junfor h'éﬂ SChOOIS:e v aur o v 5 o @ a,a re e e s -‘. v a o v 0 e 0 -‘
-do SQMO!‘ h'gh SChOO]S. ¥ v v v @ a v v u a a a a o % & v *7r a4 s a0 v v 2
e. Other (please druribr.‘ '

Please nm the one school that is mst actively 1% volved in the project &t this site {and use
1t as your'object of reference throughout the rest of this fors). If more than one school 11
oS equally 1avolved, choose the sd!ool on which there is the most dcta.

-~ . (‘
11. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS T ’ .
. 4. Vnich of the folTouing best describes this schoal?  (CIRCLE ONE) ~ .
Primary or elewentary schoals « « v o s v ¢ v 2 0 s s ar v s o aas s 0
CHIGAIE SEM0T. o v S h e te et r e e a 02
N Jm'or h'gh sdm]- L L . J a @ . . & a : . @ a » & % & v & a @ a LI ] I. - 03
m'or high sm]. - * a . ® @ ® & & ¢ & 0 0 v - L ¥ I.I : L . a ¢ L . 0‘
Other, (please describe): 0%
H’iSSihg d‘uo * .l,- ® & @ 20 F B B S O 2 a e 0w a0 : LI T T R B Y I -] -
- coﬂﬂ'ct'l'lg QRTAa s o o % ¢ o 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 ¢ v aa s s s 0 a0 -2 "":‘
- T ) IO ) - .
" 5. How would you describe the comwunity in which the school is located? -
. (CIRCLE ONE)
' - . .
" mr.' .m. L) *» w @ a ’ & ® a a L ] L I ) * @ . ¥ O B : [ I I . LI ] ol
e Saall,city’or tows (pop, under 50,000) ndt near a large city. . . . . . 02
o Medium-sized city or town (pop. 50,000 to ZW) N e aae.03
. Suburbnurahrgeclty................. [ -
. - Large city (pop. over 250,800). . .os
‘ ”'s"nq d‘uo L) & & 9 * o * 9 * o v 0w LN * o @ [ 4 " % & & al e v @ a, * & -]
t coﬂﬂ"ct'ﬂg data, . . I N R R L : e s aas o st e =

- Gl G ad

N NN MM

-

CARD 2

$-30,11

12-13,14
15-15,17
18-19:20 _~
21-22.23
28-25.26

27-28.29 -




< - & -
[ . , I » s N .
. * e - P | > \ o
§- To Whit extent have the following characteristicy of the school or its community changdd oy
signiﬂclntﬂy over the past Yive years? | - . . . .. , G
.' '+ (CIRGLE OKE RESPONSE ON EACK LINE) o ' ' : '
v .- 2 ‘4 , . ‘ . " '.-- R X .\ -
* - - ‘ -
-~ . . .
CL : v | caro 2
A . - . (cont.)
* Racif?yi'str{ﬁnim of sctiool's ‘ ) - . '
. » 8 pupfls e . - 33-34,35
e , b Soci‘o-uono-;: status of schoof*s . 3
¥ * " PUD"S‘ - R . M?.}B
* c. Size, of community . || 39-40.41
e od- , Econcaic base ofgomunigy 42-43,44
iy -
7. How ilgmd you describe ‘the socio-economic
@;m: o) ., : '
-t Y - « .
. e RIGhe o o v vt o v v eee e e e e
' T, MedidR .o B
'L{/‘ LW-..I&....-.!.-J!!I--.
Hixed (more High than Low), .. .~ . ! .
fotd.(ﬂﬂ I.W ﬂ!ll'l I'"gh,. Y ;"o."- PR S .\u Y R o.n . * )
Hissjngjltl. o e s ) L % 2 8 o % e e e b e e e e -1 ~ r,.
Conflicting data. v - . v o ot i i e e c e R .
e ) I T . .
8. How many\schools of each type are there fn the district in which this school fs Jocated? -
. (ENTER A, NUBER Ot EACH LINE) .. )
"' a. Prifary or elementary schools. . . . .“... e e et e PN 1 2| 48-49,
b. H'dd]e SChOO'lS - = F & 8 = .' . " s s s = l.,- - = * : - s = ® = = = = 1 Z 51‘52.53
c. Jun'iorhighschoo'ls.‘......_..'...‘..,..... ..... Y e w - 1.2 54-55,56
d. Senfor Migh SEhOOTSece v = -« o 2% o =s v v v o nhen o P \ 1 2| 57-58.59
¢. Other (please describe):__ "~ i v .2 | e0-s1.62
. * . ’ ‘ .
*9. How many full-tice teaching positions are assigned fo this school, ot of how many in
'+ " the dfistrict ds a whole? (ENTER A NRBER QM EACH LIKE) — © ,
2. Full-tioe teaching positicns assigned to the school. . . . e ehe e 1.2 | 63-65,66
. b. Full-time tetching positions fn the district o . o o v o v o o o s . I 1 2| e
r . “ * .
10. How exny puptls are currently enrolled im this school and in the district as a whole? CARD'3 {,
L) . - : ? ] Y . 4 \
< (EXTER ASMRBER O EACH LINE) ; : ot -
3 b l“'l‘ ok L N . * LI
5 o Pupifs MBIZed Tn thh school. « ot ip v o i e e e e - 1 2} 9-12,03
\ B. ,Pupils enrolled fn the district. . o v v v oo e Do e ety 1 21 14-19,20
- . A . v - '
. . ) - , oy .‘/ " . »
. 11.  How many gmfe;sionﬂ' staff dre there at thc-distm Tevel? {Include the superintendent, .
but do not_include secretarfdl or clerical-stat? or sthoo)- evel perSonne] who e]so have
district-Jeyel responsibilities, such as a principal who serves as district cu Tum
coordinator. ) . & oty .
= (ENTER A NUMBER) v . A S «
. . %
i District Tevel professfonal staff. . . . . s v o v o v i e v o n e -G A, 1 2 f21-23,2¢4
¥ » ' L ~ L
o - . . :
. . .. [ » o . ”
» - . " .
J- * P = - i 50 N - v )
. . ‘ ¢ ~ » . "
At e - v e - A .« . L y "
~ - hd "
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T2, Counting the supsrintendent as one level (the top), how many levels of professional .
- Ataff dre thare in the district-level organization? (Do not count secretarial or

clerical staff or schodT\Jeve] personnel who a1so have district-level responsibilities.) E.m,s’;

- ‘ . .o cont. )],

- Py .

. (crRqe BE), - . R # . o - o

T S L P I R ) 1 2] 226,27

. 15 VA S P T I AT S L ~ ' -
TRCEE . « v ¢ e = = ooc s et e v oo oaoacacecesodore..-03 - '
Fourormn......:...-......................olb Y
Missipg data. - o o - o .l m ettt

* . Conflicting data. « - + « - - - - - B T I . "

e school have ore than'one adsinistrator—e.g.. in addition to the principal does
have an assistant principal or curriculum director? P

v . -

S..-..'f'..--..-.......---4--.......-..01 lz 28'29'” F-.

. ‘..._......-...é‘;.:--..-.....-:--..-....00 1
' MiSSIng dati. + - « 8 e e s s v e g e e e o] . .
Conﬂictiqua'u....,'.--... h e e e e o e e e e 2 .

r . n

14. What is the current total annual operating budget for the district--i.e,, the “bottom line"® ”
: of the budget? (ENTER THE NUMBER OF DO?.HRS ROUKDED, TO THE REAREST WHOLE THOUSAND.)

s - » thousand dollars ' 112 n-36.37

111, LONTEXT AND PRECEDENTS

15. How would re describe this school's fmage fn the commmity at the tire it entered the .
ROU project? =« ),
- A v v

N . .
. . (GIRCLE ONE) . . o =
"L Its imagdewas mostly favorable. . . . . Ao e e a s e e s O 1 2] 839,00
Its icage was mostly unfavorable, - .o - o v o v s v o o et ... 02
Its image was mixzed, or it didn’t reajly have one . . ... o s - s > 03 . .
MSEING data. - -+ v v v e i e el 3
. Conﬂictingau.......:..................*...-Z .
i; - ‘ ’s:h -
¢ . 16 gow would you dpscribe the innovitiyeness of this school prior to the RDU project?
{CIRCLE ONE) L

‘ The scheol had dose everything the same way for years . . . . . . . . . . 01 % 2 '4_1-42.43~
The school had tried new programs or ideas roderately often . - . . - . . 02 -
. school had téfed new programs or fdeas quite frequently .y . . . . . 03
AING QAA. - . v e e e e et a s e et e e
CONTIICEINg GALA. « « = v oo v e oo e e e a e w2t

» ' . ¢

S

-

- .
| b

*" -
17. ~This school. was part of which wave of sites entering the ROU project?
. (CIRCLE ONE) . . .

First (or only) wive, . - . . . . O ) - 1 2| M-45.46
* Secondor third wave, . .o o oo v o oot ae - Y -
Hissingdata...‘................*
Conflicting data. - . . . .. .+ ... : *
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-4 ':; & ! g g Qq
» \. e . v & I:\ *
L SF L8 SF
) N o.’.f" o o S é‘? .
. ‘@é N NE &é" T "?b‘
- » : S
a. Problem identification )| 02 03 o -1 -2 .
+ b, Solution selection o1 - 03 o4 -1 -2
. Planning for ipplexentation 0l -0 0 o4 =l <=2
~’d. Izplesentation 01 g2 . 0 o4 -1 ]
- ) - ,

acc

- . mh rogress toward decisions (or isplementation), not relative levels of activity before
. . ‘after entry Iato WA, ] .
(CIRCLE ONE RESPOHSE X EACH LINE) _ :

») -
x - N

of .the AU probles-solving process essentially
(MOTE, We are concerned here

-«

m{_opiaion. to what extent was each stage
ond

ished prior to the school's entry into the ROU project?

19. In your opinfon, what kind of precedents were there 2t this school for each aspect of the
ROU experience 1istad below? EI'CTRTETNE RESPONSE OR EACH LINE) .- -
L) . * ’
[N ‘:‘ ~
S JEL o - e
fv g8 o < )
< o S & & W
& L SESFS L :
\ VW L S Fr P
. o . ® § Q'q *§E!? T Yy
4. Involvement in a federally or state
funded school improvesent progrim
other than TitLe I 01 02 03 o4 =1 . -2
b. Assistance from a linker or other i} -
in-person consultant 0 0z 03, Ok -1 -2 .
p *  g. Association with the person who {'
. - vas named linker 01 02 03 o4 -1 -2
d. Going outside the djstrict for N
information or assfstince - 0 174 03 oL -1 -2
e. Foming a 1&:1 problez-solving team ol 17 03 o4 -1 . <2
" f. Adopting an innovation .. o0 62 03 08 -1 -2
- -*
“~gv. wATURE OF THE pRoBtEM Y .
20. Has this school ccmplet'ed its problea identification? (CIRCLE ONE) ! \
!es...........’..........‘_.....x..‘ ...... 02 o
Ko, they are sti11 in the process of identifying the problea. . . . . . . 01 *
. #Ge and they are not tly engaged in problem identification. . . . . 00

SXIP TO QUESTION 29

L4

.
-

2]. Was rore than one problem fdentified through the initial f:roblul {dentification process?

{CIRCLE ONE) i

) [
Mo . .
8 Missing dats. . « . + &
Conflicting data. .

LY
R T T T B B}

= = s & & s 8 4 v 2 s .

.
* & & & = @ »

[ I

LI T
- . 2
- Y ke T

-

* 8 2 B o8 s s

7 97,

s nuile o

o oa e

»

NN NN

CARD 3
{cont.}

" 47-48,49

50-51,52
5354, 55
56-57,58

£9-60,61
62"53.“}
65-66,57

€8-69,70
n-1n2,13
7%-75,76

77-78,79

CARD 4
—~
3-10,1

a3




m‘mn’- Your answers to the mlnlng questions on nature of the problu ‘should H
2 dascribe only’ on probles. This should be the problea addressed by the product you :
' describe in Section ¥1.(see General Instructions). If the product addresses core than 3
% one prodlem, choose the problem on which there 13 the most data. :
mnnmnmnnn-ntnmnnmnn--mnn-nnnﬁn-mmnnmz t
. Wnat is the tontent area of the provlem? | - . -
(OM EACH LIXE, ENTER A,*1" IF*THE CONTENT AREA S INCLUDED IM TKE PROBLEM DEFINITION AND A E %gnotf)
- 0" IF T IS MOT,) |, - ™~
t. RRIGINGIENGUAGE PLS + o o s o v e e n e o e e 1 2 hz-izas ¢
Y B, MALMEBALICE o £'e o o o oo s as c s et o s e e naa s 1 2 pssar
‘c.amr«l_uca:ioq.................."........,.._ 1 2 [18-1%9.20
. © . Other specific_instrybtiona) ared{s). /. 2 o v v o i o T e o 1 2 j[a-2.83
. .’ L]
23. Wnat characteristics of the school s puplls or progrm are includ in the problea definftfioa? i
’ (0N EACH CINE, ENTER A *1° IF THE CHARACTERISTIC' IS IMCLUDED IN THE PAQSLEM OEFIRITION AND A :
sg* IF IT IS NOT. ENTER *~1° OMLY IF TMERE IS MO INFORMATION RELEVANT XD THIS QUESTION, IN
. THAT CASE, ENTER *-1° ON ALL LINES 3-Bb.) ) . .
Pupil Characteristics ~ & ' .
2., PErfOrmance In €1a28 + » = o+ o o s e sTe s a s e e e e 1 2 [28-25,26
b. Performance on standardized tests . . . o <« o 5+ .-.... e . 152 127-28:29
. SKITIS/KNOWIEIGE « - o o e mem e s e et e 1 2 {30-1,32 ’
B MOLIVALION « v o v o e s o bt ey 1 2 |33 7
.. ounépupinttmaes.....,. ...... e 1 2 |36-37.38
f. Behavior/disgipline . . . . T P 1 2 ]39-40,81
Other pupil charjcuristlcs (specify) . .
9. . . . 1 2 |42-43.44
h. : i _ 12 |esas7
*  frogram Characteristics .
rriculu-......... ....... e s s s e e s e — 1 2 4§-49.50 |
j. Materials . ... .. e e e e e ey 1 2 |s1-52:53 v
k. Teacher skills/knowledge . .. o . o v o v v v oo v e oo S 1 2 |54-55.56
1. Yeaching Strategles/methodologles - o« . o o s s e s e s e e et T 2.]57-58.59
s, Teacher ROLIVALION/EOTAIE o + o < o v o o £ 5 o o o o o o s e min = = o 1 2 |60-61,62
n. Otherteacherattitudesl? B ,...'....'.__ d 1'2,63-64.6?'
a. Other staffing characteristics (e, 9., MEbers and types of cuff) ct — 1 2 }66-67,68 -
P. Testing/assessment . . o o o . o s e v e s e e e oo T e se e 1 2 |69-70.77
Q. Record keeping . . o oo oo g lo o R pp— 12 {71374 .
Py Classroom Organization/sandgesent- . o « v o = o v osn o & & e e 1 2 [|75-76.7F
5. School Organization/mNagenent . « . o < s e s e et s g e T I R L T
T S . Nowos],
t., Guidance SETYICES . . . o v oo oot e mm s e e bt ) 1 2 |$lom
. Staff/adainistration relationss. . v o o o% o S o n o e o e oo oo I 1 2 1z-1314
v. sufflsuffnhtiom...;"..............‘........_ 1 2 |15-16007
w. School/central distrjct office PRIALIONS « o « o s%e v o o o o o v o = o 12 1{-,19.20
2. School/COmUNTty FETALIONS « .« « < v o s s v o s s o n e e “Lv o2 fel-ze.es
y. Space or facilities (school-level) . « . « « - e ¢ v v v o v o0 e - " 2 f[2¢-25,26
2. Time (SChOOT-JevRl)s o o = v o v oo o m oo s s o v e s oo oo i 1 2 |w-28.29
Other program characteristics (specify): ° ", , .
a. : : - - . 172 [%0-31,32
i ~ 12 [33-34,35
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28.

x

25, Severiiy.
™. Tnoepencent of *sccpe.”
thou

Scope of the Prodblem: According to school personnal, what proportion of the schoot*'s pupils
] taff are iffected by the prodlmm?

¥

(CIRCLE (NE-RESPONSE ON EACH L) . < ‘
\ S, S o
- . et oo o
wa -~ S CE <’
T, B OF s ¢
F @ et SO &y &2
. ¥ F T TS Y& I
2. Pupils - . 0 , 02 03 03 : 05 -1 -2
b. Taiching staff . o0 ' e, 03 o0& 05 - 2
:cm . -
2 HINT: Questions 25 and 26 have bi-varfate response categories, whdreas we previously 3
* regirded them as five-point sciles. As & rule of thumb, answar “ygs® to Question 25 2
* and "more important® to Quastion 26, only if you would have given varfable a 4 or 3
* 5 on the five-point scale. H
:mﬂﬁmmmmmgmm

- T
AcCurding 1o 5Cha] peTstanel, IS thi .ouolem severe? (MITI: “Severity” s
in otner worcs, few of the total population 22y be affected,
. g)a the problem for those individuals is very severe.) {CIRCLE OKE} . .

4

7.:..I.l.g...........‘.......l.l......o]
.
m'...I..................‘-..........m
-
.
H’isslngﬁlu..--..........................‘-1'

* .

-
.......-.............n....\.'z

Conflicting data

Centrility: According to school persondel, how
School problexs?  (CIRCLE OKE) .

Lessinporunt............'......,...........01
More BPOTEINE &+ o o o o o s s o o s s o oo s s asaseensasal
MISSING G888 & v o 4 o o o s sne s s s s o 0o s s s anoessanscl
" CORTIICHING GBTE . a e ah s e s e s s e e e aee e "R

How extensive were other afforts to solve the probles during the two years prior to ROUT
(MOTE, Title [ programs count, but only if they are mentioned specifically as efforts to solve
the problen.) - (CIRCLE ONE) .

Mo previcus effort had been l-!da't:: solve the ’prvblm D« 1 |

Same previous affort had been made (e.g.. cilling .7

{n 4’ codsultant, trying & new DTOGram) . o o o o s o oe s v o s a0 s @2
Substantial previous. effort had been made (¢.9., !
fnvolvement Tn Savaral Programs) v o o v o o o s s s o a s s o o0 oo o 03 .

., . »
"’“ing dlu a® ® % s = s @ e " .'. s & 2 & s & & 5 & 8 & 3 6 s
-~ +

cmﬂict‘lnq.dltl.--1.....:...,.'-.......-.

+

N -»

Fow ‘extens ive were other efforts to solve the probies during ROU? (MOTE: Title I programs
count, but only if they ire*memtioned specifically as afforts to solve the pfoblen.g
{CIRCLE ONE) . . . .

Ko other effort was being made to solve the probles ...% . . ... .o, . 01

Some othar effort was beipg made (e.g., calling ]

ina consultant, trying A DEW Progra@) o o o o s o 0 o 0 s s 0 s s o s s 02

‘Substantial other effort was being made (e.g., -

involvenent 1n saveral Programs) o . "¢ o oo s st v e e e an e a e 03 '

"’s"’ngd‘u--.--‘-ooo----o-o----.o---------.1
Conflicting dats .

¢

.'....c-..-......“..,......,...-2

'

| Jearo s

. (cufit.)
2| 36-37,38
2| 39-40,4
. L]
1 2| 42-43,44
1 2] 45-46,87

1 2| 48-49,50

S1:52 05‘;7‘




¥. PROBLEM 10ENT[FICATION PROCESS N . . .

< ] @
Y - 0
T Y T LA A 4l yoeeth et Tt T e T e R HiFr AT T e AT I TY YRR ik

IMPOATANT: It may be possidle to answer some of the Questfons in this section
{f the probles fdentification process Mas not been completed. Skip this section
.~ 2 only {f the problem identification process has not yet begun. <,

- - o

-\-----------------..-...-.‘._--.' ....... reve .

29.% in jour opinfon, to what extent were g%'.nu&n of the Visted role groups actively involved
fn the oroblem identification process-=1.e., to what extent did they participate in
discussgcns. making decisions, or carrying out tasks related o the process?

I
3
e

(2111 l]

(CIRCKE OKE RESPONSE 0% EACH.LIKE) ‘ ’ * . .
. - .
- o N - ».
s F & AT e}@' -9
WARNING: This scale is . e §, T & o8& &
- different from rating form. 8. @ &&' &os & ’\os & d;‘& > & $
= : T st RF S P ST N
a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. . 0 2, 0 o4 =1 -2 -3
b. Other district-level staff )] a2 03 o -1 -2 -3
7”& principal/Asst. Principal o 02, 0 o -1 <2 =3
4. Teachers o o0 o0 o 1 -2 -3
. €. Other school-level staff o1, o2 03 o | -2 -3
- § o s - - , & - . > . . . . -

0. In r opinion, how such influence d1d 1 zembers of the 1isted roie"'grouasehave over
the sajor decisions in the problea ident cation process? Use these definitions as quide-
1ines for responding. -

" o N Fi
Nene or very little: Had 14ttle or no input finto decisions, and littie or
no influence. “' -
Some: May have had considerable input into decisions, but.was not 2 .
7 ‘strong influence. . R .
. A great deal: Strongly influenced the decisions; may have tade the final "
. ecisions aldne.
. .
/ (CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LIKE) ~
. \@\3‘
Y ¢ ':} Sl & | \é’ \\g .
+ . \\ . q{." ‘:’\ f\‘ ‘$ .
. L F v &P G ¢
s - ] ‘o '
a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. (1] 02 03 - -2 -3 ~ .
b, Other district-level staff *- o o2 @ -1 -2 -3 ¥
c. Principal/Asst. Principal ~ ., o0 e 0 -1 -2 3 ° .
4. Teachers . . 0 e, 6 03 =1 -2 =3 i
e. Other school-level staff n.' 2,0 1 & 3
r . . .
» M ;
' #
A y » . .
* Throughout this section, answer “not applicable® 1f: (1) there were no me=bers of

a particular role group at the site--for exazple, no school-1eve) staff other than
the principal and teichers; or (2) tt fs too early in the procesi to answer the

quastion, .

-,
® S -

-’

-

[ .

" -
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CARD 5
{cont.)

£4-55,56
§7-58,59
60-61,62
63-64,65
66267465
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CARD 6

10,11

NN NN
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12-13,14
15-16,17
18-13.,20
n-22,23
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In your opinjon, what uis_tﬁc"mnﬂiug attitude saong 2]l remders of the listed role groupsi
towards the local project during the probies identificatitn process? Use these criteria as

quiselines for responding. )
Active cpposition: Takes steps to underming or terminate project. Withholds .
assistince when ested, ind =iy even divert project resources to other activities.
Promotes criticise Or oppesition to project by others. If attends oestings. expresses
strong reservations about project as 3 whole.

Passive opposifion: Shows unfavorable or skeptica) attitude toward project. Does
ot protect gmecr. from eritics. Gives assistance grudgingly. If attends meetings,
expresses mildly negative attitude. ‘

Passive support: Expresses favorahle attitude toward profect. but 'does mot take
steds to 355152 or coordinate. May protect project from detractors. but does not
90 beyond passive definse. Promises ‘assistance but rarely or never delivers. If
attends peetings. does not partictpate in discussion. .

Active support: Encourtges project mesbers to do & good job and shows ‘om commitoent.
tively responds to requests for assistince or resources. Defends project before
critics and helps to coordinate with other projects or personnel. If attends meetings,

particivates in discussion tnd may even lead discussion, .
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LIXE) .
R ’ . A &
. A&
' & & o < . g" N
- . \ Sl "\ 2\ - A 3\ X
VRS . v A B Nt L & &
> N > N o o
. N ‘,,,;qu “'.,-bQ‘Q P OF Ee
, . Superintende-ntlksst. Supt. ol 174 03 oL -] -2 -3
b. Other district-leve) staff 0l 174 03 o4 -1 =2 -3
c. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 02 03 od -1 -2 -3
- d. Teachers r 0 02 03 o -] -2 -3
), e. Other schoal-level staff . 0 174 03 o4 =1 -2 -3
3. In r opinion, to what extent was the facu!ty)%gole actively involved in the proble=
identification process--f.e., to what extent dig the facuity as & whole participate ii
discussions, zaking decisions, or carrying out tasks relited to the process? (CIRCLE OnE)
t To ‘it‘ti' or m umt * & & a * & & @ : * & & & - & « & & ° - . & @ ~p . D‘
Tbsmuuﬂt----o oc-.-o-o'o.-Oooooooo---. 02 //l
To a great .xm.t ¢ a e e |
Te & very grest extent . P
’ mss'ng d'u .-. * o @ - - * * a & @ * a * & & & & & * a * * & a * & * -‘ L]
N Coﬂﬂicﬂl'lg datas » .. . P I T R R R N I N -2
\ lot ‘ppliub‘e * * s 8 * * * & a4 & 4 s s s % s a a 4 &« & 0 e s -3 ‘

3.

In your opinfon, how much influence did the

faculty as & whole
in the problen identification process? (CIRCLE &’ .

IMPORTANT: Use the same guidelines is for Question 30,

the major decisfons

uoneorveryllttle....'..'......................01
AGrest dea] . v v v v v s s b e s s e e b et et e urooeners03 1
RISSING CALE & o o o o po o v ooooogocsosaooosnnsosasl
CONTIICEING GALE o o o o o o o « o o s s o s o nooononnaoess=d

Mot_applicable i ie s et it s s an s n s n e e

-

T e ae

N NN ON

2

{cont.)

24-25,26
21-28429
30-31,32
33-34,35
36-37.38

-

39-40,41

)




l\ v . . B * “
34. During the probles fdentification stige, was thers a formally constituted group--other than ‘ :
. the faculty 15 & whole-=specifically empowetred to mike decmom or carry cut tasks related T
) to problem fdentification? JCIRCLE ONE) ‘ J
p IRPORTANT:  The group should seet the following ersferi):  — — . ‘
\ - :g st have @ label {(although this may be informal).
- It eust include at lust two district or school 3 . > %gﬂ:)
- It must include at least one "potential. 90 ementor.® T, . ¢
‘ R -~ NP - 1 2] 4546247
‘ 7 P ¢ 1] :
} Hissingdau.........................‘..4..-1 - . . ‘
J COnFISCEING dATA © v o v v v o o o o e o o o o o o ¥ o s o o= s oo ae=2 .-
. Mot 3pRISCEBIE « e s e e et i e e e e 23] -t -
: . . . SKIP TO QUESTION 39 ,
' ' . £ i :

35. Ia your ooinion, to uha: extent was this grous actively involved {n the problem {dentification
process--t.e . 10 what eriért a1d its me-hers, 22:ing as A group, parlicipate in discussi0ng,
making decisfons, or carrying out tasks related o the process? {CIRCLE ONE)

Tolittleornouun:................'....._....01 ] 1 2§ 48-43.50
) " ToOSOME EXLEAL . . . . v e e e e e e et ot eageesen o B
. TORGreat exteat . o v oo e e v o oo s socsocaroeesnss OF

" TOR YRy GTEAL @XLAOL + o « ¢ ¢ o e o et e e e s s e ee oo OF -
mssfngdau.......... c e s e s e eeesssas =l
Conflicting data . . . 2 -2
. Kot applicable ......._.r....................--3

38, In;c#_ropinion how miich influence did this group have over the ujor decistons in the

. problea §dentification process?  (CIRCLE ONE)

IMPORTANT: Use the sapquidclim as for Question 0.

BN or YEry TRLI€ ¢ « ¢ ¢ o = o c o s s s a s o s o s s e v ovsaasll 1| 3 27} 51-52.53
. AQreat deal . . . i e b et e et et s e e m e a e e e e ee s O3 - .
MESSIAG dAE o . v v oo oo o e v e e oo n el :
COTIICEING' Il o v o oo oo menecocodoceennnseos=d .
. . notappliublc............:.........'........-3 ’_/ ,

7. On what level was thisgrouporganiza'-w focussed during the problem {d: idmt_!fica_t-z_ stage?
{CIRCLE DRE]™ U .
This school alone .". . . X

SEVRTA] SENOOTS « o o o o o e o o o o o s s s s o s s e s oo ms o B . % .

The district 25 2 WHOT@ . . « o v v e v q e s e s o v e o s e aos @3 T

-~ Mother level & 7. . . v .o 0 oo

) MISEING QAR o v i e e e e e e e et e e et e
C@nictingdlu........................----"2‘ . ’ " .
MOt 20PTSCADIR & v v v o o o o o o o o o s o s c s s s b asfoe e s =T : »

tppulek . ) 3 - o
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24 ve ot hoaydd
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8. Was é’il‘ incipsl or other school adwinistrator a mesber of this grouc-»-duriig the rob'im
wentifﬁst!on stage? (MOTE: Answar_'yes® if he/she was at least neainally a w‘f‘&m
She was nat very'activa.) (CIRCLE ONE)

Y¢S ¢ o v o o . gt = s m S e a0 o‘- - : e 0 e o a = @ 4]
_M ¢ ¢ a # ¢ # « as ¢ ¢ @« @ @& @ & @ @ & @& & == ¢ 2 = a« ¢ = ¢ = & = = & -m
a‘s"ﬂg data . 7= CBCIR AR LR R e a f a ¢ & ¢ a ® a = = Sat = = -_o:‘- -1

Conflicting dath ¢ e oo o v e e @ c o TP
) Xit applicable . e e v w e e e e ene e et e s .
: 39. - In your opinion, to what extent were the school's problen 1dent1f1clt'10n activities congruent
- with sound prodlec-Solving practices? Use the criteria T{sted in Part | of the memorandum
’ on an “idea]" problex-soiving model. (CIRCLE .OKE) I
2 ' To 1E12 OF PO XLEAL < o « o « o« o =8 o o oo = e eaaaea 01
ToSOme eXtent - - a o « = o = = ¢« =« « = R - S
. Toagreitextent . . o « « - « - ; A R be -« . - 03
Toa verygread exteqt , . o =c c v = @ =« == .- P e e e s e e e o4
N Hissingd::&...f‘.....‘........ ......... A
Conflicting data . . . - . . e e e e s e e "
. ‘Mot applicadle’ . . - . . < . . - e e e asmae e i e e -3

Ty . . . .
. Please write the letter (from the mra?\dm on an “ideal” probles-so‘ving model)-corre-
sponding to exch criterion you feel wis not adequatelg_rat by, the school's problen
identification activities. -t . .

[y
-

40. , In your opinfon, to what extent were the school's Fo_b\em fdentification activities ¢ongruent
with sound qroup decision-making practices? Use the criteriad Tsted in Part 2 of the
mesorandun o an “ices|” problec-solving model.  (CIRCLE ONE) -

_To littleor noextent . . . . . . - e e s e R 0
e TQ SOOE EXTEAL - = - o « @ - < @ = = AP S Ce g e .. O
Toagreatextent . - - = ¢+ « = v =« o =« o« e e a e e 03

. T Toaverygreat extent . . . . - . . . . e e e mm s e 04 .
H‘ss‘ﬂg d.u ----- o # @« = « s @« @ = = @« =« a = =« =« & @« # -« = @« @« a = -1
Conflicting datd . . « - . -« « « oo oo o e e e e -2

T Mot applicable - . . . e . e e m e e e R -3
Plesse write the letter (from the mexorindua oh an *{deal® problez-solving model) corre=

sponding to each criterion you feel was not adecuately met by the school's prodlen
fdentification activities. . .

1

CARD 6
{cont.)
2 |57-58,59
2 | 50-61.62
9
2 | 63-64,65
4
-
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mgn..oa'

MISSING data . . . pe « = ¢ s s 1 e s s e e i et s e nsese e ea=l .

CORFITCRING dALE .+ « o « s fge s ¢ o oo s o s 1 o vooonsoncas=d

Kotippliuhlg.............r...Z............-3
] e v

1. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SOLUTION

- A .
-~ [

. 42. Has-the schocl compietec dts sul.sicn select.zn?  (CIRCLE ONE) .

Yes:........lc.cc’clc.ccccclll‘--cc-ccccoz

Mo, they are stiﬁ'in the process of selecting @ solutfon . oSN ... Ol]'

Ko, and they are not currently engaged 4n solution selection. + . . ., . 0a
. . SKIPTOQUE §57

" 1]
memmmmm-
*

* JMPORTANT: Questions 43-45 are intended to capture the ful“{ breadth of all solutfons
planned through ROU to 2ddress the sghool's fdentified probiems (including all
problems the school initially defined). Thete solutidns may have included adopting
one or more externally developed products (with perhaps sooe inservice training or
local developmental efforts tied to product implementation) but 3150 may have
included inservice training or local developoental efforts that were not specifically
7 related to product implementation,

\\ - .
43. How many externally developed products did the school select as part of the solutions planned
through RDOT

. (ENTER A MUMBER) "

|

Q...I..ll:.

SRE AR RR RN RN

.
i
E
3

- ~

» Products ———5 IF (i, SKIP TO QUESTION 45 y

44, Of these products, how many were in ‘the project®s original knowledge base {(and not just
2dded after the school proposed to adopt thea)? (NOTE: Aaswer “not applicable® {f there was
no knowledge base when the products were selected.)

(ENTER A MUMBER) 7 -
- . Products originally in the knowledge base

’
- -

45. 0id the planned solutions include any inservice training that was not specifically related
. to product impledentation? (NOTE. Training in group process, problem-solving, or decision
L 2aking does mt%wstioﬂ. which 13 focused on solutfons to the identified
- problems).  (CIRCLE ONE) . .

* -Y“nncc.lcllc‘.lcnc;'cclcc‘ccc.r\.,..'.nccccnol 1 3

ml'.......l.‘.-".....:cll.lclc..l.l;..m

"1"‘1“9““Cclcc-.t.c.cc.cc'cccIOCOO-OO’COIC-I

Conflicting data -2

PR 1 . . _ -~
al. Wt s your assessment of the level of effort devoted to the scWool's problem fdentification
£ . activities BF local sehool or district personnel? Use these criteria as guidelines for
. responding, but mike & roygh estimate if necessary. .
,-Low: less than 10-person-days . p .
Med¥m: 130 to 0 person-days . '
) HiCh: over 30 person-days . ) .
, . '(cxka‘: ONE) ) . = . !
) T T .| LA
e 0 1 S A 1 14 .

I CARD §
{cont.)
N

12 |eoese
1 2 {s3-70,0
1 2 | 181378
v

i 2 |715-26,77
1.2 | 78-79.80

—

~

- —

- rn® et

s




- T.S « a -"- a ¢« s = a
."o « & a & @
. Missing data « « «..

Confiicting data

L

-

- 4. Did tha plenned solutions include any
etc. that was not specifically related to
Question ¥Y1«15 in the CSN Survey for your answer

,.

local develo

uct implementation? (MOTE.

t o @

MO AR T BN F S et B

-

at of materials, curricula, programs, -

te protuct TepTe

to this question.)

not depend -
{CIRQE’@R'E) )

i N |

----------.m

-------'--t--]

.-.-----\i-:_;-"z

3T IMPORTANT:
* should describe only one externtlly developed product.
L ]
e
»
L ]

have the most data,

Your answers to the remaining questions on characteristics of the solutien :

Choose the product on which we

no externally déveloped product was selected,

sk

:
H
ip to Question E
-*
L ]

? (NOTE:

school proposed to adopt-it
(CIRCLE ONE)

when the product was selected.)

47.« Was this produst in S mge:'.'c erapisY kassvedse Sase {and
Answer "not applicable”

not just added tfier the

if there

.

YOS « . e e e e n e

m - a -« = a L] -

Hissing data . . . .
A ‘cmflicting dl‘tl “« @ o » & @ = @
. Kot applicable . . . o o 0 s o

anB "no” 1f 1t nad not.)

TQSs.-.-------*-.-.
.. NO......-....:...

Missing data

- = & ® o« » ¢ 2 &

. Conflfcting data

-

- alq a

« =«

tﬁe the product was selected, had empirical
through feld testing? (KOTE: Assuce the tnswer is "

the

no knowledge base

-4
-0

00

.lluI--] 3

-2
-3

.I.III..I-.I..III-
@ 2 « « @ « P a a * @ 2 & a = F 2

data on fts effectivenkss been collected
es® if the product had been validated

aeme o OO

-nu--]

s « 2 @ & & @ @ * & @ & a2 =

s o« 01 -

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

e mea =2

(MOTE:

1f the product

2 le-10.1%

2 [12-13,14

15-16,17

49. Which of the following best descriles o'%-igigé of this product?
is befng marketed commercially but you know it was developed 1in ane of the other settings,
choose the response which fits the setting in which 1t s developed.) (CIRCLE ONE)

Educational research and devealopment - . . « - - « « &
. " Prattitimr.devclo{:u&tldmnsuuion « s e s e .
. Commercit] marketing and developoent . . ¢ « o« ¢« - -
HISSING GBEA <(v o o v o 60 caa n on o aaan s
ConTICEing G822 « « v « « o s = S oo u e oo s o as

. ~

-

[RIC- - s

-

-

« @

»

« =
b

a ®

-« & @

e e

« ® @

« * @

ol
02 .
aQ
-1
-2

2 {18-19,20




§). Wht characteristics of the school's educationa) progrim would be dire ect)

impleventation of this product2 (MOTE: This (ten refers only to

product {splementation—-not Indirect effects or ConseqQuences. .
ISTIC WOULD BE AFFECTED ARD A *Q" [F IT NOULD

(ON EACH LINE, EMTER & *1* IF THE
ENTER -1° ONLY [F TRERE IS

LR
ENTER *=1" ON ALL LIKES a-n.)

-

a. Chrriculum. .. . L e e e
. Katerfals . .. . @ @ i it % e e s s e e s
¢. Teachihg strategies/methodologles . . . .. ... ..
d. Staffing (1.e.. numbers and types of staff) .. ...
- Tcstlngluscssimt.......,...........
f. RECOPd KEEPING « o v o v o a o o s oo s e e
9. Classroom organization/eanagement. . . . « o « « o . .
B SChOO] OPGINIZATION/EANIGEDENL « o o o o o o o o o o &
1. GUIdANCe SErvICES . . i v o v v o s e e oo e sl
3o Commumtestion structures/siste= .. . . .
k. Use or waﬁabllity of space or facilities . . . . ..
° 1. Use or availadility of time

Other (please specify):

@ & & 4 a a4 & 2 a 2 v ¥ a

INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION.

-

FY

[

l"ected by

direct effects of

51. In your opinion, what is the deqreg of merit or relative advants 9 e of this

ex{sting practices?. (CIRCLE-ONE

WARMIMG:  This scale is
d1fferent from ntlng form.

T
. adunu ‘e e e e

. Yery Iittl 'lnuge .
Some adunuqc 4.....
A great advantage . . . .
A very grest idvantage . .

Missinj data . . . ... \.-.

Conﬂlctlng daty = 2 . . .

]

52. [ your opinfon, did thl.s product--prior to any major modifications--cutch
wis intended to address--as this probles was originally defined? {

'“O.'....’-o..--...-......-(....‘-...o

.

BO .o s st oo o s o ora o s s oo tssosveaocsasses

Missingdata . . .. .. o0 il i i s s s e e s e
Conﬂlctlngd’au B T T T I T R S

53. Is the product designed to affect WD&E direct]y (&nd not marely to chang

procedures, for example)? {CIRCLE

r“.,......¢o............¢..........

MissIng datd . . . o 4 v 2 o v e v s 2 s 2 0 s e s e e e

Conflicting datd . . . . o o o o oo 0 0 e e oo o aoorssosace

LS

product over L

(%4

geere

.« =
. =2

the problem {t &

.. 0l
. .00
.=l

o= d

e ddainistrative

.0
.. 00
-

00'2

4

- S dtd Sl St ol Sl wmd G e med aed

g

+

NNRNN NN NN NN

CARD 7
{cont.}

A-22,23
24-25,26
27'28 |29
30-31,32
33-34,35
36-37,38
39-40,4)
42-43,44
45-45,47
43-49,50

151-52.53

54-55,56

57-58,59
60-61,62

63-64.65

a3

66-ﬁ7 58




54,
<

55,

36.

Does the product consist of parts

4
'Y.s--o-oo-tooo'v"..

Mo
,Missing data
COI‘lf“CtingﬂlEl :ooooooo-oo

-~y e o o o a o 0 4 e s e et 00 st

® & ate & & 4 & ¢ s a2 ¢ 0

In your opinfca, is the product cosolex? {
things that sust be changed/address

{CIRCLE ONE) -

E

YeS . ¢ ¢ o o ¢ 0 a4 e p

No
MISSING datd o o o v o o v 0 v 0 o s &
COﬂf'Iict‘lngd-ltl -oo-ooooo‘oo

a ® B 4 & ¢ @ ¢ 3 & @ ® a2 & ¢ 2 a @

coordy

.

-
¢ o @

.

: "Complex

L]
a & & ® 2 & e a @
¢ o a o @
¢ & a ¢ ¢ a @ s ¥ .

2 _refers
in order to in¥leent the product. )

1

“

oo.ooo-:-..:-o-o°1~.

,ooom

00.1

o.o .2

-

to the nusber of

LI N

.. 0
«w 00

_——

v of

< L3

L

.

of this product-«§e., how

In r opinion, how easy would it be to reverse implementation
easi%y could the school return to §ts prior|state 1f the product §$ not permunently adopted?
{NOTE. The more that implementation of a product involves substantia] srreversible changes .,
such a3 staff firings or new facilities, the greater the difficulty of returning tq a prior
state.)  {CIRCLE OKE)

JWARNING:  This scale fs .
differant from ratiag form. *

Yery dSFFSCHIE TOTEVErSE o 5 ¢ « o o ofe o o™ o oo a0 a e
DIFFICUIL 2O TeVerse « o « « + o « «
EASY tO PRVEFSE . « o ¢ 2 ¢ o ¢ o ¢ 0 a/o s s s s o as s e a0
'Veryns;rtonverse-.........s..........i..':.
Missing data x
Conflicting data

. =2, -

P

L

1

1

CARD 7
gcont.)

2 {72-73,14

-y

2 [715-78,77 0
F

~
‘

78-79.80




\‘,, . »
’ ; x ' . = f . ’ N . ¢ L]
L f. - + - L] ¢ !
VIL. SHLUTION SFLECTION PROCESS - .
‘ . * : ¢ r " . mmmn‘.nnw -
. * IMPORTANT: It may be possible to answer-some of the questions {n this section even *
? {f the-solution selection process has not been completed. Skip this section only 3
. . & if the solution selection process has not yet begun. . « -~ 1, "
- Wmmﬁmwﬁm\mw-nﬂ °
- ‘_ * . . 3 . " . -
iy - v * * * 4 L .
§7. In x&w_wmm. to what extent were any sembers of the 1isted role groups actively involved ‘
in solution selection process--i.¢., to whit extent did they participate Tn discussions, .
, saking decisions, or carrying out usis/r‘ehud to the process? s/ .
: - N .
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE O EACH LIXE) ° ' . .
. ~ ) '
. N N PR & o " é‘ \& -
- CEFT e £ e & P
KARATIG: . This scale 15 MG Y St bés‘ vl
rom rati . ‘ o 0 W » » . . |
erent rating form Bt & F 4§ P o .!bb;. o ¥ ‘53 ’ CARD 8 :
. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. : 0 2. 03 ok -1 -2 <3 1 2 |g-10.) °
‘ : b. Qther distéict-leve) staff )] o2 03 oL -] 2 Y 1 2 [12-13.04
e
¢. Princifalzasst. Principsl - 0 62 0 K’ 1 -2 -3 12 1587 | s
~ d. Teachers - . M @ 03 o 1 -2 .3 1 2 [18-19,2¢ Y
e. Other school-level staff 0 02, 0. & 2 -2 -3 12 [a-»23 .
- | o - : A
. 58, If your opinion, how much influence did any mesbers of the listed role groups have over the >
mjor decisions in the solution selection process? (NOTE: An individual or group may have
had a strong inflvence gven 17 products were screened prior to their involvement, provided N
. they were presented with @ reasonable fumber of alternitives.) Use these definitions as * '
quidelines for responding. v SR - 't . . .
] Kong or very 1ittlé: Had lttle or'no fnput Into decisfons, and little or . . '
. na influence. " .
Some:- May Mave had considersble input into decisions, but was not 2 , "\
strong influence. N 4 . .
A great deal: " Strongly infiuenced the decisions; may have made the . ) *
. Hnai decisions 3lone. ¢
(CIRCLE OKE RESPONSE Of EACH LINE) e
. ’ (Y "y Q '
it - & [
Q‘ LY
* " - ‘ gé‘\‘:‘ qe"’ ‘\(9 é\\‘\b o .\&& . ‘
. -~ > » -, "
_ TR -
b ‘ -
3. Superin nt/Asst. Supt. 0l 02 03 -] -2 -3 1 2 |24-25,26
b. Other district-level.staff )| 02 03 -1 a2 -3 1 2 §27-28,29
. ¢. Principal/asst. Principal v 0 62 0. -l -2 -3 - 1 2 §30-31,32 v
> d. Teachers . .0 02 0 .1 2 12 |33-38,35 ‘ ‘
. e. Other school-level staff 0 02 03 TNy 2 ) 1 2 |36-37,38 |
B . . N . -
“E ’ L] hy * rl - - i
- . ’ - . . s
L] L N L] ’ . ) +
. - . ‘ A ‘ |
- . % . . * L , ) i
3 LN ’ N ’ . LI i
. M \
. o . -
* Throughout this section, answer "not appligeble” 4fs (1) there were no members of : ,,:J
a particular rola group at the site; or (2} it is early in the process to answer " |
t{ the question. . . ’ . . ] ; |
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att o [] R - C .

" -

. -
v el L]

. . ) ] %
N .9 + [ ‘ * “e - . » 1 v
. .o - o ¢ .

Y . - !
’59. In your opinion, what was the gvaﬂlr_ug attitude among &3 members of the listed role
* groups tomirds the Jocal, project Yuring the solution selection process? Use thess
criterts ss.guidelines for responding, . . ‘ . . . .

’ " L . .
v sition: Takes.steps to undersine or terminate project. Withhold o
stance when requested, and may evendivert project.resources to other
sctivities. Prorotes criticism or opposition to project by others, If . v
attends meetings, explesses strong reservations about project s a whole. .

Passive opposition: Shows unfavorable or skeptical attitude towarg project.
Does not protect project from critics. Gives assistance grudgingly. Lf '
attends meetings, expresses mildly negative atfitude. -~ ’

, Passivé support: Expresses favorable sttitude toward projett, but.does not . L I
take steps to assist or coordinate. May protect project from detractors, hut

does not go beyond passive defense. Promises assistance but rarely or never ~

«  delivers. If attends meetings, does not participate ingdiscussion., :

- .Ative support: Encourages project pexbers to do & good job and shows own . . :
Coomitrant. Act¥vely responds to requests for assistance or resources. - ¢
Cefends project before critfcs and helps to cbordinate with other projects
or pirsonnel. If atiends seetings, participates in discussion and 2y even
. Tagd ¢iscussiern,

' 1K {CIRCLE OKE RESPONSE O% EACH LINE)
I 4 N -

’

e

[CARD B | i
. (cont.) |

- »

33-40,41
i 42-43,84 - |
‘5“6 |‘7‘

Superintendent/Asst, Sups. o 02 03 °

b. Other district-level staff . . O 02- 03

Principal/Asst. Principal 0 02 03

Teachers 1] 02 Q3 48-49,50

e. Other school-leved suff’ . O 02 @ . §1152,53
[ 4

. I .

ERRERR
““i““
NN

1o’ your opinion, to what extent wis the faculty as a whole actively involved in the
solution selection process--{.e., to what extent did the faculty #s 3 whole participate
Tn discussions, making decisfons, or carrying out tasks relngc& to the process?

{CIRCEE,

. To Jittle or no.extent . . . . . B 54-55,56

.

\‘ R ONE) )
!. .

To some extent . . . .

To, a grest extent

=
v

e e e e A 1 2

.--goz
|lol°3
s, O8

Tosverygrést extent . . . - + + « & &
“~ MSSING At . . s e e S is s e e e s e N e e @
mmctingdau.........‘...........-........-2
Mot applfcable o o v % o 4 e o v 0t et a e o Y SR

L4

61. In your opinfon, how much influence did the faculzy as a whole have over the major
décisions in the solution selection process? !Clﬁﬂ ORE) '

llPORTA!lT::Uu the sare guidelines as for Question 58.

d

Kone or very Mittle . . . . ¢ oo

’
*

B T L AL I I B L EERE B AF R B S COE R

. ‘&d‘l‘ -.---.-..u.,...o--.-n---..-.---o-
Missing dagd .. . . .

. A fmﬂlcti‘ng_dan ..
not applicadble . . .

e & 2 » o » ¥ s s 4

-‘.o.i.-q.--- """..q‘l'l"'l-z
4

28¢
¥

L]

57-58,59

hY
-



62, uring m"solutim selection suia. wis there & fomlzy constituted groyp--other than ..
. the faculty as a,wholg=-specifically empowersd to make tcisions or carry out tasks
. _ related to solution selection? (CIRCLE ORE} . A -7, o ’

. DPORTANT: The group should meet’ the following criterta: . a
- It mst ,b‘an 2 Tabdl (although’ this n:ly be informal). .. i " lemos |
a < 1t sust include at least two district or school staff. - {cont.)
. - [t must include lE least one "potential ioplementor.® . . ! :
N T L4 o« o2 |so-s1.62 -,
O s et aeanaennaeaessararaassaee®
. mssingau....,.........._.......v......‘...-l P
Confiicting dats .. . c c oo s o e ot cce o c e gy .2
© ' MOLAPPHEADIE . e e s ey e cTesseacescasnneaoa o] ' .
: . m ® - P T0 QUESTION 68 .
‘\ -~ . f" + - .
63. How many menbers of the gro::p_you described in Section ¥ were also)mesbers of this group? .
T S e 12 636065 ¢ .
For (less than 203} % o« Jweaeecnansortonaccaa.. 02 n
g T S I _ S
. Ahrgcproportion(so-n:).........A............m ‘ -
_Allorlmt(onrw:).....'..........,..........05 . '
. MISSING GBLE o « o o ene < a s caoac s e naaaasa e e ] ~ . "
 CofIHCtInG AR < s s e e e ee e i ez T
| e e 3 .

mt’”lic‘bl.----uuauu..-.na.u‘-u:u- 'y

.64. In ﬂopinionat'.o what extent was this group actively favolved in the solution selection ——
. process--1.¢., 20 what extent did 1ts mesbers, acting s 4 group, participate in discussions, ‘
nag’i_ng_%is‘lons-. or.garrying out tasks related to the process? (CIRCLE'.GHE) -

il

T A I 1 1 2 65-6{.53

e e s e e aaeate. 02

* iTolittlcornoextent......._.....
TOSOME EXTANL « o o o « t o o o g e a w0 oo

- . 702 Great @ALEAL o o e o 2o ans Te s e a s e e s e aeeaaees 03 ,
" foa VEry Grest RXLEAL « o s« s e s s o s s s e s e e e a. 08

/ MISSING QA . - v v e s e a e e s e aasaas ez "Hy .
Conf1Cting Gaa « o« o o s 270 o o o o s oo s e s e s e e a s e -2
“lot.lppllable...:.............,...........-3 - .

, T v

. g5 In r‘;inim. how such influence did tRis group have over the major decisions im the
v + solutjon salection process ONE) + ¢

-

. -

. JMPORTANT: Use the sie guidelines as for Question 53.
> ll:morverylittlg...........................01- 1 21| 639-70, 71

.

R -SCI!....-.-.'......-.:’-—-__...:Q........._-‘....OZ ) ’ ."_’.
Boe |, Agraat dal ‘.'“'...\03 ' l .
R MISSING QAR o «% e e s e cf s ugosneaaiobonanasean=l, . T
. .*-‘-Cmflietinqdau“..;.....’.....,.:.'..,...........-z - e .
' Iot:lppi_iublc..°.........-.....'..'.....:..ﬂ.....f-:!' ! . '

. * L 4
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?E:w.ﬁ%nz unisgrmorqanizea and focused during‘the solution seuctmn‘-stagef
THIS SCHOOT ATOME « « o + o = sin o e o oo oo e oo uenenenne B8
Sovlral:chools...:.»........................‘02 .
Thedistrictas awhole . . . v o o v v v e oo s v h e e .03
Anothar Jevel . & o v o v o v v n Wt o o D

. MNissing data .....-....................1..:...-1 .
Confl1ctiIng data « « - « v o v v et it e h e e e s e
Mot applicable ........’..-.-...-..........._....-3

Was the principal or othesschool adzinistrator a meober of this group during the solution

selection stage! (NOTE. Answer "yes® {f he/she wis at least nominally a recber, even 37

h_o‘?sﬁ was not very active.) (CIRCLE ONE)
‘T!!.........:....-.........-....'.‘.....01‘

- .

7+ S Ut 4
Missing data & - ¢ - 4 - - 4 4 i it i il s h e s s e s e e]
Conflicting;uu D R 4
Ttapplfcable . . ..t ih il i s e e st e e e

I

- .
In r opinfon, to what extent were the school's solution selection activities congruent
-nﬁ sound problen-solving practices? Use the criteria llsted in pPart 1 of the memorandum
on an *{deal™ problex~sox¥ing model. (CIRCLE OME) .

Toli‘ttltormexttnt_._..:..................... 1] “
Tosome extent + . . . . o .. '
Toagreat extent . . « + . « . -
Toa very great extent - . . . . .
MISSING datE « « « « o « v 0 e o 2ot t e s s estuesenaeaes =l

* CONTIICEING BE « v v v o u e e e e e e v 4 e e e e e e o2

T
‘ -

U« « 4

e e s 4 b e e e u e aesee e 04

T
<1 Yy 1 . [
P F

69.

Please write the letter (from the mexorandum 06 an “{deal” problea-solving eodel)
corresponding to each criterfon you feel was not adequately met by the scheol's
solution selection activities.

-

L]

v

In your opinion, to wiat extént were the schood's solution selection activities congruent

with sound deciston-making prictices? Use the criteria Iisted in Part 2 of the
sgmorandum On an "igeal” probles-solving model. (CIRCLE ONE) -

Tolttle or 1O @XTERL J o & ¢ ¢ @ s o o o o e s s s e e e e e 1]
TosSome extent o« - o - ¢ . s g ele e Lt e e e 02
Toagreat extent . . . . v F e v v 4 s b et e e ae s 03
Toaverygreat extant . - . . . o o u . oo o e et s e 04
MISSING Q882 « « « « v e e e v a et e s s annasonaaes 2]
T CORTIICEING ALE « « = « o b e s e s b e e s bre e s st e e e e R
( Iota?pliulilc........‘

...............o...-*l

Please write the letter (froa the mesorandum-on an "{deal” probles-solving model)
torresponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by u;e school's solutfon

Lselection activit]cs. ‘

Vo ' 2] .

1

b

CARD 8.1
(cont.)

71;-73,741

LR =

P
78‘79 080

CARD 9

%-10,11

-

75-76.31 "



. b * - .

70. what fis mts"lssess:nn: of the level of effort devoted to the school's solutfon selection

dctivities by local school or districe personnel?_ Use these criterfa 2% guideiines for
responding, but make & rough as te if necessary. -

Lows less than 10 person-days ; T
Mediume 10 to 30 persons-days -
High: over 30 person-days y . .
~ - .
(CIRCLE OHE) ) . !
’ 5
Lw [ ] - [ ] L3 [ ] - 4 . . - 4 = = § & & ¢ = § & = » ® ®§ § & = ® [] [] °l .
Medim . & v v o & = = os . e n s ne s I 02

Conflictingdau..........-...........'\.'....-.2
Nt ap'.':hf.able R S R I IR R ]
\‘ v Al Y
VIT1. PROOUCT IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS AND QUTCOMES e
o g""m""""'

3 IMPORTANT: Your apswers m these questions on product izplesentation factors and
% outcomes should continue to focus on the one product referred to fn Questions 47-56
2 above. If no externally developed product was selected, skip to Question 114.

H ) ’

------------------------------------------------

PPY

shd e

71. 1s the product currentln being used 3t the school--i.e., 23 of the ticd of the oost recently

available ‘information, was it beipg used? (CIRCLE ONE) .

» 4 - 2
feS-............. m ¢ ® = & % m # ® = ¢4 ¥ m m § ®E ®m ®E & = @&

. No, they are still planning for fmplementdtion . . . . v o oo v 2w v 02
Mo, plans to use the product were abindoned Before implesentation . . . . 01

a . -

No, use of the product was disccn;imtd after implementation C e P
&

~ .
2. wnat proportion of the pupils and staff atfected by the grobles are directly involved in use

‘- "issing d.u * = & L] > o _o & = = e = ® = ® & ¢ o = S 1 * & & = ¢ = = L]
P P 2

SKiP TO QUESTION 86

Sxip TO Oussnbnm

of the product? LAY
8 @ (CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH 4IXE) ‘ R
H M - & é’ é°$ .:"el -\s_Q
] c'?s':‘ [ ‘0‘55 £F o &
: . ¥ N \3\. §& .85 &
~ .
? ) £ "e-‘s"s '! "-T:“F v 8 'i:b;;. §§?
3. Pupils o1 0z 02 04 05 -1 =2
b. Teathing staff 0 02 03 04 05 =1 -2
\ g .
' .73. How often fs the product used? (CIRELE ONE) ' ,
. . L
<" One tire only {e.g., an inservice program@) « « - « v o & v v - .o Pl |
o Less than once a month, but on 3.continuing Basis . .. ... ceaa . @ :
At Jeagst once s month . . . . . 3......,...._.....'.....03 .
At least once d week o . . v v v o n o x e Ry o r e es e s aas o 04
. / D‘ily or .ll tht tiu e ¢ 8 1 a4 & o 9 8 1 1 4 & = s 9= -.- L L g;'-ﬂ’ .

4 18-19,20

e

CARD § -
(cont.):

* Pr———r—

"

12-13,15 °

15-16,17

21-22.23

-

4

28-25.26




7’: ,On the days the product 13 used, what zercent of the duy,fs affected for pupils who are
directly favelved? (Cl_ﬂu OKE) - M

Lc;sthlnm...............‘..............01
20‘493:......\.....,w....._...........\...'.03
50-791.-.03
BOZ OF FOTR - « « ¢ o o o s o s s s 0 nsoeenve - Benstonnsas 04
MisSing datd . ¢ ¢ v o v s v o F o o e e o n e o s n a3
Conflicting data S R
Not applicable, pupils are not uirect'ly fvolved . . ... vt il iy,
’ : , p SKIP 10 QUESTION 76

A L]

Agproximately how many hours {plug additicnal minutes) in a typ\qj week are affected by th\

use of the product, for pupils wh are directly invelved?
. i .

¢ houry Ky sela

S
Is the product being used fn more-thin one school in the district as @ result of ROU?
(MOTE. A ®yes® answer does not necessarily imply that other schools were {oplerenting the

product under the RDU aegis, it may instead indicate natural diffusion, or spread.)
{CIRCLE OME) - . -

'CS---\-------.---..-.-.-.:---"‘---:.--.-.0,
mssing.dau..........'...........:m....!..-! .
Conflicfing data N
Not applicable, the product is not used within schoo'ls

In your opinicn, to what extent wis the developer's original desig
before and after implementation? (NOTE: A product may be modified
changing, or elaborating upon the original product objectives and
requirements (e.g., materdals, content, sequencing, intended trea ou
sent, length of exposure, teaching techaiques, etc.), minagenent characte stics
adninistrative support, s 1 or classroom.orginization, staffing or leadership

sents, etc. ), o training (requi ts. - .
(CIRCLE 'ONE RESPOMSE ON 4 .
~—— .’0" > N Q? .
o . . \J
.. ’ S:'ﬁ "é'-s. é':, .é’é:' \"Q é‘
v S TE v &
S < oF G Sy gy
2. Before isplementation on- 02 03 o4 ) -2 .
b. “After implesentation . 0 02 03 0ot -1 -2
If the product was sodified to 1ittle or no extent . . . . :

+. .. BEFORE DPLDNENTATION ——> SKIP QUESTION 78 °
<« » AFTER IMPLEKENTATION ———> SKIP QUESTION 79

s * . ~

(Y

!\eN




19,

o
—
e

« - ~
«

- Y

- -
. What were the reasons for the wodifications that were made before implezentation?

*0" IF 1T DOES NOT. ENTER ®-1° OMLY
IN THAT CASE, ENTER -1 ON ALL

{ON EACR LINE, ENTER A “1° IF YHE REASOM APPLIES AND A
lingm l.';‘ho INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION,
L a=C.

a. To accm:o&au the product to existing conditions (e.9., curriculum,
xaterials, approiches, philosophy. staffing, organization, space or
facilities, budgets, ete.)

b. To 1upm'e the effectiveness of the product in the logal conte:t;.
(given pupil or staff characteristics, for exazple) L.l e

c. T {mprove the dnherent effectiyeness of the product . . . . . . . .. .

-

-

« A @ 5 ® &4 & B & » & ¥ 4 & s 5 s s a a @ .

Hru't wert the ressons for the modifications that were wabie after implementation?

(ON EACH LINE, ENTER A ®1" IF THE REASON APPLIES AND A "0® IF IT DOES NOT. ENTER °-1* OKLY
If TRiRE..l.'; N0 INFORMATION RELEV%HT TO THIS QUESTION. IN THAT CASE, ENTER "-1° Ot ALL
LIXES a-<.

3. To d(corwodate the product to existing conditions {e.g., curriculun,
saterals, approtches, philosophy, staffing, organization, space or
4 facil « budgets, etc.)

4 &4 » 4 4 4 4 a4 ¥ & B & 5 4 4 & & 4 s s & s
—

b. To isprove the effectiveness of the product in the local context b |

{given pupil or staff charditeristics, for exsmpje) .. .. . ... ..
¢. To isgrove the fnherent effectiveness of the product . . . . . . . -«

According to school personnel, to what extent was adequate guidance for ioplementing the
product provided by the developers, either in writing or througn training and technical
assistance? (CIRCLE ONME) ) .

To 192818 OF' MO XLEAL « « « o + o o » « ¢ o = s v s s s a s aaaew O > 8
TO SOBE EXLEME & « o v v o v v e e e e e e e e, OB
To a great extent Z 03,
Toaverygrutuuﬂt..........................Ol
MiSSIng Gatd . . o . v v ot a s e s e e e e =]
ConfIfCting Catd o o v o v s v v o e a0 s n e o2

e @ & a » » a & o a4 a a s a s v s s s s 0

-

- . . " . —

. L)
According to school personnel, to what extent was the product difficult to ieplecent?
(CIRCLE ONE) . ' .

Tolittleo-rna,uunt...,.........,‘...........01 ‘

TOSODE EXLEAL = « o = » « o a s o s o v 0 aa e sodn oo
To a grest axtent
TOAYEry Qredt EXEeNt . . . v« « s 2 s o s e e oo O
MisSING datd « ¢ & ¢ v e 4t a a et r e u e e e e a e -1
CONTICEING dAtA « v v v v o de e s bomaan oo anannrees =2

--.o..-oo-..c.oc.-c-cc.-c-o03

CARD 9
{contt)
172 ]44-45.66
1 47-48,49
1 50-51,52
[ ]
LY
12 94.55
1 2 |s56-57,58"
\ 2 | 59-60,61
X
1 2 |62-63,64°
’ 7
1 2 | 65-66,67 /
, ! /',
Ve
-~ P
|/
// *

.
|
|

{ . 1
'
|

l




82. In your opinfon, what dre the srevailing current att tudes of the following groups towsrd

83, Have formal plans for evaluation and feedback on this product been drawn up?

B4,

L} .

4.

the preduct that wi chosea?
(CIRCLE qtz'mmz.m EACH LINE)

]

.
b.
c.

e. Unidentified

Superintendent/Ass. Supt.
Other district-level staff
Principsl/Asst. Princigel.,
Teachers involved in RDU

88 o

w2

8

Ll S

> F ) a:s 3
ﬁ & ':}‘:: < u-\“e
I &8 &7 6F

.
oL: 05 - -2 -3 .
4 o5 1 w2 -3
N L .
M .05 ¥ -2 -3
o 05 4 2 -3
(MOTE. A

forsal plan should specify #t least the following. who will be responsible, what success
criteria wils be uses, and how 2afa w4 De Gatherec,
than saying teachers will react verbally, for example.)

Y% « = o 0 0 o o
%
Missing data
Conflicting data .

*
® a & * ® ® & & 9

Q-

-
-
.

To what exwlt have the formal plans for evaluation and

mt ‘t 'Il * » » = » 2 ® L] » ® 2 9 » @& LI » @& » a LA a » = L] s ® a - -

~

it tnould also be a little oore formai

feedback been {pplemented?

(CIRCLE OKE)

--ooo‘lﬁo‘nuuol

R 4

)}

Sope, but not 311, parts appropriate to this point in time

hive deen fmplesented . . . ¢ o o s s s mm e s s e st e e e
" A1l parts appropriate to this point {n time have been irplexented .
Missinp data . .+ o 0 0 s 4 s
ConfIMcting datl o’ o o o s o o o s v ¢ s o 0 0 0 aa nasasooons

v

Sore or 311 of the teachers will use the product,

but not extensively

Some or 811 of the taachers w11 use the product,
and 1t generally will be used quite extensively .

ﬂi!s‘ngﬁlu--..h-....‘;v..-..-.-

4

Conflicting datd o o v v o a v s o v S0 aa s &0

B
4 a6 &4 % 4 4 a % ® ' 8 s s a4 s 2 o
-~ .

-
85. Over the next few years, which of the following possibilities
Mppen with respect to the use of the product amng taachers

The product will by dropped, or has alrepdy been dropped .

v
-

do

Y A

rrd

03
-1
-2

e e e .. 007

SKIP TO QUESTION 85

think {s-most likely to
at tmis school? (CIRCLE OKE)

CARD 10
1 2 {91010
o

1 2 |12-13,04
1 2 [1546,)7
1 2 |18-19,20
1 2 }21-22,23
1 2 [ 24-25,26
12 27-28,29
Y
— N ——
1 21 30-3.32
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. 1X, PLANNING FOR IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS .  °

4
'

8s.

8

“a

only 1f the plasning for implementation process has

E IMPORTAXT: It may be possible to answer Sooe
* §f the planning for feplerentation process has not been canoé:;ed.
: not yet

rird i R et e

of the questions in u;is section even
Skip this section

yn.

H

[(TTT Tl

&

In your opinion,

in tRe planning for

xtent were any sembers of the 1isted rolé groups

o

discussions, saking gecisions, of carrying out tasks related to the process?

(CIRCLE OME RESPOMSE ON EACH LINE)

CuarNING: This scale dst

-ldiffennt from rating form.

Teachers

Ip your opinion, how such influence did
major gecisions in the planning for implementa

or responding.

1ines

Kone Or ve

™o influgnce.

Some: Miy have had considerable input into decisfons, but was not 2
« , strong influence. - -

Other School-level staff

Superintendent/Asst. Supt. °
Ogher district-level staff
Princfgal/Asst. Principal

.
Y )
NS s
e
SF S
9% 0o
L%
el 02
)] 02
0l 02
)] 02
)] 02

actively involved

Jementation process--i.e,, to what extent did they participate in

% . & -
.g";‘ &‘?@ & ¥
L VI < 34
SEET 82 oF
s T8 Ty v TR
03 08 -1 -2 -3
03 o4 -1 -2 -3
03 0 & -2 -3
03 04, -1 2 -3 ™
3 0 -1 - -3

lMttle: Had 1ittle or no input into decisions, and little or

1.

A great deal:~ Strongly influenced the decisions; may have made the final

gecisions aione,

(CIRCLE OME RESPOMSE ON EACH LIKE)

-

a.
b.
c.
Teachers
€.

superintendent/Asst. Supt.
Other district-level staff
Principal/Asst. Principal

Other school-level staff

::?
& .
&
L
& F
o 02
0 02
o, 02
0 0
0 02

‘-« Throughout this section,
a particulsr role growp it this site;
Answer the question,

L]

-~

answer *not applicable® {f:
or {2) it is too eirly in the process t0

ey

& &
o™ ]

- Q‘-‘é’
03 -1
03 =1
03 -1
03 -1
03 -1

s

o
e
G
&2
a4
FEE
2 -3
<2 -3
-2 -3
a2 a3
-2 -3

{1) there were no menbers of

any .sezbers of the 1isted role ‘groups have over the
tion process? Use these definitions as quide-

- ol ot

— o

1

NN N TN

~ q) ~N NN

CARD 10].
{cont.)

33-34,35
36-37.38
39-40,41
42-43 .44
45-46 47

43-45,50
, 51-52,53
54-55,56

5728.9
60-61,62




groups towirds the local project during the planning for feplementation process? Use
these critaris as guidelines for Fesponding. * . -

Active oppotition: Takes steps to undermine or terminste project. Withholds
assistanca when requested, and may even divert profect resources to other , .-
activities.- Promates criticism or opposition to profect by dthers. If sttends
meetings, expresses strong reservations about profect as & whole,

Passive opposition: Shows unfavorable or skepticai attitude toward project.
. not protect project from critics. Gives assistance grudgingly, 1f attends
b .

meetings, expresses mildly negative attitude,
Passive support: Expresses favofadle awitude toward project, but does not

. take steps to assist or coordinate. May protect project from detractors, but.
ﬁes not go beyond passive defense. Promises assistince but rarely or never -

, 1{vers. If sttends meetings, does not participate in discussion.

Active Support: Encourages profect mesbers to do & good -Job and shows own
comitment. Actively responds to requests for assistance or resources. Defends
project before critics and helps 0 coordinate with other projects or personnel,
1f attends metings. participates in discussion and may even lead discussion,

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE On EACH um\ .
. Qq «
] P e
. § o F T <
* \'\Q \‘} .S‘ \e 1:}0( \"" (“ \(‘q $ ,‘.E.?
&f &F FSAEE Fo S $F
. . T O S &y S TR
3. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. . M 2 03 o 1 2 3
- b, Other district-levef staff o1 02 03 04 - -2 -3
“c. Principai/Asst, Principsl o e 03 M -1 2 -3
[ . d. ‘ Teachers of 02 03 o4 -1 2 - 3-
. ef Other school-level Staff 0l 02 03 -4 -1 -2 =3
- \ -
89, In r opiniona to what extent was the ficulty as & whole actively involved in the plinnin
for g 1mnuti'3¢\ process-¢ie., to what extent did the féculty as & whole participate o,
dTscussions, raking decisfons, of carrying out_tasks related to the process? . [UIRCLE OKE}
To litt‘. or no v o o 0 0 0 00 400 F ) o‘ L A A L R 0]
¢ "ro-suumtooooooo00.0-..0.00-0000-00000002 . N
’ TOlgﬁltuttﬂ oonooooo‘oboo0000-0000’0‘000° 03 ¥
'TOlVlrygﬂlt mtOOOOOO00-0010000000000000m
Iﬂsﬂng d.te-o L] & o & @ @ . ® & & & B & % 4 s 4 4 4 s s b= -‘
cm.f‘ictim d.u L) o‘o T R I I R I N T I T A S R T B I ) 0\0 = . "z
. kt 'w‘iub‘. - L A L L LI I T B I N ) °3
.. & -1 i
%. In {g optaton, hov mich influence d1d the ficulty a3 & whole have over the major decisions
i in the planning for {1apl taton process? .

LY

"IMPORTANT: _Use the same guidelines as for Question 87,

Y l—-‘ 'u

-

Monk or very 8@ .« ¢ ¢ v vt b s s s s b e s s s oo e, 0
AGrest CBBl o' u'e v v 4 s s s s s s s s s s e b e s saas +03
Rissing data .. . . . ’
Conflicting dats , . .
Mot spolcadle . . . .

——

R4 . . .
".38. 1n your opinion, what was the prevailing attitude ascung 311 oeeberg of the listed role

{cont.) .

N NN NN

-

-J—a—a—a-d

~




related to planning for implementation? (CIRCLE OME},

Missing data
Conflicting datd . + + o + & « = o o oss o s ¢ s
Mot applicable . . % .+ o« o

During the planning for implesentation stage, was there & formalty constituted group--other
than the faculty as 8 whole-—~specifically empowered to mike decisfons or carry ous tasks

4. In Ei-; opinfon; how such influence did this group have over decisfons in the -
planning for fsplementation process?  (CIRCLE ONE) .
) IMPORTANT: Use the same guidelines as for Question 87.
) Mone orvery 196210 &+« v o v u'e i e i e b et ... 0
sm-..-..-'----.‘.-.-........-- --no&
- Am!td!ﬂ-oo---.......-........._...o...03

L T
PO P
-

0-22,2%

MTMT_: The group should peet the following criteria: . . .

_— lt-.u't have & Jabel (although this may be informal). . . . CARD. 11

- It sust include at least two district or school staff. - (cont.)

- It must include at Teast one “potential isplenentor.” v, L

. ¥ -
Y“-n!--o-v------"--I--o--n-v--o-.-n---- 01 .12 12‘13|14
m.-...-.----.--....:-....-\--...-.-.-w

e L 3 m“imd‘u :-O-I-nl-.n.v-‘lll--vll‘-ll--l- -1 ’,‘
CoNPIICLIng datA - « e v v vt e v e bur s s s s s s e e =2
mt‘w“iuue -v-tn--o--’--n----n---n.---n-n-3 > -
,/ - SKIP 70 QUESTION %7
92. How many members of the §oup you describec “n Sécticn V1l were 2iso cecders of this group?

(CIRCLE OME) ° . )
m.‘---oo--n--n--.nn.---n-ntnn.nc‘q‘iﬁf-’01. 12 15'15.12 -
Fu(lesst’mam).................~...........02 N - he

. n501(20-491)................‘..............03 ,
e Alarge proportfon (50795}, o v v v v v s e a o n e e e B,
Allormt(ower&?‘l)..................’.,.......05 .
- - Rlssinqdau...'...........................-1 v
Conflicting datd « « o « o s o % s e s s s s oo s snan s 2 , *
. htlpp"ubll‘-..---.---.-.---.--.-.o---,----‘3 \ -- T .
3. In your opinfon, to what extent was this group actively involved in the plinning Tor -
. 16 ‘mﬁﬁ'ﬁfﬁ process—-1.¢., to Wt extent did 1ts mﬁﬁﬁﬂjﬁgﬁﬂgrog{iparnupate r

in discussions, making decisions, or carrying out tasks related to the process! . s T

(CIRCLE ONME) « |
To 1HEL1E OF M0 EXLRAL « « » s s = v v e csoannreanneoss O ) 12| 189,20 |
Tosuxelunt--.-d'.o----......-f:..--.....-. 02 ‘

" To & great extent P N O ‘ }
Toaury_grutexteat....................‘.’“."... ot . m |

> MISSING ALE « » = o » o e s s s e st acoranadensaneess =l
cgﬂnicﬂhgdlu-...--..-...-....-....-.f..--'2 '
mtlwuubl.--.--.--......-.-.... -v'-3" ~




- e

- A : . e . - ~ . - - » Ty D Zape—— - - Sk e amneoa o
P TR TP Y- SRS S SUGENP PR O Bre s e Fa e T AN e YA R E 1T, N3 Mo At oy L el
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95. On what 1avel was thil group organized and focused during the planning for implementation
snge?' CLE OME} ' .
. mss,choo!um'.‘..............._....... ..... 0 1 2| 24-25.26
SQnrnscboou.........................z'!?.oz ¥
The district a5 8 whol€ « = o ¢ v v o o o = s e s e s s v s s v --.03 .
.Mothnrltm..........................'.....04
'Hissinguu‘....,.....................' ..... -]
: _Conflieting data . .. voo i i e it n
NOT BPPYICABYE - « = o o o o e m m ot aenaaen e e e abea =3 S

o0 1|
I (contA)I

S 3

v 96. Was the principal or other school sdministrator a mecber of this group during, the planning for
lementation stage? (NOTE. Andwer “yes® if he/she was at least nozinally & T, EYER 1
Ezsm was not very active.)  {CIRCLE OKE) - .
- 1 [ ]

\ .
Y“ S a8 e W ey e .. ¢ == ’; a 8 &8 ¢ 8 @ a v B 8 ® % e = @ 01 1 2 27'28‘29
RO "o o o a = o¥c ¢ 5 2 8 8 w @ « 8 8 = 8 8 ¢ a a4 a 8 8 8 8 &8 a ¢ 4 = v @ 00

MSS"'@ d‘t' ® « 8 5 5 @ @ ¢t @ @ @ ..- " e -i- £ a 2a v s o v a8 8 2 a0 on -1 J'F
m']i‘t'ﬂg d.u e« 8 ¢ ® @ @ @ @ ® * @ . e 2 @ -.. L . L .2 -
Mot 3pPYfCaBIE o - e o s o - m st e e a e e mm e e e e e a3 ,ﬂ/‘

[T .

. - . . - . —

97. In your opinfon, to what extent were the school's planning for feplementation activities
congruent with sound gﬁhﬂ-sohin? practices? Use the oriteria listed in rart 1 of the \
Pesorandun on an “ideal- probles-solving mpdel.  (CIRCLE OKE)

Tolittleornoextent . . . . ¢ = ¢ c o = o = = B} 1 2] 30-31.32
Tosmutcnt..............»,.............02
TOlgf'tlthtthF--....\.............-......‘03’
Toaverygreat extent . . . -+ - -t 0 - - s s e a e aae o L. . 04
MiSSTng ol cca®e = oo b v e b e e - et e @ ‘ ~
AL [ L2 B :

Not applicablé . . . & 4 v v o - c T i h e a e e e e e =3

A
Please write the letter (from the mesorandus on an “ideal” problem-solving model) corre-
sponding to each criterion you feel was not ddequately met by the sthool's, planning for
implezantation activities. &

e = = 4 4 = =« 22 =&

-

In your cpinfon, to what extent were the school's planning for implementation activities

congruent with sound decision-saking practices? Use the criteria listed in Part 2
of the mesorandunm 00 an L"Ecml' probiea-solving model.  (CIRCLE ONE)

To NIt Or BO XLEAL + o v o o < s v s s s s aaae s enooan O « |1 2] 33-34,35
TO SO EXLEAL « = - o = - o s = o 2 o s c o 1@ o2 2.0 0 A\
TOB Great @xteNt o - o . 4 s . u s e aa e s aea s aaaaan 03 -
Toa very Great @xtent « o « v v« v 4 s s s s s e s aeaas e O4 *
Rissing data
_Conmcungau._.....,......,..\..........'..--z
¥ot applicadble . . . . . . ...

-----o-----.-----']

e

Please write the fetter (from the memorandum on an “ideal” probles-solving model) corre-
sponding to sach criterion you fee) was not adequately met by the school's planning for
fmolementation activities. i : \

. =
» " -

L X
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\nat s your assessment of the level of effort devoted to the school"s ghnnin? for
: implementstion activities by local school or district personnel? Use these criterid i3
gugcclims Tor responding, but eake & rough estimate 1f necessary.

I '
. Low: Less than 10 person-days . .o »
Madiom: 10 to 30 pe days p , .
High: over 30 person-day? ) . . ‘
L . (CIRCLE ONE) .. . . - ; ;
LOM « o« o v s wmmm e e e e R |
- M'm -’ * = * : : > @ ® = - L‘ * & & = - = * = . ® = ® o * . . - 02 -
“1gh ¢ = = o =, 0 Y : * 8 ® = @ @ = @ @ ® @ A @ 8 ® & =« +* g & & 2 4 @ @ 03 N *
: ml“ﬂg d‘u -« 8 & ® e u"- - 8 ® 8 # = 8 ® @ & @ & @& @ = @ ‘- * @ ® = = @ -l -
Conflicting datd . . . . ¢ o o ¢ o =« =« = = - e s e m e P .
- ht IPPI 1uble e« ¢ ®# ¢ & = & = &4 & = % & = @ @ o = * & @ & s ®= @ 8 P = @ '3 ,
X. ~IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS - ’ ‘
E [MPORTANT: If the product has not yet beén 1npimnud. skip to Question Y14 ® E
- . N -4
. :-v---‘- ----------------------------------- ---: ----------- mmtnnﬂammu—nmnm:
* IWPORTANT: The types Of activities to consider as part of the "implenentation process” ¢
¢ are vonitoring, avaluation, adainisgration, coordination, and group discussion--not s
' ? dctual use or Ainplmnution of the product. . H

FOUUPIPPRDPOROGReme R ERRRIES L bbbt b dededdeioksieiubdelaieinbeddniniakdddnialniiniaaky

k4
. 100. In your opinion, to what extent were iny members of the l{sted role groups actively involved
In 't at extent did they participate in Ei_si:lsfifgs. -

»

‘:a'krn& 5&%3!&:5. or carrying out tasks related to the process? . .
E-d
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE) * . . .
. o
" &h
. » " ] & “':- 4 _\(,
. LT ‘ g . £ S o < ]
< y [ N hd h
. WASMING: * This scalg 1s. -.:\" < -é;. ..°:§- :;." .;‘-S é‘:? -».-?:9
different ﬁ‘-c-“ntinf-fonn "°°<‘? 3 2 :@éo $§? Sy *Q 0
a. Superintendent/Asst.. Supt., o1 o2 03 o -1 -2 -3
b. Other district-level staff 01 02 03 04 - -2 -3 s:‘
. e, Principal/Asst. Principal . 0.2, 03 04 -1 2 -3 v
4. Teachers M TR 03 o4 -1 -2 -3
’ e. Dther school-level staff % o1 o0z 03 08 4 -2 o
¢ " ¢ i et
'&
L] - -
! . -
. a
: , i “
% - tﬂ. .
» ! B ’ ' e ' .
* Throughout this section, answer_"not applicible™ 1f: (1) there were no rerbers of
a particular role group at this site; or (2) 1t 1s too early in the process to
answer the guestion. . .
v . ; M *
e > -
. ’ -
. . = v . -
’ - ” ¢ (] L - *
) 30 80 L

1

Yt Gt et e o

2

NN NN

39-40,41,
£§2-43,44
45-45 47
48-49,50
§1-52,53
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Cwme i tha o TP, ATFas M h

VI
. 10, EJ odr opinfon, how much influnce did any members of the 1isted role groups have over the

or decisiéns in the ImpTenentation process? Use these definitions as guidelines for

¢-nspon11ng. ., n ' .
N * . - P 2 * /
Kone or very 1itfle: Had 1ittle or no input into decisions, and 1ittle or_ '
. no Influence. ' .
May have had considerable fnput into decisfons, but was not a
strong Anfluence. . . T ‘/ «
A great deal: Strongly influenced the decisfons; may have zade the final )
S decTsions alone. - . . ' . ’ .
¢ (CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE) | DR e - b L
] ’ - ~ ) < T O ’ \ i
¢ . i N e o - o & -
. 3 - & ) I
‘ B A ™S R0 1
. , -~ [ L~ g Py, - | -
( $& 4 ~§ &5 57 f8 (cont. }J”
2. Sucerintendent/Acst. Swot. 01 02 03 1 2 -3 12| 56-55.56
. b. Other districi-igvel siaff ol 02 0¥ . -1 2 -3 1 2|.57-58,%9
. c. Prigcipa!/fq{t. pPrincipal - ¢ \02 03 -1 -2 ~3 Vo2 '60-51 62
d. Teachers o1 02 0y -1 -2 -3 1 2] 63-64,65
e. .Other school-level staff 0 02 03 -1 -2 -3 < 1 2| 66-67,68

~ *
. E . .

. e ' N 3 .
102. In your opinfon, what was the prevailing attitude among all mechers of the 1isted role groups
towards the local project during the irplecentation process? Use these craterid as delinies

tfor responding. , — . ;
. i -
P Active opposition: Takes steps to underaine or terzinate projéct. _Withholds
. assistance when requested, and may even divert project resources to other activities,
Procotes criticism or opposition to project by others. If attends meetings, expresses
strong reservations about project as a whole. ' — .
- Passive opposition: Shows unfavoradle or skepticel attitude toward project. Does :
.not protect project from critics. Gives assistance grudgingly, 1f attends meetings,
_expresses sifldly hegative atgitude. . . J|
Passive sug%rt: Expresses favorable attitude toward project, but does not take 4 1
steps to assist or coordinate. My protect project from detractors, but does not |
*  go beyond passive defense. Promises assistance but rarely or never delivers. 1f |
attends peetings, does not participate in discussion. ' . . |
Active suppers. Encourages project meshers to do 3 9ood Job and shows cwn com=itment. |
- Rctively resPonds to requests for sssistance or resourfilS.. Defends project before . ‘
critics and helps to coordinate with other projects ‘or personnel. 1f attends . |
neetings, participates in discuision and may even lead discussion. - e -
" (CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH'LINE) - . -, ' : N ‘
. r - ' N (9; + I
- S & <& ¥ . |
=8 . - ) |
< & & . 5 4 .
. ' Sé? P 8 $§ S8 oF “Hearo 12 ;
- el & ol g |
‘ \ !"Qq.qvaqd’ & &S _i;’é.' §b;- £g8 J i
* b L) A = * |
3. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.’ - 0l 02 03 o4 -1 -\2/ -3 1 2 {s-10,11 i
LA
b, Other district-level staff . 00 ‘02 03 04 -1 -2 -3 b2 |izeizae T
¢.. Prindipal/Asst. Principal = 0L 02 03 0% ~ -2 -3 V2|16
'd. Teachers o 00 02 0 08 -1 -2 -3 F o2 |18:19.20 .
. ¢. Other school-lavel staff oy . o 03 o4 -1 -2 -3 1 2 |a-2,23 =~
- - 4
. , \ N ’ - ; ’
" -~ ’ , . .
* . o ' - : R
» . LY

= "._,_l ‘ 31 ) 81 . . = - ;
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.103. In {o_ul;op;nion. to whaz extent was the faculty as o whole actively fnvolved in thi” y chro 12

| # SrEntation Drocess--1.e., to what extent did the faculty as a.whole participats in (cont.)
g, scyssions, maxing decisions, or Carrying out tasks related to the process?  {CIRCLE ONE) '

70 LI OF DO EXAL « < v < s v v et e mneanncnrsecsa : 41 2| s

TOSOME EXLRAL - = o o g o e c e e s m s s acngansanrnsas R . ’

s
i

J'h\

.

" Toagrestexteht ... ... c.e o B “.. 93 . ,
Toavery,gnat*qunt.’.....................a...J-t ' .
'Mssing,.dau...'....’.............r..........-'I N .
Conﬂicf.higdau......................“..\....-2 ; -

y : S | -

.‘ Nt?””ﬂble.....-.-:.’..-.....'--....

— »

r :_ 104, ln%opinim.houmch {nfluence did the faculty 3s a whole have over the major decisions
. in implesmntation process?  (CIRCLE w'ﬂ—"_— : c.
Kok of Yy, JIEIE - « s ate et e e ap e faa s O 1 2§ 27-28,297 °
L A PP+ ’ . T
. [ ] [
b Agmt“‘l:?{---‘b:’---------- ..'-.....--..'.03 - - N ' *
MISSING BAB8 . cp b s e s e e e e 3
Conflicting data . v - v e« o v v oo

4 Mot applicable-a o o v o 2Tiaun e s

P
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e« & W § &2 2 w ® & ®§ = @
-
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105. Ouring the implementation stage, was therd a formally constituted group--other than the
faculty as 3 whole--specificilly empowered to maxe decisions or carry out tasxs related to
implesentation?  (CIRCLE ONE) .

. | IMPORTANT: The group should meet the following cfiteria: *

-

- It pust have a 1abal (a1though this say be informal). .o o "
= It must include at Teast two gistrict or school staff. . . -~

J It myst ipclude at least one "potential ieplementor.” . A B

- ) h - - »

Jd m°,m 1 2] 30-31,32
-m‘-i-------\-o‘-.--.- ----.-:-----‘-.-.-.-m ’

. e o
|
-

.-.-....-.-.--.....-2. ., -
..--..-:-..-..--.-.-"3 ./‘- b \b
‘ SKIP TO QUESTION 11T . .

106.. How miny of the group you cescribed in Section IX were 2150 mezbers of this group?
5 {CIRCLE ONE) . - : .
P PPIPIP B 12| 338,
¢ . Few (less than 208) .. .. e e e av02 o
‘ C e (2049%). £ . e i it e e ae g e 03 .
F : A large proportion {50-791), P G L : A
.. Anoriost(on;'aozl... R )
{ Mssinguu....;..........................-l \
ConfITcting datd . & sree - = o s o v ¢ s 0 0w w3
’ --l?tapplié:bh.qr...'..................

) MiSSINg OOt . v anea i p o o
. Conflfctingdats . . .« 0 -«

Mot applicable .. v v n e . n .
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107. In your opinfon, to what extent +¥as this group actively fnvolved in the 1gglmenta¥1on‘
¢ ! rocess--j.t.. to wat extent dif fts menbars, act na as a group, partic ﬁ in discussions,
. . raking decisionyyor carrying out tasks rglated to the process {CIRCLE }

4 - .\ * . - . L~
110. Was the priacipal or other school agzintstritor a mesber of this group during the
© implementztion stage? (NOTE: Answer “yes® {f he/she was at least nowinally a menber, even

Y o 1f hefshe wis not ven‘aui«:‘.\') (CIRCLE 2015) . e
\/ -~y - . b r ‘ et .. ., .
. v Y.s e s s e P I ) F ® s 8 8 s = = *» 8 s s 8 w = o= 0‘ N *
[} -~ E - -
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. ."1::{“9 dltl L L : - 5 5 o. - ® . .‘- LI .\- -,o - -l .
Conflféting data” . . .7 . = o v o o v - - [ a2
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JTo s great axtefit . . L gs f o s St s e o 0 ¢ -
s To a very gr:a't'ixtent ...... U W I T : O .
% I ~ L . . - . . N
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. "=.% Conflfetingdata ... ... .. s e e e e e e, PN -2
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108. In ¥our opinions how much influence did this group have over the major decisions in the .
jipplementation process? .- {CIRCLE OXE) . . .
o 7 IMPORTANT: Usq the same guidelines.as tbr Question 101. - . AN - T
y None or yery 1ittle . .7 v o oo o oo e e e e e . T
B‘\ - “Sc"'e.}.. /: ..... , ~~ - . o . :{..-
- Agreat dedi . . . O me oo 0 s ot L T T
Y., Mssigdata o ...l ‘g T A S . .
: ~ Conflicting datd . o .« - - o 0 x g o s PP e e e e e
v ~Hotapplicable_.......’.".{........., ....... . .
2T, e . .
4 . . " [ ‘e
i « 109. On what level was this group organizosd and focu/ssed during the icplementation sugA
_ {CIacLE TAE) . .. —~
- . - “u .L . , - B | ’ P
. This school alose . ; V. . . I S I ... .. N o1 -
. -~, Severalschool‘s.._._..'.' ..... ........,."...........'02" VR
. . Thedistrictajaﬂbie.........,...'.....'r...:......'OJ -
k. - - L n -
. Anot T3 T T I R R P .. .08 .
s other level, 3 & g, ’b . .t
,nii;ingdau...;.’,:._. ...... .'.'.....-l - .
. Chflfcting data . - - - - - g SO LI I
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To soce extent . .« . .
» To a great extent . .
To a very great extent

. {CIRCLE, OKE)

extant o . .

« » ®» = & » ®

Missing atd . o - - o - %+

PGl )

o

5 -

. ConfMcting data . . .

-

-

r opinion, to whit extent were the schodl's §
practices? Use the critéria

als & a @«

-1

whf e R

Nofl,pp“ﬂbl‘-.-..-.-...-....

»
« » 8 0

Plesse write the letter {froa the mesorindum ot an "ideal”
sponding to exch criterion you feel wis not ddequately met

e aws- 3

problen-solving model} corre-
by the schoolis implementation

na.

- activities, . -

-
-

' ~

- -

In your opinion, 20 what =vrei, were the a,hoe‘l':
$ound
on an

eaT™ problen-solving model.  (CIRCLE OKE)

To 1ittle or no g;:tent-. . e .
To some extent

v Toagreatextent ~. s o 6 s 0 me ..

To a verrgreat extent . . . . . . - «
Missing data . . .’
“Con€iféting datd « - . - . - . . -
Mot applicable’. . . . .. . - .

* -

f.plement2e-o- sctivities congruent with

group declsion-cakln% practices? Use the criteria Tisted in Part 2 of the memorahdum

3 v
Ed

Please write the letter (frca the memorandua on an “fdeal”

pmblem:snlvina model) corre-

sponding to each criterion you feel wis not adequately met by

activities. .

* .

- 11,

>

-
™

-

a

the school's icplecentation

]
.

[

-
»

What-is ME assesszent of the level of effort devoted™\to the school's irplementation
activities by local school or dTstrict personnel? Use these criteris as quidelines for

responging, but make a rough estimate if necessary.

8

Low:

less than 10 person-days

Mediua: 10 $o 30 person-ddYs

.
N ’-
~

High: over 20 persc‘n-days.
{CIRCLE ONE)
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-----.ﬁ'n
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Missing at . .
Conflicting.datd . - -+ « 3 » - -
Kot applicable . .-+ o v o o« o
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X1 INTERMAL STMATEGIES ANO TACTICS .. -~ ..
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. - . CARD 1
114, Were any schogl staff provided training $n group process, problem-solving, or decision-eaking ! 2

+gki1ls #nd techniques? {CIRCLE OHE) {cont. )

-

- ’ '

> %"."....,’...--...V.._.‘l..--‘ ---‘.i'- '. N 57'58.59

.‘h\ro---------‘u------- o‘--."- « * = o @ -

-

m\sslngdau B S T L TR R SRR L
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CONTTICING QLD - v v o s v Te e e e me e e e e

.. . - - / . t . R ’ ) .

115. In your opinfon, was there at leist one individual, at the school“br district level, who was
a strong and effective 'ingmal change dgent” for this schogl--i.2., was there dnyone who

sort of took charge, kept things coving, resolved minor probleas, and was able o whip up
rotivation amoung'the staff?  (CIRCLE .OHE)
. v

.
L1 T I I I T o0,
.
-
m.no;-.o--.- s » & o= a I ™ 4 @& & o = a = @« -.m

ﬂiSSfﬂQldl{l - W e s s e wn . - e e e s .o =1
Conflicting data R R | I
SXI1P TO QUESTION 17

A e o e —————

116, , What type o'f_ 1Mividp—al servéd as the “intermal thangé agent® for this scnhool? (NMOTE. There
g2y have been vore than one, but probably no more than three.)
{EMTER A =1° IF AX INDIVIDUAL THE CATEGQRY SERVED AS AN “INTERNAL CHANGE- AGENT™ AND A
*0* IF MOT. ENTER "~1" ONMLY IF THERE 15 MO INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION. 1IN THAT
CASE, ENTER "<1" ONM ALL LIKES a-f.) . . .
¢ ¢ .

3. Superintendent/ASSt. SUPt. s o b 4 4 e s s e @ maTa B e ne s ool ) 63-64,65
Other district-level Staff . . o o o« « cmpes o ==+ oo ¥, . 66-67,68
rincipal/ZAsst. Principal . o L 4. e oo e oo ‘ s9-to,n.
T S S 72-73,74
.Dther school-Jevel STAff - . . v % v @ oo oo a e m e . ) 75-76,77

Othér (please specify): { ’ - 78-79,80

- ’ ~ . P . a .

. In your opinfon, was there any group which served as a strong and effective “internal change
agent team® for this school--i.e., was there iny group which, a5 & unit, sort af took charge, \

)
i Y ~ w - . et
~ - -~ e r—— B T oy PR — -

ept things ing, resolved minor protless, and was able t.whip up sotivetion a=oung the
staff? (XOTE. Thiw group may have existed in gddition to or 1nstu% of individual “"internal
change agents.”)  {CIRCLE ONE), -

16-'.0------.--1- -.--'----Ol

h..-..a....... -----o-’-m

Nissing datd .+ oo . v g BN EETER

Cwnin‘f}y d‘.u '- - o a o = ’ = &« &« a = @ ’I . -z
: ) ’ sk1P TO QUESTION 119
- - .‘. R L] - . Al ) ) )" )
mﬂﬂxm formally established or powered 0 make decisi&i(s of carry out tasks related
project?  (CIRCLE ONE) | ' AR . .

,l‘tss.....:,......... ,'Q-OI LF_\

-

Mgsing dats . ... .. ..'.,..'.....>\\..,....'-‘I
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Conflicting dats - o & o o » - S T e
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EXTERNAL STRATEGIES ANO TACTICS Coe

Al 5
» " e . L »
¢ IMPORTANT: 1f there has been any turnover in linking agents, answer these questfons ¢
@ ¢ as if they were the sive indfvidual. However, if the "1inking agents behaved very -4
? differently on 2 particular ften, snswer it only for the linker whose tenure over- »
* lapped with the school's participation the longest. ‘ -
:titt‘t"'iiftiffi'ittii'iiitf'tt"i’ Qtt‘t!!ittt"t't'ft't"ttt'ft'f"‘ttz

ng.

:'tii“iiﬁii""’i"ii‘t’q
* IMPORTANT: Each and every site in the progran had a linker sssigned to it. Just
2 because a linker had no contsft wi site (this happens fn & few cases) fs no
* reason to drk these questions “not applicable.” .

-
b e s aaaaaaaaaad e taa s aaa s s gs s byl

* - »

<

-

In q_g opinfon, to what extent has, the 1inking agent performed the following services or
funw for this school? . -

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE OR EACH LINE)

. . "
" < . & o
- ) » . ~P.§$ 54 tﬁ}! * Qb‘: -
L - - b ] N !
:?i!;ib:. }his sca:e ii A 5;5. “i\, N ;S‘o’ &
ersnt froa rating form. §F L - :
’ S F oF o & S8
a. Observing/documenting act{vities ) 02 03 K -2
b. ‘Orienting school staff to the
ROU project 01 02 03 o4 -] B -2
c. Proiiding' (not arranging for) -~ L
training in’ probles solving or ' <
s group process 5 01 o2 03 04 -1 -2
d. Providing (not arranging for) ~ .
.r tradining fm a curricular arst 1)) 1] 03 =1 -2 A
¢. Facilitating the group process-—- -
. e.9., resolving conflfcts,
"« ", guidind discussions, helping to ‘
set goals -0 02 03 o =1 -2
. f. Coordinating/lining up resources . .. L.
. (huan or saterfal 0l 02 03 04 -1 - =2
* § g. Providing expert counsel/Cechnical .
assistance related to: ¢ LN " -
' - Ofagnosing the problea : 0 02 03 04 -1 -2
= Assessing the match between ' M
fnnovations and probless 0 02 03 .04 -1 <2 -
- IspYementing an frnovation ) 0 02 03 '304 A | -2
' - Evalusting solution frple-
rentition or effectiveness al 02 03 o4 -1 -2
h. Providing assistance such as ) .
‘;Regvluing, helping with | . N
. proposals, etc, ) I 03 o 1% o S
4. Serving as a cosmunfcations 1ink7 - ..
11aison between. school and projgct (+) Rl 03 o4 -1 -2
"‘~\ . 2 * .
j\b - N r - . ~
A ) :f"'iitt1?"t*‘iii"f""f‘tttt?ifftl"?‘i.i‘f’i“.1‘!“0'1'111""1;""*f"iii"i:
* THPORTANT: For Questions 120-122, answer "not applicable” if the particylar H
¥ gtage had not been redched, Algo Inswer “not applicable” for Question 121, §f &
i 7 thare werd no meetings. Lt 4
:‘0""‘1'1111""1"‘."ti?1'i'1".'*’*"""'.110‘*"Qti"'0"""*"0""""*"‘:
’ -? Y '
[ ]
. . - ) L a ™~
L] 4 4 * . - ~ ' .
A . : . N
3 : . . h
LS . ’ s .
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Lol o 0] e ol aaaand oyt iy sy, )
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cAD 13
(cont. )

+
15-16,17.

18-19,20

21-22,23

28-25,26

27-28.29

30@1.32

33-38,35

‘e,

35'37.33
39-40,8177

82-43,44

45-45,47 .

48-49,30
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120. How frequmt wers-the X{U-rzlated face-to-face contacts batween the linking sgant and thn
. school during eich stage of the prodles-soTving process? » , .
' @® .
(CIRCLE OME I-Em O EACH LIKE) . (',‘4 -
. S & vy Ly ER
’ - . o f ° j' & o & 4 \‘9
: N R A I S * A
3 SE FF & & &"j’ S L F
vt - ’ e ¢ P ol ~
X MO IR Sl SE g E
» - » ‘
: t. Problem identification 01 N\ o2 03 o4 05 -l o2 -3
b. Solution selection T . 0N @ 03 05 - <2 -3
¢. Planaing for inplesentation 0 o) 03 04 0s L -2 -3
d. Isplesentation 0l (or ) 03- o4 0s -1 -2 -3

121.

ks

122,
®

Kl

123.

4

fhat proportion of the meetings of the decision-raking grw]; were attended by the linking
agent during each stage? . .
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE OM E€ACH LINE) - <i§’ ¥
. - i e NN S
: e S &
o\ S - '
b & L
o oy, A3
L &l xS R S EF
. » ., ”~ — -
a. Prodlen identification * o0+ 03 o 05 -1 & 3
*b. . Solution selection N1 ° 02 03 ' 0 05 -1 -2 -3y
¢. Planning for implexentation )] for) 03 o4 05 -1 -2 -3
d. [aplug_nutinn 0 o2 03 o4 0s -1« =2 -3

- »
¥

In general, how much influence do you feel the linking agenl’.

schoal during each stige? Use these definitions as guidelines f responding.

Mone or very little; Had little or no input into decisisns, md little or ¢
. no influence.
Some: May have had considerable 1npul’. into decisions, tut was mpt 2 <, .
Strong influence.
A _great deal: Strongly influenced the decisions; say have ude the fim]
E'c%hions alone. » .

(CIRCLE OME RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)

over decisions made by the

g '

- * . &
l NP ] (Q¥/ c? *?r’
R * o & y
. N » « o 34
’ \ e > éﬁ\ é:‘ d§2? 9.:
o S P AP o8 :
3. Prebled fdentification 0 @ 0, 1 -2 -3
b. Solution selectiond” L - R R 2 S
€. Plamning fm: {mplesentation / 0 @ 03 -] -2 -3 )
- d. Isplementation o e o . 2 3
' . ) Ty
% opin 0, which of the fellowing nsponses best dcscri s the role the linker
ass in hig/her deddings with this'school?  (CIRLLE ONE .

Nond{rective responders The linkér reacted to the initiative of D
the sita, letting '& systen draw ypon hiulnr atits wmspeed. . . .. 01 .
Indirect stmctum- The linker was active behind the sctm.

[ tion to increase the 1ikelihood of success,
but ger.tini the uhool grow to assuce responsibility for the
profect. in public, the linkcr was ysually a nonparticipant ¢ .
. obdmcrcrpusinparﬂq»ur......................02
t_intérvenor: The linker wit heav volved in-the local
rts 2sSumed 'direct leadership of the process. He/she . P
us Ty initfated acr.ivmus. chaired meet + and followed up "
on Metafls, while the sité nsr.nonded ina PASSIVE Y. o o & « + o » 03
m"ﬂ"an'l..oooo.loooc‘ool..ooooo.l."']‘
mﬂmiu‘.uooooolooloo'iooq‘lo.‘u. .ooq.ll‘z

» . L

-t ot b
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Icmo 13

{cont.)
51-52,53
5"55.56
§7-58,59

63-64,65
66-67.68
£9-70,71
72-73,74

CARD 14

L 9-10,11
12-13,14°
15-16,1%
18-19,20

21-.2

o

60-61,62
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.lzl. In your opinfca, which of the following responses best describes the 1inker's relationship
wi individual who played thé role of *internal chinge agent® for this school? (See
Guestion 116 above,)  (CIRCLE OKE} .

The tinker and the internsl dung'i agent had 11tt1€ contact
Uimmmmr...;..u...-....-.Q--.--..--.0]

_The Tinker and the internal change agent had 2 conflicting . *
/ or competitive nlati.onshlp.: their roles were not cwp]m}uury. e RO .
[

The Vinker supported the'work of .the internal change agent; the

faternal change agent took a more active coordinating role thin ~ ! - ‘\F’ T

the 1IAKEE = 4 o o + o s e 2 e o o 82 s oo = ¢ 8 0 s s 1 r x et & oo 1x]

The internal change agent supportid the work of the linker;

the fatermi] change agent took a less active coordinating role

thlnthl"ﬂklr .....‘...--oo..ooo.‘-uoo.---.a ok
. “The 1iaker and the internal-change agent worked closely as 2 team; /

they were ¢qually active in géordinating the project in this school. . . 0F

L I 1Y 7 S T O L LI RN e n =l
Confiicting date « « = « . . e e Y e L2
. Kot applicadle, there was no qfe.who played the role of o
“interns] change agent® for thls SChoOY. « & v o s @ o = 8 w e -3
”»~ ’ . x,
XIIi, PROCESS OUTCOMES . S . o

., . .

L] " L] - -
125, According %o school personnel, how Trqgr%nt was the 1inking agent In helping th 1001 to
L ] \ N

1 -
accemplish {ts problem-solving activities (CIRCLE ONE) /

VARNING: This scale i3, .
differeat froo rating form.

”

notatcll‘ornotnryi rtant ..-..................Ol

x.*

Somewhat IEOOTTANB o .« Ne o = ¢ s o n s e s e e e ....@02_
Iportant .o’ v o o - e e s e e e P 1 X )
™ Very teportant .. . . . e T
-Mssﬁrfgdlu P R R R R -.. £ R

......-......--.,.--.-...-..-Z

Conflict

126. Overall, hov satiffied were sesbers
or support provided by the 1inking agent?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LIKE) v '
4 »
- < &
. & ¢ ~ A - ~&
SFe & SFe & &
rl - b -~ My » by ) " o
P A9 & Q'Q? o » W §i? *pé"‘
. . & ‘\s” 4\&- ‘\o{' 'l‘bt C. T8
’ L]
a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. oo g o N
d. Other district-level staff )| 0z, 03 ™ )| -2 -3
¢. Principal/Asst. Principal o o2 030 OF "1 w2 3.
d. Teachers involved in ROU oo 62 03, O4 -1 -z -3
" a. Unidentified” * oF 02 93 o8 -1 <2 -3
. . . L~ - [ T N * [
LY - ¥
o ‘ . ) *
. ' r + P

/. *For Questions 126-128, answer “not’ applicable® {f the {adividual (s) had 3o 11ttle
knovledge of the liaker, knowledge bise. or process that no opinion was possidle. Also
snswr “pot ap:n‘iabh' 1f there werd ro memders of the role group at this site. ‘j .

.' . Y

. (-

- -

: t ' ] . .
e N . . 3388 ‘ :

of the 115ted role groups with the assistance, ‘nrvices."

4L

1t

c}

- ot ol b b

2
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33-34,35
36-37,18
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| . 127.

..
" .To.agmtelmt---o-o------o.hoo--oo--o---
-

"-

Overall, how satisfied were members of the Visted role groups with the assistance, services,

or sygsort.provided by the knowledge base? | _ . .
(CIRCLE ONE iﬁmsa O EACH LIKE) ,
) L Oy ) .
* . XA . & N3 <
: - $F 4 & &Fe & .F
~8 F& 2+ & v & - ¥
- y . > 0 S 08 HF Fo FE
k_* S & ké fg < «
a. Superintendedt/Asst, Supt. - 02 o3 o4 | -2 =3
b. Other district-Tevel staff o o 13 o a1 2
c.. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 02 ©Q =] -2 -3
d. Teachers involved in RDU ' 01 02 03 o4 =1 -2 -3 .
- + . Unidentiffed - ’ - 01 6 0 o8 - . -7 -3
- - 'y ) 3 ) ‘ '
128, Overdll, how satis{ied are mexbers of the 1isted role groups with the process they went
Y through==i.c.7 thE $12o5 that were Laxen and how oszazfons wers maces,
{CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE O EACH LINE) B
- v -
il g % S
5 — . — o - I - - e — A 2 8 .1.;' ' oy _S‘...-a [
o ‘?t:? 5" ,é‘ .;é:-'\—" s & $
. -~ * L5 b o < .
N . . 0 ® € o o e Fo & &
. . Vg S& S& K T Sy UF
. .8 Superintendent/Asst. Supt. 01 w, o0 o4 -1 «2 . =3
, b. Other districteleve] staff 01 02 03 * ™4 =] -2 -3
*e . Principal/Asst. Principal )] @ 0 o4 <1 -2 -3
» A
. Teachers favolved o™MOU 00 ‘02 03 08 -1 -2 -3
) * v -Unidentified ) o 2 8 o a1 -2 -2
¥
N 1
. 129. In @ opinion, how differsnt was this process from the school’s previous attempts to solve
|« prodleas or ta adopt ew Prograas or materfals?  (CIRCLE (KE) .
STOTILL1R Or PO EXLERL . o o v o S v v o Do 0 e s o s e v n nw s
Jﬂ -,Tosmumtooco.oo-ohoooo--joo.o.-o-..-o -

.To a ;'ery great extent . .. P vt 8 8 e s s st b s e
Missingdata = . .o o o Mo
,Cbhﬂitﬁﬂg d‘u ® ¢ 8 & STE % 2 & & & % &' o % . ® ¢ x & 5 oo @ ; . w o+, -2

LIV ]
1

® ® & & 2 % & 3 3 %t & m,.x = & & 8 ¢ 5 & O '1

-

- . - ‘ .
130. Looking at the five statements below, choose the one statement that best describes the extent

.l' Unnlnp]l.nstocfcitiﬂth'ﬁlm-.-...........’o..05‘

to which this school has subsequently used the same process to deal with other school prob-
Tems, (CIRCLE ONE) : \

They are repeating (or Mave ‘repeated) this process to solve at least . .
one Other Problem in ehe SEH00] « ¢ o v ¢ « s a e g o s e ao o oo oo 0l

They are adopting {or have adopted) some parts of the process to =
solvenmtheqprobluilmesmool............‘.......02 .

They have not used the process to solve andthér problem, but.they ’
are planning defénitely touseft Inthe future . .o L o 0 v v 0 o v v a3

They have not used the process %o solve another prodlem, but they !
problb'lyuﬂlinthfutuﬂ-..-..oo....‘....‘..o..om

It 13 unclear whether they have uséd the process aghin or whether  *

“iss'm“u ooo.o-¢o°¢oo¢o-tooocooooz'oo.-ooo'l *
’Cmf"Ct'ﬂgdlu ......-....._.-o--.a.......c-uo."z

f x

[ ]
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.31. Ovgrall, what are the current attitudes of the 1isted role groups toward the school’s -,
participation in the RDJ project? ~
(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)
N . O - *
- - = v
¥ < N “ . \-i." :a.‘ ~ ‘:,:4.‘ - \*e ‘s{g’ .i\':‘ * éa
. < < Fad < RO T\ "
& » & ‘§§£; o WNF 5D o
a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. o0 0z 0 o4 05 .-1 -2 -3 1.2
b. Other district-level staff = 01 02 01, o4 05 =1 -2 -3 1 2
c. PrincipalfAsst. Principel o1 o0z O3 o4 05 )] -2 3 12
4, Teichers irivolved n ROU o o2 b3 o 05 Y2 -3 o2
‘e. Teachers in general o’ 02 -03° o0& 05 1T -2 -3 12
v+ ' f. Unidentified 0l 0, ©3 o4 05 - -2 " -3 i R
v .4 ) '
$32. 1n your opinion, to what c.lént 41d the tescners =i were faveivea tn RDU at the school
regarg this effort as a special *project”--1.e., socething out of the ordinary? (CIRCLE OME} °
S . — Fo 1{tL}R . OF. 00 BXLEAR & <y o s = = = =« st e T et e e ) I V2
Tosome eXtfnt . . o Lo aa e e e IPIPR P "
To a great extent . . . . . I e ve., 03
- o
. To avery gredt extent . . . < < .« @ - e e eemmme e s m e 04 i
] MisSIng datd . . o w oo e e e e e e P 1 .
. Conflicting datd . « « < = « <« o & « « o - T -2
. ." - " - ', »-° .
133. In your opinfon, torwhat extent did the teichers who were favolved in RDU at, the school ot
understand that this effort was part of a larger prograa at the state or national level? I©
(CIRCLE Ofﬁ) : . b,
To 1ittleor noextent - - « « « « « = G 1| 12
Tosome extent . . < . .- - .- st e e ee e 0z, ’
Toagreat extent . . . . . .- e e g e e e R 1 X .
- *q
Tos verygreat extente. v - - <% - - - - e s A e s - - o4
Missing datd . . . « « - - < -« .- o a o o a = o !
Confifcting data o « « « « « - « T S 2 ¢ =
- > . * * - LY I
134, In your opinion, to mtiuunt did the teachers vho were involved in RDU at'the school
b4 understand what’thgy were expected to do and why?  (CIRCLE ONE) .
To little or no extent . oo o oo v o o xc v - - e e e aae 01 122
To'stme extant . o < « « =+ <« @ o= E.;.. ...... e eea. @ :
Toagreat extent . . . . 2 .. e oa e s oeeee e Tae e ety . . . 03 .
Toawary great extent . o - . . o . o ele e == e e e e os e . 04 . .
C N RESSINGAtE b . e w v e e e e e e e I L .
.t B
. Confiicting datd o o o < o < s o s s s o an s oy oo s el . =2 .
. P . [ ]
- L) L ]
—_— s 1 .
* - ”» * r . ot ¢ L »
N . - 1] . ] . ”
x - . / . N
\ * faswar "rot applicable” {f the individual(s) had 10 little knowlédge of the project .
that no opinfon was possible. Also answer ’not applicable™ {if therd were no Denbers
. . of the role group at this site. . . T
- ¢ —_ s L]
of ‘ o . 40 90 \
. — ‘e .D . " .
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’.-’. ALV, ORGANSZATSONAL OUTCOMES™ AND OUTCOMES FOR PARTICIPATING, STAFF -
Y
T1350 what is y_t;aur assessment of the ways in which the following characteristics ¢f the school have
chinged 3% 4 result of the school's involvesent in, the RIU proj . ? .
- *
. {CIRCLE OME RESPONSE OM EACK LINE) <y . . °
[ = & ) .
' ' x v . o
‘ : : N R R
; ; ‘ . £5€$ tg?f;, & ‘égp;f AL ¥ &
L)
N Iy ¥ &g Fo Fe
. S§ G S g g 8§ S
< a. Staff knowledge of .
problem-solving practices v))| 02 Q v ] 0S5 =1 -2
' b. Staff awareness and acceptance .
of RED products o0 o2 03, 04 05 -1 -2
¢. Puptl perforsunce and behavior 1)) 0z 03 o4 08 - -1 -2
L, 9. Teacrrr soriis . S T A L
e. Frequency df interstaff N ’
cocrynication 0 0z 03 04 05 =1 -2,
) + _f. Corriculus and/or materials o o2 03 08 05 -1 =2
g2 Teaching methodologies 0l 02 03 04 05 -1 -2
h. Organizational structure 0 02 03. 04 05 L4
i. Teacner participation ) , " a ] .
. in decision-raking . 01«02 03 0l 0s -1 =2
o §o School‘s image in the district o o2 0 o0 05 - R S
"I' k. Severity or scope of the probles 0" 02 03 o4 05 -1 -2
» 1. Wse of specialists . ‘o1 02 03 o8 05 -1 -2
-« . Coreunity or parent inyolyement - 0 02 (X} o4 05 -1 -2,
n. Clafsroom organization d )
or manigesent . 0 02 03 o4 05 -1 -2
o. , Other (specify}): : y : g -
-‘* . -~ ’ . _
. . m o0z 03 .04 05 “-1— -2
- . * —
- - - g * .
b 1 . L ] [
. ‘ _ s
A ) . N
- a L]
- * ' ;
. 'y )
- e . . -
-:. ’ te . ) ' -~ i »
) . s 3,
' . R . " : » .
I3 7 » ’ ’ ' . ‘
o . o
. . . . ) ‘ . : ) . ' .
N . s ! : :
. »hy e - 91 4 ‘ - [
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FEDACNO:S47 =~
Expiration Date: Aug. 30, 1980

~~[LINKING R&D WITH SCHOOLS

* A Study of the R&D Utilization Program
. Teacher Questionnaire

* Fall 1979 .

Dear Educator: ) * .

vour school has recently Been part of a nation-wide p‘rogram sponsored by the National
Instiute of Education. The prog-2m s caliea tne Kesearcn and Development Utiljzation
(RDU) program, although you may know it as the Floridd Linkage System (FLS). An
important part of thligrogram was to he{p teachers and administrators clarify and solve
focal problems more sffectively. A major feature of the program jn most schools was thg
involvement of a local planning team or steering committee composed of teachers and
adrministrators. This team frequently worked with an d * to identify a
particular problem in basic skills and then to select and implement one or im rche
based programs or materials** to solve it.

z .

One goal of the Nmonzl_lnsiitme of Education insupporting the program was to learn
more about the local school improvement pr es$ and the role that externally developed
materials can play in making it morfe cffectiv?fTo this end, Abt Associates Ing,, a private
social research firm, was awarded'a tontract to conduct a study of the RDU prpgram

+* L

A majot source of information for our s{udy is a survey of principals and a sample of
teachers at each school which has participated in the program. We are asking you to com-
plete a questionnaire this one time, providing information which will contribute to a better
understanding of the oeeds and successes of schools 2s they attempt to solve l3cally de-
fined problems. It will take approximately 30, minutes to complete this questionnaire,
. -which you may then return directly to us in the enclosed postage paid envelope, The in-
* fotmation on the inside cover of the questionnaire provides further details on the pro-
cedures we use to protect the confidentiality of all data we collect.
We would like to thank you in advance for your cooperation in helping us to learn about
the RDU program in your school. o

A . =

T Sincerely, o
. 5 e ‘ P ‘..\. )
T “Karen Seashore Louis, Ph.D. to
# N : ?/ Project Director -

v .. y
*According ta our records, the Ijnking agent who worked with your school was
. . e .

0 L - _
. #%Qur records indicate that your school adopted the following research-based program or materials
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Abt Associates In¢., an applizd social research firm, has g’eenvtmployed
by it Natizza' Imstiate of Ddui-iion to conduct a Study of the R&D
Utinzation Program. The information that you provide will contribute  +
to a better understanding of how the problem solving process works in
schools and the role that externally developed programs and materials
can'play. :
Please be assured that your participation in this study is entirely volun-
*tary. Although we urge You to complete the questionnaire in the inter.
ests-of the study, your participation of non-participation will inno way
affect your standigig or your employment in the school. No memiger.of
the school district Will have access to your responses at any time. To
protect your anofymity your name does not appear on the question-
naire. The number on the lower right-hand corner of the cover is used
to record the receipt of your questionnaire. No information about any
individual respondent will be identified by her/his name or be identifi-
able in any reports published by Abt Associates.
All reports we compile will combine your answers with those of other
professiona! personnel s as to respect your privacy and the confidenti-
ality of the data you have given us. You may, of course, omit any
questions which you consider to be objectionable, Your answers to all
questions will be placed on a computsg tape withdut your name, along
with answers of other retpondents,

* Data being collected under authority of Section 405(b) (2) of the Gen-
- era} Education Provisions Act, as amended, 20 USC 1221¢(b) (2).
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School Setting ' .
1. Please indicate the type of school in which you are employed. (Please check one.) '
Primaryfelementary schoOl | 4 v couucrrennnnnnnnsannannnons eeeneeaan T t— R
¢ Middie sthOO] « - oo v e erernennmmsnnsinnsns e eiasaaanaaeennaann _
Jumor high school .« .ncvvennamnrnnanrrran eeeaanann e —_—
Senior high school . ..... T [ —_—
If some other kind of schoo!, please describe
Not employed ini s-Choor' .............. R . — :
S ’
* 2 What is your position? (Please check one.) % }
M ' *
Classroom Teacher v ovnervnennnns [ AR e —— .* C
School 2dMInIStator .0 aevucvaanan e e vere e ——
Schoot level Speciatist (Please describe ) 2 . e ——
Other (Please describe ) — i —
. - 7 v
3, Jf you are a classroom teacher, what grades ire you t_uchin! this yéar? (Circle alf the grades you currently
teach.) } : -
PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10 n 12
R&D Based Materials.or Programs
4. Has your school of district selected an R&D based program o materials as a result of participation in the
Florida Linkage System (FLS)? (Please check one)) * v 0 : .
YCS, ----- ; 4 mmmm nmsEEE W ---------------------------- FmEmE —r—
No, we are still 1n the process of wentifying the problem . ......cvo- - sreanae ___»j
No, we have identified d)f problem but have nof yet finished searching for the X o e
v bestsolution ...l apeed S TS J — | MfNoor pon't
No, we have searched fof 2 solution but the programs of materials we have lopked at . K““’;' skip 10
don'tseemtomectour needs .. wcccnsamamsnnaannns M wnmmme e - i
CDoNtKNOW ..f.ealfeaunnn Ceteenreegan e R — .-
. . - 3 . -
. - “ [ ’ "
5. Did you personally participate in the decision to adopt the R&D based program or marerials your schooliis - .
using? (Please check one.) . i. ‘
Yes ............. o--.-..---........-....-: ......... T ] —— .g.- - !
NO ........ ’ " prrmemmmmEmma fem am % aum"EANEEREEE # % = mmmmn . .—‘n.-— “2 !
/‘ L
- . E
. * ~ .
/ - :



R TS T

6. Thinking back 1o the form or conten
modifications required to use the pro

t of the R&D based program or rnamiils, to what extént were any
gram and materials in yoyr school? (For example, were different

materials or approaghes substituted or add

~

ed?) (Circle one on the scale below.)

-

A . TOA JOSOME - TOAGREAT + TOAVERY DON'T KNOW/ .
NOT AT ALL LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT GREAT EXTENT CAN'T RECALL
& ’ . ) ?
% . 22 SR f v
r L] . . -
. IF NOT AT ALL OR DON'T KNOW/CAN'T RECALL, SKIF TO Q.8
] ’ ' *
7. To what extent did the following gron._:p-s or ndividudls pasticipate decisions concerning modifications of ,
R&D based ‘program or materials in your schoot? (Circle one on each line.) : o, .
. - b [
’ ' b ‘ TOA  DONTy ¢ "
. TO A T0 A VERY  KNOW/
NOTAT LITTLE TOSOME GREAT ~GREAT ~CAN'T
. ALL  EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT / EXTENF RECALL -
-
hd - * ] -
2. You,yourself & 0o . 1 2 3 4 ? . -
b. Other teachers 0 t 2 3 4 1" -
o ¢ The principat 0 1 5, 3 3 4 y 2 L
d. A school or district speciabist 0 1 2 '3 4 ? !
¢. The developer{s) of the R&D based . r
) . programs of materials that your ’ 1
school adopted 0 1 2 3 4 2 .
. . . 4
£ The bnking agent + ™ 0 1 2 3 . ?
. g Otherindividuals associated with FLS 0 1. 2 S.3 4 2 =
o - L
h. Other experts from outside your - . ”, - /
district Q 1 2 3 4 ?
8. Do you personally use any of the selected R&D based programs or materials? (Chegk one response.) b .
‘rgo, I have never used it and do not expect-to use It In the fUture oo nvee e e Y s ' -
Y No, but | have used 1tin the'pist ... (omeeuenannn e e AR P
! No,bullw:lluscum“ulurc....r.-.....,.-,..-,.‘................ ____..'a’
A 3 - . u - '
v ch TR ;. ----- .--I-;-u----u--o-.--oo.u;-‘.‘-..---u-u'. -:+u .-——.—-— " '
(Piease name the program(s) you are using}— ; , '
‘ ’ ) ) ) . 4
P . . . L] L[]
{f YES Plesie answer the followang quastions I you ute mote than £ne program . .
. or tat of materals, antiver for the one you use thie most . . g . o .
» N -~
' S S -
. . A el . .
"‘v _ > ! 2 Al "

.
a®




Nt

Al st, approxirnate!y what month and ye:r did you fi f' rst"bc;m to’ usc the program o; matemls’

e —

Lo Month____- Yexr 19 .

hd -
-

8. If YES, with zpproxlmately what percent of your swdents do you u£ the progzm or mzwnals’ R

. " _ T e - %
Check here if not appiiczb!e because the program is nol uﬁ ’ ) ’
- . dlrectlymthstudents.........‘........... . P
(ol 1 YES, on ﬂu-. avmge, how rr)zny‘days per  week do you use the progzm ot matenals’ o Yy
' . ": N ¢ Days' S — T .

' . # - e B
-

1 .
Check heso of not-cPphcable becayse progfam is not'used on

. . areg\hr)b}ﬂr}'-,.. :

R YES, on the days when you use the program or materials, approximatcly how many “minutes per day
do you use it? (Please respond in rmnutes.) . . .

- ¢ “‘

. Minutcs.__:_.— o
. [ = » i -
e . -y

9, Do you plan to continue using the selected R&D based progam of rn;luials inﬂ@fut'urc! {Check one.}

&

Yes,wiﬁilitt!eornomodlﬁcation.x..........:..........,.:...'.....E.-..f..‘a.f__-
Yes',butyvh.hsomemodiﬁcations.".‘....,.............:..............L... —_—
Yef,butmthmjornnduﬁcauons e mee e S P
Nolvnllnotusulbcyondthsww G ewaes e . .._‘._..
Not appl:cable, the prognm or mawla!sm des:gned to be used only,once S e ———

[
ac

10. thc give us your oplnion on the followmg dur:cmuﬂcs of the R&D bued promm or materials by
circling the most appropriae response, (Circle one on each line. ) R )

’ ' ] " ... TOA ©* DON'T
. TOA VERY NOT . , KNOW/

- ' NOT AT LITTLE-‘= TO SOME  GREAT " GREAT APPLIC:  CANT
- - ALL ~ EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT- -~ ABI:E RECALL

”

¥ " - -
* To whit extent do the selected e o o< . -
program or materials . . . ”~ <. . . :
ot - - 4 e o
2 Seem directly relevantto the “e | . L -, . R )
*. most pressing prodiem g — ‘L s . . -
r 7 7 7 néedin your school? 0,- 1 2 .3 4 NA . 2/
| ~
Y b Meeta need in your +° o .. cL -
.~ dasoom? : . o - 1 2 - 3 - 4" TN/ ) ? )
) ¢. Provide adequate guidance | < © s o .
. féc implementation?. -~ 0 . T L | 2" . 3. 4 NJA " 2
. % d. Provide “new" ideasand S A ’ .
. notjust ideas you,already . L. . - R oL
g R 2 3¢ 47 NA - 2

knew of were using? ]




-

« & Require substantial change
from"your previous
tezching style?

. . Require change in the

. way your classroom is
organized or managed?
g Require substantial addi-
tional record keeping on
*, your part? .
To whatextent ........

#Has it been difficult to .
implement this program
of materials?

i. Has implementation of
the program or materials,
helped solve the most
pressing problem in your

’

- school?

j. Was it necessary to se
materials from several
R&D bastd programs.in
order to meet your

need or solve your
problem? .

k., Was it necessary to develop
+ * additional materials locally
“ in order to méeet your  “
.need or solve your
problem? ’
e L "Has pupil achievemient ‘L
- improved as a resuft of .
t;‘e use of the progam 5
t‘il‘ materizls? .

m. Have pupil attitdides or

ibehavior improved as 2

» o result of the use of this
" program or materials?

PR R R e L e A Nt a1 R U S N et e R ey

. N ¥
. .
- , ’ "
L ' - . . ~ N
g
: - TOA-" DON'T .
+ TOA TOA VERY NOT KNOW/ h
NOT AT LITTLE TO SOME GREAT GREAT APPLIC- CAN'T _—
ALL EXTENT ' EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT ABLE RECALL
’ i * N s . )
0 1 2 3 4 < NfA ? .
. : ) ’ '
. ”, A ro
(13 1 2 3 4 NfA ? ,
e . * .
1 2 3 o N/A ? . ’ ot
Ve
D | 2 3- 4 NfA - ? ’
LY . R . (
- » . *
(| 1 2 3 4 NfA o7
. . [N - 4
- . ) T F
. . ' ~
’ o‘ ' \n—/ .
' - , .
~ 0 1 2 3 « 4 N/A ? .
L4 s * ‘ : v
) . “ ) ’.’; . . s
. X i * L1 ) k] ' "
0 1 » 3" (4 NA ¢ L2 R
.l‘ * L]
. . .
1, 2, 3 4 \.N]A . 24,
0. 1 2’ 3 4 N/A 1 I |
S o
P ’ L4 |
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{Please ¢
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-

AL W

,’ a4 [
A. BEFORE YOU BEGAN USING THE PROGRAM
OR MATERIALS IN YOUR CLASSROOM

Eight or fewer hours
Nine to 24 hours
25t0 40 hours ... .L
More than 40 hours

~

11. About ho n.uny hours of training se;sions (lectures, workshops, or meetings) did you attend? ) .
k one response for each time period listed below.) -

‘B DUKING FIRST YEAR OF IMPLEMENT AHION "

“None...:

Eight or fewer hours
Nine to 24 holirs .
25 10 40 lslours .

More than 40 hours . . . ... ..

. .

]

S, ¢

12.A. To what extent was the trainIng or assistance you received for the use of these matetials ever provlded by
the following mdmdua!s’ {Please circle one response on each Itne }

”

' 'NOT AT 70 SOME /:gb A GREAT 7
ALL EXTENT EETENT
& A specialist in your district or ‘
School aas st anssan faaea 0 1 2 ] .
b. Other staff members in your ;. .
distrsct-or school . ... ... - 0 1 R 2 .
¢, The developer of the . ¥
PrOdUCt . ouuiuivianen 0o 1 2 '
d. The linking agent, vovcune.. -0 { 2
e. Other indwiduals from - . .
FLS i iiniiennannnans 0 1 2
f. bther consultants outside your % ’ ’ .
school disprict. oo evennnnns 0 1 . 2 .
B. How useful was the u:mmror assistance provided by each? {Please cwclﬂibnc respoqse on .
each Iine.) R .
» NOT AT ALL EXTREMELY NOT 'APPLICABLE
USEFUL +USEFUL pID NOT OCCUR
o - ', y’
a. A specialist in your district or . w0 F .
%hool ...vievvenieenn. O 1.2 ] } 4 NIA . .«
b. Other staff members in your “ . ,g ' .
. .districtor school . . ....... 0 "1 2 3,4 NIA
¢. The developer of the " . ( . ) . -
PrOdUCt v v v iaarnannannnn 0 1, 2 . 4 N/A
d. Thelmkmgagcm.......... 0 “r 2 4 N/A
e. Other :ndmdua!s frpm LI
FLS. Cleeranaans - 0 1 2 3 4 RIA
“f. Other consu‘tums outsjde yqur . ) . .
school district . v vuvvennvnn 1 -2 3 4 N/A .
- . P .
- N a ’ ‘
- - ”
a? : . e
- . s . . - -
“** - 98 « N ..

Ve AR S TN S M o T AT e sy s VLR



. . Problem Solving Activities ' .
» - M
13. A thajor feature of FLS is that it attempts to engage school staff in problem solving activities. In your
imong did the following activities take the appropriate mount of ume? {Please circle one response for
. 1Y =

exch activity listed.) . . _ oL ‘ -
Coe " . , ABout ° -~
’ . THE . .
‘ v * TOO TOO RIGHT DID NOT. DON'T KNOW
. ] ) ‘ SHORT ~ LONG,  AMOUNT OCCUR .,  DONT RECALL o ieeme
. 3. Ideditifyihg the most - ) ,
important problem(s) or - :
need(s) L........... 1. 2 3 N/A ?
. - b, Establishing critena for . ’ : . N
selecting a solution . ... 1 S 2. 3 . NIA 4, ? .
-* €. Searching for an R&D ! ) . . (‘
based progeamor . . -
. L Matenas e L., : i 2% 3 NIA ? .
\ . . * d. Selection of an R&D ' .
based program ot . .
materials  .......... 1 2 * 3 NIA ?
) ¢. Planning for implementa. * .
. . tion of the R&D based . ‘ .,
' progm. .....¢..... i 2 3 NIA . ?
. ) . RN
Y4, In the first year of the FLS project, what percentage of par“tucnp;ting teachers would y%.l 5ay were hlé'lty .
. committed to the problem solving activities in the FLS project? '
. - . . % )
. ' ! ~
L3 * - . + - * * *
15 What proportion of participating teachers are presently highty commutted to the type of problem solving
' activitjes used in the FLS project? )
» - % M " !
[ ] - - ‘ ‘ a . . - Il

16. How would you descnbe your principal’s current attinude.toward the problem solving acuvitits used in the

°FLS project? (Please circle one number.) -
’ ' VERY ) " s .VERY
* UNFAVORABLE * NEUTRAL - FAVORABLE
— N r—— ————
< » ) 1 2 . 3 4 5
- . . [
- a . ’ - - r ] - ¥
' ' W7 Many_of@thg problent solving activities within the FLS are' sufiposed to be carried out by a local planming
. . team, steering committee or decilion-making goup. This team or committee may be based in your school
or at your district level, . * .
/ - . . - .
. Are yoy aware of the activities of this team at your school or school district? (Please check one.)
L] ’ . . ¥
L. " Yes, and ! have bey’informed of mostof 1ts activities . . ... Ceeeaas b ere e __* )
- Yes, but'} have only limited information about its activives . ... I................ _—
' No, | am not aware of its activities ............. e Vet —
. . No such team existed ‘ ....... et e . . i
_f‘ ! L - . . |
. . . 4° . L
[ | x - - " F 4 . -
L .
- , 6 ‘ ‘: * .




)

21. Are you aware of the role of thc linking agent in the FLS? (Piease check one.)

1"

~ ¢

" While identifying-the problem or need
While searching for and choosing an R&D based program or matenals . .

*

No ...... ...___j.... Q.20

if No, skip to

While making plans for how to best lmplcmem the chosen program or mncmls

inthesthool ... ... ... et cnninsnnnnansnsaanmnnns .

L)
While actually implementing the program or materials

Yes, and | am aware of most of thclr-mpon{ bilities and roles . ............ seenen
Yes, but | have only Iimited mformatlon about their roles and responsibiliies . . ... ..
No ..............

-

AN
.20. Are you aware of the rdle of the FLS Headquarters and' other groups in the FLS? {Please check onc.)

-

Yg, ind | have been informed of most of hlsmcr)cllvutlcs e e —
Yes, &Jl 1 have only limited information

’ L -'
No ............

{If you have had sontact with more thangne linking agent, please answer this questlon and

for the individual with whom you had the most contact.)

.

L

at

If No, skip

—_— e o

22 H;'.w.v much‘conuct"h;ve you personally had with the hnking igent named on the cover of the questionnaire?

——'—-:|-—~ skip 10 Q. 2

-t
P
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Aot o e —
B
llr lllllllllllll - L
! 1
4+
llllll . - W%g vy y 8 = @ v E g on
L3
- q 4 s s ss na - 4« =" s s 88 L]
.
-
.
Ll
.
- *
1 . .
.
- .
.
I
* ' N
“ ] . -
’ -
- . ST
.
. |
. .
' -
.
[ ¥ .
T ' R Pl
et * ]
. .
*
-
»
. - - .

Qusstions 23 and 24

[

i None,

o
. -
L
N
L]
L
- / "'
L]
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L
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‘7\-_/ * o
23. if you have had any contact with the linking agent, please rate him/her on the following items. Remember that no ’
indhivifual can perform alt aspects of hisfher role equally well, and please try to discriminate between his/ her

, perforrnance in the different areas. (Citcle one response for each jctivity of attribute listed.) ,
" UINKSNG AGENT . . e
.- . ATTRIBUTES = ! D10 NOT DON'T
OR ACTIVITIES* rOOR °* * EXCELLENTY OCCUR RECALL
. T ———— — _—
T . . . \

a. Ability, to ex.plain cleatly '
. the purposes and services of
the FLS ...........

" b. Helpfulness jn specifying, ~
» analyzing and diagnosing
our particular problems or
needs e m g )
.c .H'I:-J-.lnns( in dr;t"\:\:ng
crizeria for seleciing the
‘ solution best sunted to *
our needs ... .. peaees

. d. Helpfulness in locating
alfernative solutions to. our
problem’. ............ A

¢.” Helpfulness in finding the
best match between our
problem and a solution. ., .

\ . Ability to help us under-
stand how the R&D pro-
gram or materials could .~
beused .......... ver .

% Helpfulness in adapting the
R&D program or materals
to our school or school
district . .... fnsaanas

‘h. Helpﬁﬁn.ess in tmplementing
the new program or =
materials  ..........:

i. Assistance in locating
additronal technical resource
persons . ...... crnrae

§. Avadability 10 us when we
* - need to ualk to himfher. . .

\Y k. Ability to resolve conflicts
faidy . ...coateunn.. :

I, Skills as an organizer or
coordinator ., ,......

m. Assistance in evaluating our -

—— e —program—t ———




* - L] rd "
D) -.
. d 4 ) ‘ . . T
24. Linking agenis may var;r in the dégree to which they take an active role in assisting 2 school that is adopting
. an R&D based program or materials, Please indicate below the degree to which he/she took initiative in |

helping to direct the activities or choices of local staff members in your school. (Please theck one.)

N e . Frequently.....f...'.....~

’ Sometimes...’...'.......'.._'_-—

Rarely .; ..... aamnens —_—

. - B T _—
T . Don't Know/Don't Rgcafl

"
» "
~

25. Overall, how satisfied were you with the aisgsume, services, or support provided by the following indrviduals
or groups in the FLS? (Please circle one response in each line.) -

-

- o - : CAN'T ~
. JUDGE/S '
NOT VERY . DID NOT DON'T .
' SATISFIED SATISFIED OCCUR RECALL
2. The local school team ... 2 3 4 5 NJA - ?
< b.The hnkingagent . .. ..... 1 T2 . 3% ‘a4 5 N ?
¢. Otherstaffof FLS....... 1 2 3 . 4 5 °. NA ?
d. Product developers ,..... 1 v 3 4 5  NA ?
¢. Other organizations or . .
consultants from outside ’ .
*  your xhool or '
111717 S A 2 3 4 5 N/A .1

26. To what extent do you feel that you persona?ly have benefited from your school's involvement in the FLS
in the following ways ... 2 (?Iease clrcle onc response for each line.)

iy .7 TO A

b . TOA T0 A VERY

. NOT AT LITTLE TO SOME GREAT GREAT
g ALL EXTENT  EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT

»

a. My teaching skills have
improved .. .ie.acaan

b, My Ieadershi?skills have
impr?ved v e ‘

¢. 1 have learned about curricy-
fum development. .. .... .

d. 1 have more self- -
£! confidence o irvnannnn-

e, Other schiogl personnel rely
onmemore “....... -

. »_

f. +have npw resources for help- * %
ing other staff members ... -,

o »




5 . ’ - han * s il A A~ |
¢ ' ’ D } M ’ l
.o - . ' |
® . - i
. . < TOA |
. : T0 A . TOA VERY |
' NOT AI LITTLE « TOSOME ° - GREAT GREAT |
. A EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT |
g | have learned more about the Lo . ) ¥ |
. problem solving process .. .. 1 2 3= 4
h. § have learned more about the - - . -
4 . availability of R&D based pro- s v~
gams or materials .....%.. 1 2 4 1
. i. My job is more satisfying .... . 0 1 2 4 °
* , i. 1 have been given more : 2 "
- responsibility or have been '
. _promoted L.....qcaienes 0 1 . 2 3 4
L4 . .\ A 1
‘ L]
27. We ar¢ interested in your opinon of the ways in which the following characteristics o factors changed in your . '
school as @ result of your school’s nvolyement In FLS. (Please circle one on each line.) .
’ ~ v . oo 7 ) VERY
- . MUCH  SOMEWHAT . NO CHANGE SOMEWHAT L+ MUCH
- . WORSE WORSE AT ALL . “BETTER BETTER
a.CmEculurr?........... " -2 3 4 5 -
. b. Available materials ..... 1 2 - 3— T 4 s “
. ¢. Teaching methods you use . ° ) ) )
® in your classcoom ..... | 2 _3 4 5 ;
d. The way your classroom 1s . - . |
organized or managed ... 1 2 3 -4 5 .
e. The way your school is . - .o e |
organized or managed ... | 2 . 3 4 o5 . "
f. Degree of participation of a |
. teachers in making deci- ' \ o
sions about this ot e .
school ........caneen 1 2 3, 4, 5 -
g Frequency of communica- y . . g
Vr / . tion among texchers about >, T
curriculum, teaching — - . . A : ~e
*  techniques and Jesson s b YL . ;
/ planning ........... 1 2 . 3 S 4 5 &
™ h. Moraleof thestaff,. ...~ . 1 2 i 4 . 75 > '
* 4 . . - F) t
i. The way specialists are Ce e . ot "y
used fn your schoo! . ... . . I . 2 30 o s 4,0 w5t ’ A
. . “ S MR o
j. The ways in which prob- . N » ! - % oo T 4
lems are solved in your ey, RN €
B 1 2 . 3 L e s )
* . . ’ < }os R v . -
k. The image of the school in B. . . N S
L 5 the community ....... 1 2 , ‘3 7w 4 o 5 .
7] o - “ - . h [ »
- ! » d - F .
) ' x, -
B N 1 R g, . * o \ & s L
. - " * ... . '
™ £ » * . * !
i (- 5 ‘- » T- " \": ' 7 /ke' . .
R - $
s 10 * ) I3 ' e & b
- i - - 1_0 0-};“. | - N
I L3 e ) !"’ . 4 et
X . t i - . % X N 2 e {A‘,?; \4"
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28, Overall, the FLS involved a school planning team working with an external linking agent on a series of |
, problem solving activities. .

- .

A. How different was this approach from previous attempts by your schoot to solve problems or to adopt
-new programs or materials? {Circle one.)

* NOT VERY VERY

L U BIFFERENT DIFFERENT P
. ' 1 2. 3 4 ©s .
’ B. Looking at the five statements below, please choose the one stitement that best describes the extent to
which your school has used"the FLS problem solving approach to deal with other school problems. .
' (Check one only.) . .
We are repeating (or have repeated) the 2pproach to solve at least one ) T X
other ProDIEM 4L Vur Xenwwi . . i en i recessana e g e e .
. We are adopting (or have adopted)-some ports of the approach to .
. . . solve another problem at our sehool ... .. olieineiinenn i aienaraaanees ——
We have not used the approach Jo solve another problem but we | " '
are planning definitely to use it in the future .. ooovnonreanns ceraneen e ——
. ' We haye not used the approach to solve another problem, but we ~ N
, probably will in the future .. .... et esesseabunsaa s et —
We will definitely not use this approach to solve another problem ¢ .' )
inthe future . ...c..... e iseeesepmncartanssnenunnnnsnnunn Yenonn —
. y
. . | don't know whether the approach has been used again or whether there are
planstouse stinthe future o vccveeavnmmvsnnamonanes caeaeans ereenns .
r -
X(Th':hking about the goals of the FLS project at your school, aperoximately what percentage of those goals
have been achieved?
%
' - N
1 \ -
9 ‘ (_._
. UA: - . > . l
e e -
o » v . , T T e .
a v ¢ ~
e, 5 - *
o7 - " .
® .7 . \
T - - o ' he v * F]
N 'J -
. " L . ‘\ - P I
' = o -




. ’ 1. iy “ . v » -' . n ) . ]
. School ang'| Personal Characteristics v L vy Do .

30. In thinkjng about your school and the ways in which teachers interact with each ather ind participate. in
« » ySchool decisions, please indicate your opinion of how true or false each of the statements Below Is in

: ‘ desalbin:hh‘e currnt situation at your school. (Please circle one choice 9n cach line.). ' -
’ : . ~ " :MOREOFTEN 'MOREOFTEN ~ . -
. .DEFINITELY  FALSE THAN - TRUE THAN  DEFINITELY ¥ s
- FALSE o,  TRUE " FALSE TRUE
L] > g .
2. Our school 15 open to. change or ’ v -, - L
!MOVZIIOH............... .‘ 2 . 3 03; 4
’ b. Teachers call upon each other for .« .3 ] "
4 -'- ar id\.:. lp\or - . . * ’ R - K
. prop!cms . . 2 3 4, s
. £
¢. Teachers cooperate with each > R . - .
; other 10 achieve common_ - . ;) ’
. personal and professional” . ‘ .
- - 20115.....‘.....-........ } ‘ ' 2 3 ' )\ 4 n -_. ’:.
d. Teachers call on administrators - o . )
for help or advice in solving s ¢ , .
problems .....v.ciiiienn >4 .2 3. 47 \
‘e, There is tension between ' F. . ' .7
. . teachers and administrators ih . )
this ShQOl v v eenoponsvens ] : 2 . 3 4
f. Thére is tensiom between groups \ -
~of teachers in this school ..... ‘lx . 2 . 3 ' 4
. & The school has a favonbl: image ' . i
mthccommunity vemvasaey 1 2 . 3 : 4
. The pnnclpal of -this.school #s a . .
. source of new materials, ideas ) i - .
and methods +.vueninnanan | L 2, .3 4 /
N bl 1 .
. . L b Our principal spends most of = . *
* his/her day handling, administra- , . R
® tive concerns and discipline, - . - v
rather than with issues of . i .
*  curriculum and teaching : . . - . ’ . . \
m;thws --'“R'-.l'.....‘ 1 * 2 3 4 “
j. 1 have many close friends among '
the staff members in this |, . S '
' “hoo‘ o.aoca.‘-aaoaodaao ".‘-. ' 2 ¢ 3 / 4 “‘.
k. Recent innovations iq this ﬁool . » . )
. . " have een more trouble than — . y
Iheytrtwoﬂh ORI BRI RN ) " 2 . 3 4
I Most educational inroVations make._
V4 ~ the texchers job more  ° -
rewarding 3 .iieeiaitaa ! 1 2 3 4

LY ~
~ .

. ‘ .




} . ~ - \ . 4
{ - y . . []
.la ~ . - LS . . , " . \
H i ’ L = ‘ ' '
> o 31. Howmany years of fu?l-ﬂnn teaching experlence have you completed — not including the current year?
Ty .~ (Enter 2 number In cach line, Enter "0” where approprhte) .
Tonlymofexpenence..................,............' ........ et '
. “ TONYWS!"EM!SC!I@I -ql---q-.-.-"ll-hl--‘----;------‘------.
' 1’ M " - L]
) z Total yearstin presml school district ...... crariarecnrans ererarasanras —_—
e LT ' .
N 32 in how many Yifferent school systems have you worked? ’
. ‘ ) . . Number of School Systems d
. .
. 45 “ ﬂt B the 'ﬁylm ot lex: Usy“ ¥YOu ".:-:- \\(-lvt‘- O SinY )
. ‘ Nodcpeehddwmﬂy B tiiseeestaieaann L A, —_ -
P . Two year college diploma, degree of cemﬁéte csearen eeedaratarane e i '
. Bxhdor’émw .-n---.-----------‘ ---------- -------‘ ------- A ——— ' .
MBWSDC:I‘OB u‘--.... ----- I E TR LN T-- --------- .
. Education specnl:st or professsonal d:ploma based on 6 ycars of college stud.y ......
Doctor’s Degree ....... e ararEnus resaranus M dissssastitnatnnnn LA
* 34, What Is your sex? : - Co ' S
- ” . MIIC Em A A s d A A E A .
: ” . Female .nvvnnennnnanaas
é# - c .
. ’ - [
35. Please indicate whether of not you are a member of any of the following professional organizations listed
below. (Check one response for each listed.) .
- . [S
- o <! . ‘MEMBER NOT A MEMBER
. . . | — —_ -
Nationil Education Association |8 O .
Iy
t;f s Arnctican Federation of Teachers 8| 0
ot _State Education Assoclation - 0 0
b4 . .
-~ l.ocal Education Association- ~ . Q /J 0 N .
. Subject-matter or other professional special R .
) 1 lmerqtzmocmion i 0 Q

. 36. Other than meetings of ¢ local edmtlon assoclation, how many profmioml meetlnp dld you atterd in the
pnst year? (Plase check, one only.)
v - ‘ " NOﬂﬁ'v,..-.......:-o..n ‘—ﬁ-.- “ru-.----'--0-0---:---
o ’ e . . .

' One v.2ooiviaanaannans 2N FOUr oo vavercnrarcanans —_— ‘
. v TWI . Fiveormore .......... ' — :

. . /{' Thank you for your asslstance. \rum mall this complesed questibnndire '
N - in the -ndoud posagm pald nrmtopc within ten days, »
— - . ,, =
Q ‘ . 13 , -

R ,
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Explration Date: Aug. 30,1980

LINKING R&D WITH SCHOOLS !

’ . Principal Questionnaire.
. Fal 1979 v .

-

-

'Dcar Educator:

[}

Your school has recently been part of.a nation-wide program sponsdred by the National
Institute of Education (NIE) called the Research and Development Utilization (RDU}
program.® AN important raet A this prograsn was Lo help teavhers and administrators clarity
and solve local problems more effectively. A major feature of the program in most schools

was the involvement of a loca) planning team or steering committee €Omposed of teachers

and administrators. This team frequently worked with an outside linking agent*¥ or facili-
1ator to identify a particular problem in%asic skills or career education and then to select
and implement ohe or more research-based programs of materials*** toisolve it. .

One goal of the National Institute of Education in supporting the program wa\§ to lear
more about the local school improvement process and the role that externally developed
materials can play in making it more effective. To this end, Abt Associates Inc., a Private
social research firm, was awarded a contract to conduct a study of the RDU program.

-y

A major source of information for our study is a survey of principdls and a sample of
teachers at each school which has participated in the program. We are asking you to
complete a questionnaire this one time, providing information which will coptribute to a
better understanding of the needs and successes of schools as they attempt to solve locally
defined problems. It will take approximately 30 minutes to comp!éte this questionnaire,
_which you may, then return directly to us in the enclosed postage paid envelope. The infor-
mation on the inside cover of the questionnaire provid further details on the procedures
we use to protect the confidentiality of all data we %effelcn . .

*

’

We would like to thank you in advance for your cooperation in helping us to learn about
the-RDU program in your school. . . . .

»
\
v - .’
~ - \ ] R ] -

- »  Sincerely, * Lol

-

-

?

Lt . S Karen Seashore Louis, Ph.D. : '
' . Project Director L
., , t .. - [ L. ‘. )
) . . . “. ‘
*You may know the name of the program as , o .- - e
— ~ - : n — — r A

‘#* According to our records, the linking agent who worked with your school was - ,
i o .o . "N
1 i . .

) ', g p .
. _WWIWIHWWWMI research-based program or materials ? .
i - \ : : =
i ) )



Aby Beens g |~ ar mslad social resce-eh firm, has been employed
5y tne National lnststute of Education Lo conduct a Study’of the R&D
Utilization Program. The information that you provide will contribute
to a better understanding of how the problem solving process works in
schools and the role that extemally developcd programs and mat:mls .
can play.

Please be assured thht your participation in thls study, is enmely voluns
tary, Althpugh we qrge you to complete the questionnaire in the inter-
ests of the study, your participation or non-baruapauon willin no way
affect your stinding or your employment in the school. No member of

the school district will have 53 10 YOUr responsas at any time, To
protect your anonymity your fame does not appearon the question-

naire, The.number qn the lower right-hand cornér of the cover is used

to record the receipt of your guestionnaire. No mformmon aboutany -
individual respondent will be identified by her[hls name or be |denhﬁ"\
ablein any reports publighed by Abt Associates. |k

All rcpons we compile will combine your answers with those of other
profegional personnel so as to respect your privacy and the confidenti-
ality of the data you have given us. You may, of.course, omit any
questions which you consider to be objectionable. Your answers to.all
questions will be placed on a computer tape without your name, along
with.angwers of other respondents. .

Data being collected under authority of Section 405{b) (2) of the Gen-
eral Education Provisions Act, z.g,amendea‘ 20 USC 1221¢{b) (2).

O

o3




-~ ] wa i -
. & .- -. Personal Characterlsttcs I ' . ..

C TR % 1, éme !d’%iqy,!“ﬂ\e type of school in which you Are employed. (Check one choice only)

.:s'ﬂ‘

. LI ','\. anarylelemnlz:ysqhool........'.... . q.".___ .
:{" :ﬁl MIddiBiChOOI...-....t-....‘..t.‘-;":.?..-..u- s e :n AR _.-_—

- Junior Righ sch00l~ . =1 v v i e e et s e e s st e —_— "
- b - smlﬂhiﬂlid“)d.‘_.q....:.‘..-,..-.pgln.....;..-.r:-;I.--.......-......_.—.
R R Othef (Please describe) 1.~ _ d .‘ ! . M

o ~ P ’ v - ¥ 4 - g * - ¥
| . Nmempidvedin‘uchool.. ....... T P LI T LR : . |
"*;'* Le . o= . . r" . . t. . /

' 2. Whatuyoura.lrrentiob tile? (Checko;&choice only.) LT PN .

. . . e LI ‘Lt - Nl '

. - . Py ‘P’ll‘""l— h—-nu.n'-/ .;-.:-.. P PRI R ll:---’---u-u.---n ...... ———
* ’ i . a _ASﬁSj&ntpﬂnClpll.......“-.--.:.'....:-.‘.-....--..-..-...,h._--.....'.-.._.___

— . OtheP(Please describe), : - S h -

L] » .
- L ‘¢. g‘ . , ’ \/ * ..
’ 3. For how many yez.}s have you been in your current péslgion?. If this is w)our ﬁ’m year th'this posfﬁon, please
" mma{‘l“- + . Ay ’ )

1 . . " . . . . " -

;"

{ ) '.* . ) Years
® . - & ‘

. 4. For how gany years have you been efhp!oyed at this.schoon If this is your first year in this school, please”
enter a “ ) , -

-
. ’ -z - -

- . ; ' Years

et T L )Z ) —_ ~
) ... . -j %
- + 5 How many yursoffull-timemd'nngexperime-not includ‘ngthlsyur ~ have you completed? (Please
enter 2 number for each line.) - .
. . * ’ -
N . TowymofEXPﬂienu o".II.I.“piuciiullua")qil.u.II ----- 00 A ——
' = " TO‘Z’YW!‘HPI’CSCI’I!MSYSEM...-\...sn....-.---..--.-..-.-...--....-———

‘\
K Touiyminpreﬂ:ntschool...........,1....:..;........«.........-....._"__
: - 2 :
“ L[ 'ﬁ‘ L[ ’
L[ 1 * " - r ®n -
- - .
ut ’ 'n’ " ‘ ‘ \
. - & ’
"'l ) ' . ;
T - e . . . )
: ' ) . Y. \ . '
L] . v »
» ‘ * - + .
l. ' .
r ~ r . !
. * - i
SRR ) .
N 2
L] * . ’ . -
-~ . - - . . \G
. . . , . - -, »”
' N . . . ’ « .

A ]
b
€




B “ ’ . ‘
. . o . E
. * 6. How many years of administrative experience ~ notincluding this year - have you completed? (Please .
” enter a number for each line.) . j - *

- .“ - ‘ .
. : T°w"?’ofexﬁenencc.........‘Z......'..,v..................J....... .

. Tqgal ye slnpresentschoolsymm...l................................... « \

. Towywsmpresentschool........................................... .

- . -

. . - -
7. Inhow many different school systems have you worked? .

4 . H
Nurpberofschoolsystems.........,.....a............‘................
- ’
- 4 . nte »

v
¥ -

— 8. Please list any professional organizations in which you are currently a'member. -

" ' . / , . A
L]
L ‘ -
- I / . ’
’ L .} . & N }
L e L // _
. - . » . ..
d, : -
[ ] . . . - . / R P Fl -
- .9 Dunng the put year, what newslencrs. joumals or magazines dlscussmg educational matters have you ;
. read on aYegular bam’x . o v . .
. . v —_ - 4,. M
. M ’ b - * * LI ] ”~" *
. b./ T ~ . - -
1] ’ -
c. . — A .
. d : - = . A
l - \ * . . ~ .
¢ — - -
L] " ) A \. f
- .
. ~ . 1 " .
. - - - . - R -
] -y - ’ . .
.. N . (Y . .‘ .. ?‘ / L]
’ S = . . . .
.. ' . . . .
"t b
. . . L] { .,
' - * 1 / - - ’ i
. . . . * . *
' ’ . ., * * R . -
l - . L] L3 . , . L . ' rl
‘- " . ) .
. s .
’ . . T . ) . ' " » .
L 2
3 . ’ .
. . - 4
' . .8
. ¥ ’ ' - ‘I
‘ s . ;
. @ ! . -
* Y .
oy ) - -
'—f' ) . L] " o v -
[ . . . .
N - ~ e .

] - N My ‘ ‘ ¢ - )
o :‘ I - j_ .
ERIC . 10 . .
X Y. ’
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School Characteristics

the answer Is ndpe. Itis not nec

to make a special survey to obtain this information.Indicate how certzin

Pfeasc answer %é:sﬁons 10 and 11 either from your records.or from your general knowlvdge. Please enter “0” if

you are of your

- . ]

$wer by circling one of the following for each response:

1 - VERY CERTAIN
2 — REASONABLY CERTAIN
3 ~ ROUGH ESTIMATE i

/
10. Please describe the following chmcterlst%c; of your school’s staff:
o : . : |
. . VERY _ REASONABLY
~ . CERTAIN ®* _CERTAIN
. ~ (CIRCLE ONE) .
a._Number of administrative ..
pmh:omu.....q.. -------- b “ 1 2
b. Number of chookbased = TN
specialists o0 e ceeaseerans #‘\\ 1 2
c. Number of non-school based ?
specialists who work in your )
. school periodically, but at = _—
least once TmMONth o oo e oo o # - 1 . 2
L] - l
d. Number of full-time teaching ’ L.
P positions assigned to this ’ . _
- ’”hod...-..-...-..:t.‘-' 3 1 2.
Of the NUMBER OF TEACHERS entered in Question 10d, whit perclnt: ~
e.Al'emlle?............... % 1 2
‘ {. Areteaching fulltime for the )
firsttimel .. eovuivrcvanons % 1 2
g Arcteaching fulk-time fn your -«
school for the first time this .
m?--oooooo-’:-oouo--o % 1 .Q2
h~ Have been teaching Gill-time , .
for moce than 10 years? .. 0.0 0 2 % 1 e 42
L
1. Hold at least a mastér’s e
mee?....l...l.....I.. % 1 2
. P !
. | Areinterested Iin trying out new
¢ mrn"dw’."t....'... - % ‘ 1 2
: & '
R
‘ ’ . »’
. - . - 3 . . \ L
- & 1 1 l -
L] A 3 .

ROUGH
ESTIMAT

v




3 > ' = . - AT aw , - _.- - .
. ¢ ~\., q’ - -
. - , L VERY  REASONABLY  ROUGH ¥
. Sy e T CERTAIN  _ CERTAIN ESTIMATE
. . AR (CIYRCLE ONE}
11. How-many PUPILSare currently. - L. .
. 4 enrplLdmyoursch ATREER L. # 1. 2 -
of t.his NUMBER OF PUPILS wbat‘ reent: , ‘ '
a=~ Have 1Qs gmu; than 1207 ... . % 1 2 3 .
o b Have 1g1es than0?....... % 1 2 3
. " c. Are one of more grades behind _' ] . .
their grade level in- rezdmg 1 . .
xh!cvemem" st ar e % 1, 2 3
\_/—
s d. Qualify for.fm or reduced . . ©e
oW costhunchds? 4 oo linias, ) % 1 2° 3
Please es‘uma:':‘tM PERCENT OF PUSH € m ot - foifar ing groups on the bass of youl: present knowledge. 3
What percent: ° . ) ' : ton
&.- Are American Indian or "
: : Alaskan Native? .. ......... % "1 2 3
- * f, AreAsian or-Pacific ] ' ' ) . .
t Istanders? .. .....1...".... % 1 7 2 3
' g Are Hispani 1 T2 3
. h. Are Blatk, not of Hi p
. o onigin?e. 1 2 3 -
/‘
. Are White, not of Hlsp;mc ) |
. onxm’ v rea . ¢ % o 2 3 ! j
- Hage a parent who is a col!ege - - . . . |
. L ufduate? ............... % 1 2 3 :
Wt 2’ ,
. k.\.Hi:‘e a parem who did not . . .
N N' ﬁnlsh high school?” e % 1 2 3 .
: I.. Hive apzremwhoua,whi:e | -
. * qollar wotker? ......... "t % . 1 « 2 3 N
. m. Come from a family which t‘s’ ; . -" . T,
not composed of two - s *
parents? ..... AT S P % L 2 3°
12, How would you describe the commumity in which your school is located? (Please check one cl'ptce only.)
' ' A‘Iarge.city (over 250,000)....... et i, s —_—
. Asuburbnearalargecity ......... B
. » Ame&lﬂh-ﬂ!edﬂW(SUOOO-‘?SOWO) ...’ ...... traarravane I R R I N — *
L Asmlldtyorto\m(uuderSOOOO)netneualargemty............ ......... e —— s
.' ATOrJatéa .. ovnigeneaiinn, R e eaeatrae e, e —— f
el None of theabove. ... .. cenees Cresrreraaeannay beasraans vesarrianaae —_—
* ‘ 4 1 1. 2 : / o
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13. During a typreal school year, many decisions must be made
the degree of influence of different persons generally varies
.cate, in your opinion, the degree ofnfluence

DECISIONS

2. Selecting texts and other materials,

- -

b, Establishing the objectives for each course.

y\ ¢
¢ Diieminirg dall, ssor plimrad st
. (4
. ¥
d. Adding or dropping courses,
. ”»
e. Hiring of new teachers,
. ¥ *
f. Deciding whether to renepc a teacher's contract.
* rl 4
g Making specific fa\cul.t'y assignments.
- . .
h. Planning new facilities or major changes in use of
existing facilities. o -
. ‘ 4 - .
v i. Establishing salary schedules. ~
j. ldentifying types of sghool wide chgnges to be
implemented,
L ' ’

¥
PR k. Working out details for impfementing school

. wide chahges. /

L]
"

ot‘all people Influence any particular decision, and
¢Ith the practices being decided upon. Please indi-,

persons listed below has on the following decisions in

. yourschool, (Please insest the appropriate code number ifi each box.)
- . r
s LT . ) 0 = USUALLY HAS NO INFLUENCE
' 1= USUALLY HAS MINOR INFLUENCE N
R 2 = USUALLY HAS MODERATE INFLUENCE
A ‘ *3= USUAELY HAS A GREAT DEAL OF INFLUENCE

] . *
SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPALG TEACHERS

).
0.0 0

oooo

-
-

.

0’0o 0oD0DaD

-
-

00 30000
010 00000000

L4

5389
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. - R"& D Utilization Project Activities arid Outcomes . g "
14, A major feature of the RDU project is that It engages school staff in a series of problem solving activ
the scale below — where 1 represents no involvement and 5 represents high involvement — please pfdicate the
level of your personal involvement in the problem solving activities listed. (Ci[cle one choiceinachline.) = -
- . o . A oT Yo
) ’ . . . < Y APFLICABLE/ ’
NO ,  HIGH ASNOT DON'T
INYOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT CURRED »KNOW
. I T )
L. ) - . Y a . -
~ 2. ldentifying the most important ) ) . ! .
probiems(s) or need(s) - . 1, . 2 3, 4 5 NA ? -
N . " -
) b. Searching/for and chogsing an . .
. R&D based program or materiaI{ 1 2 3 4 , #5 * NA ? .
« 7 ¢ Making plans for how to best ) : i
imptement the «rosen Rar . . . }
’ based program or materials 1 2 30 4 5 NA O
v . *
d. Actually implementing the . . N .
, . program or use of materials and ) ¢
monitoring its effectiveness 1. 2 3 4. 5 - NA o ?
.o - [
15, The problem solving zctivities zssociated with the RDU project, such agthose dgscribed in Question 14, are
usually carried ouy by a local planning team, steering committes or degision making group composed of teachers
. and administrators. This team may be based in gur school or at the glistrict level.
Y . L
. Does (or did) such a team, group or committee exist in your school or district? ¥
- - - M P
] 1" - YCS ----c--n-—_| "N°“
N . 3 - . ’ Don'tl(novg -
L. . PtoQ.1
. / . Don'tKnow. ... e 1 ¢ siptoQ .

[
4

* a, If YES, at any ime during the past three Jyears, have you persormlly been a member ;f the local team,

groups or committee? A i .
. < YCS S0 et s s s s Sve—— )
* - N .
. 5 . NO......-.-.—.—. »
16. Overall, how wouldlyou describe your attitude toward the kind of problem soﬁin;.actwities that the team in ,
o s

your school or :llstrict engaged in?

. . VERY VE
- UNFAVORABLE nvéhtﬁﬂ
UNFAVORABLE FAVORREL:




. P . a ~

17. As part of*your school’s involvement in the RDU- program you may have had contact with a number of sources
of assistance in support of your efforts. Overall; how satisfied were you with the assistance, services or support
.provided by the following individuals or groups in the program? (Circle one omeach line.)

»

DtD .
’ ol . e NOT VERY NOT . DONT .
. SATISFIED . SATISFIED OCCUR KNOW
a. The local school team. 1 "2 3.=-4 5 _RA ’ ?
., \ b. The linking agent 1 2 3 4 5 NA | ? .
’ ¢. The ROU project staff . ) .
. {excluding the hinker) 1 2 3 4 5 NA ?
*  d. Developers of R&D based .
programs or materials. 1 2 3 4 5 NA ?
e. Other organizations ot con- - o )
sultants from outside your
' school or district 1 2 3., 4 5 NA ?
f ~ F ’
[ 18. How much m\uhhive you personally had with the finking agent? (1f you had contact with more thap one
a . finking agent, please er.this question and questions 19 and 20 for theindividual with whom you had the
most contact.) (Check oné: ) -
. Aol vt v e s v e T
. ' SOME vevvnens — : '
} oLittle . aaaan e —
. if Rone,
- None ....o..- —_— }‘ skip to Q. 20
. . —
19. If you had any corkact with the linking agent please rate him/her on the following items. Remember that no
individual can perform all aspects of husfher role equally well, and please try to discriminate between his/her per-
formance ift different areas. (Circle one on each line.)
CANR'T
JUDGE/ )
. . DID KOT CAN'T
POOR EXCELLENY OCCUR RECALL
a. Ability to explain clearly the pur- i
. poses and services of the RDU . - . "
T program. t. 2 .3 4 5° NA - ? o
“ b. Helpfulness in specifying, ana- . ¢ ‘;?'
* lyzing, and diagnosing out partic- ,
) _ ular problems or needs. 1 2 3 4 5 NA !
c. Helpfulnessin developing | ] | ‘(
criteria for selecting the solus - . B
tion best suited to our needs. 1 2 3 4 5 NA ? .
d. Helpfulness in locating alterna- . A . .
. tive solutipns to our problems. 1 2 3 4 - 5. NA - ?
¢. Helpfulness in finding the best ", -
match between our problem and B LS| .
a solution, , 1 2 3" 4 5 NA !
f. Ability to help Js understand . . ‘
how the R&D based program . '
or materials should be used. 1 2 3 4 5 NA - ?
‘h B
~ ]

€ !




-
+
-

I : . .- be - CANT
- B - : .+* JURGE/
,*.. . . < ' DID NOT )
e - Pook . EXCELLENT  OCCUR
L " .. ¢ Helpfillness inSdaptng the :;‘} '
) . . ' R&D product to our schoolor, A . . A -
Foe " school district. T2 3 4.5 NA
T . h. Helpfulness in implementing the . )
, " new program of materials, 1. 2 3 4 .5 \ NA .
R . L Assistance infocating addivonal’ . ..
’ : + technical resource persons. 1. 2 3. 4 5 NA
. i Avaifability to us when we need . . .
. to 131k to hlm!her. . -1 2 3, 4 , NA
k. Ability to resolve conflicts fa.:rly. 1 2 3 4 NA L.
. "1, Skillsasan brganizer or : .
' coordinator. . ‘1 2 3 4 5 NA
. Assistance in evaluating our ' )
program.. ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 NA

. . - -

CAN'T
RECALL

-

20. The linking agents may vary in the degr
rogram_or materials.

which they take ann.octive role 1n assisting a school that s adopt
indicate bglow the degree to which he/she took imutiat/ve in

- helping to direct the activities or chou:s of logcal staff members inyour school. (Check one.} ™ j,
’ ‘ . Frequently 6
. T .o Sometimes . ...
. ’ . . iurely e eneea
. . ' . Never ... .......
. Dor't Know

s

21. Has your school or distnct selected an R&D based program or matzm!s*as F mult 0 partmpahon in the RDU

e ‘prumm?(cneckone.) . PR - - .
' Yes O :"“""T"""‘ ..... waea s e e unaa . ¢
No, we are still in ﬂ;eprocessofidenﬁfyingtheprob!em. IR .e | L
No, we have identified the problend but have not yet finished seuchlnﬁ for It
' B N S RS S ::::
—No, we have searched for a solution but the products we have fooked at don’t seem,_ "1 Know,
tomeetourneeds ... T it i bt cer s ——t ’:"o’
’ Don'tknOW ..iduiieiiiiiinesaunisnsessnsenauasssanstfmisnanns Q.28
- - 3 -
22. Are suff members in youg school preseady using the R&D based pro: o materfals? (Check one.)
4 "Yﬁ LA ] LI 3L I Y . ' l‘m.;klp
"No.... t0 Q.28
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The following quesht.ions ask yoy to report on the typemf'lindlviduﬂis and groups that may be affected by *

the R&D based program ot mterj:ls that your school is implementing. Please give your best estimate for .
&ach of the following. s T N ) - L. ] .
The PERCENTAGE of: . . - * N

.

2 ClaisroomsinyourschoolinM;Ichmepr;idgﬁtisuxd' Ceresreressan i %
b, Puplls in your school with whom the product'is used directly ++.vvvsueuisiiii o %
c. Teachmnsizmdwyourschooluhouse)iheprodun.......................___%.
. d.SpecLaIlmt"mdi'nyourschoolwhcibsetheproducx R . 1
e Hov_t;any‘schoo!s in your dist'rict, in addition to your own school, are using the

propa‘mormurialsz-------'o-lgl--llll-lll-llolllll-lllllll-ll--l # » ‘
Among those who are using the program of materials in your school: — . )
f. What is the approximate number of hours and fractions thereof (in minutes) in a typical teacher’s
week that are affected by use of the program or materials, — , L 4
HOURS . MINUTES
g Wi e 2o oximate nLmber of haurs 2nd minutes in 2 typical pupil’s week that are affected by
the use of the program of materials, . . - .
- HOURS MINUTES
»
2§ Pleasegveu 2 ing characteristics of the R&D based program or materials .
by circling the most appropriate response. (Circle one on each line.) . o
»
’ " : .  TOA ° * >
NOT TOA TOAY VERY NOT .
. AT LITLE TOSOME GREAT  GREAT  APPLI  DON'T
) . ALL EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT CABLE, XNOW .
J ) N . : y

Toml“leﬂt ser dra Rt rtLrrn
a. Has pupil achievement
imptoved as a result of the use
of the prégram or materials?

b. Have pupil attitudesor
behavior4mproved as a result
of the use’of the program or
mamill S? &

¢. Has it been difficult mplb

. ment the program or miaterials?
d. Hasimplementation of the '

program or materials helped

solve the identified probfem?

¢. Would it have been too expen-
sive 10 adopt the prdgram or
materials without external,
funds? N ’

£, Will continued use of the pro-
gram of materials be of

reasonable cost to your school
bddget?
~ T
4 ’ - {
’ . > . \3‘(‘
o . * <+ P17




25~Blease indicate whether any of the following steps have already been taken or are planned to ensurd that the
R&D based program or materialf adopted by your school will be continued, (Please citcle ope in each row.)

.. . + WILL
® o DEFINITELY
» ‘ WiLL OCCUR IN . =HA
Y NOT MAY ‘ THE NEAR M READY ! .
OCCUR OCCUR T FUTURE OCCURRED
. - - . -
2. The program or materizls have .
been formally incorporated into N : . .
curriculum plans. 1 2 N 3 .4 . :
b, We have developed written
~guidelines for theuse of the y ‘.
materials and methods from .
the progrgm. I 2 3N . 4
c. New staff will receive training or. -
orientation in the use of the R&D ' '
program mater als nr methods 1 2 3 4,
d. We will continue to have training
programs or inservice for current X
staff members to maintain the ©
use of the progrant, materials or
methods. - . 1 2 3 4
* e. We have purchased new materials
and supphes in order to main- . . .
tain our use of the program or ) .
materials. ] 3 o
: . -
f. Because of the use of the pro-
gram or materials weitten job = .
descriptions for some staff mem-
bers have been changed. 1 2 3 N 4
g Wehave hired new staff members .
specifically 1o support the yse of
the R&D program or materials. * 1 2 3 4_ .
h. Our budget now includgs a . " ) . .
separate line item to sy porl: the,
use of the R&D progamor (™ * .
materials. . 1 2 3 4 .
halld C—

26, Over the next few years, which of th® following possibilities do you think is most Jkely to happen with
respect to the use of the R&D based<matenals or methods among teachers

most appropriate response.)

L]

2 this school? (Pleasg check the,

. .
The materials or methods will be dropped

........

Some or all of the teachers
extensively ... %

Some or al! of the teachers will uge the materjals or methods and they will generally be
used quite cxgnsivcly - :

-
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27. The RDU approach is based on the use of R&D based programs or materials as 2 means of solving local
school probiems, Cénsidering what you have leamed about R&D based programs or materials during your
school’s involvement with the program, please indicate how Hkely 1t Is that you will try to use these in the
future: (Please check the most appropriate response.) - .

EL

L - . ] * » . s
We would turn to some R&D based programs or materials first, and consider adopting " ' . ’
other types of programs or materials 28 21astresoNt ..cceavacaracrraaranannaces — .
We would probably try to find R&D based programs or materials first, but would also |
look for other possible solutions cither locally.or within the state ... .ceceanaann . '

We would try to find some R&D based programs or materials to feview, but would not feel
any preference for 2n R&D based solution over 2 locally developed program or materials. .

)Ve would be unlikely to make a search for R&D based programs or materials in future »
efforts to IMProve our PrograM .. vcecasaans secarana pasraanvaas Fraeveraaa ' e —

3

k.,

28, Overalt, the RDU Project involved 2 school planning team working with a linking 2gent on a series of
problem solving activities. * :

. Fl |
How dsfferent was s 2ppruach Tiumn Previous asiempts to solve problerns or to adopt new programs or
materials §n your schooi? (Circle one.) .

N +
KOT * .
. VERY VERY -
- * «DIFFERENT * DIFFERENT .
. r—— ——
PR * -
: ‘ . . 1 - 2 3 4 5 '

29. Looking at the five statements below, please choose the one statement that best describes the extent to which
your school has used the RDU approach to problem solving in dealing with other school problems. (Check one |

choice only.) -
We are repeating (or have repeated) the RDU approach to solve another problem in
our school . ..vaen. A R Ceresstavetecraeatraaan R ,
. We are adopting (orgm adopted) some parts of the RDU approach to solve another .~ '
. problem«in our school v ovssuruerarneaareaaransaraanireanes crraasannns ¢ ——
~ We have not used the RDU approach to solve another problem, but we probably will in
thefutile ...ouvnncannssns Viriaaaasannn feeasasvatersaaanunnr Tty —_— 1
We have not used the RDU approach to solve another problem but we are planning
definitely to use it in the future . o avvansscmcaanas cemsssatantsranssanvan ——
We will definitely not use this approach to solve another problem in the future ........ —_— .
‘ b L3
| don't know whether the RDU approach has been used again’or whether there are plans ) ’ e

touseitinthe future ..'cceovaaras seescdasaansrrnrannns vesaedaansunns . .
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30., How likely is it that your school will use the following aspects of the RDU approach to préblem solving to
address future needs that may arise? (Ci\n;d'e one on each line.)

, . ' DID NOT
’ \ PERCEIVE A
- B‘ﬁ - DISTINCTIVE
DEFINITELY PROBA PROBABLY DEFINITELY ROV
. NOT USE NOT VSE USE USE APPROACH
a, The ust of a tedf or committee  —— | . . )
v e of teachers and adr\n::mators. 1 2 3, 4 . NA
* b. The use of the servides of an '; -
* external linker — e 2. ' 3 4 NA
¢. The approach tothe processof . .
identifying and improving.in - ’
this school.  * . 1 2 3 4 NA
d. The approach lo identifying - ) * ) .
' possible solutions to our !
problems. . 1 ’ 2 . .3 4 NA
e The aporoach ta making 2 daci i . '
$10n among alt*pauve solutionsy ) ’ .
to a problem, . 1 2 3 4 NA
f. The approach to planning for ,
implementation. R 2 3 4 NA T
¢ ¢ Theafproach to implementation ,
and feedback. S 1 v 2 3 4 . NA
‘ . Y\ ) ¢ .

- [

31, Weare intgrested in your opinion of the ways in which the following\ characteristics or factors changed in your

school or school-districts s a result of your school's involvement in the RDU program. (Circle one on each

line) N -
, VERY SOME- ) SOME- VERY
. MUCH WHAT NO CHANGE WHAT MUCH
TYME OF CHANGE R WORSE WORSE AT ALL BETTER 3IETTER
a, Curriculum 1 2 3. 4 S
b, Teaching methods  * 1 s 2 0 3 A
' ¢, Available materials ~ 1 2 3 4 5+
. d. The way the school is organized 1 L2 ¢ 3 4 5
e. Participation of gachersin *
making decisions about this '
. school or school district 1 2 3 4 5..
f. Frequency of communication N
ammiong teachers about curric- . ,
ulum, teaching techniques and | . .
lesson planning 1 2 3\ . 4
» ¢ Morale of the stéff . o 2 ‘3 4 5
h. The way specialists are used in N ]
your school, 1 . 2 3 4 . 5
i. The-ways i which problems are - . . ’ .
solved in the schodl  \| . 1 2 3 4 . s?
j. Theimage of the school inthe  * ¢ : \
community 1 2 3 4 S

32, Thinking about the goals of the RDU program at your school, what percentage-of those goals have been )
acfiieved? *
.o —_— . .

. i 12:120 . .

. Il >
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* " Cost of Participation'in RDU Program ‘<.

’ x
33, dn the following Table, we ask for information that will enable us to determine the personnel Costs to schools par-
ticipating in the RDU Program. We are interested both in total personnel costs and in costs incurred during each

/

- arny

.
. * -y

~ ] -
.

stage of the RDU process: 1) problem identification, 2) solution selection, and 3) solution implementation. It is

important to emphasize that we are interested in your best estimates or approximations.

Your completed table might look like thiss - < . ) T
. . ‘ ; .
o . . STAGES g
L STAFF i, NUMBER OF " AV‘!IAGZ ANNUAL IV, PROSLEM . Y. SOLUTION 1 SOLUTION
e CUEACHTYPE - SALARY YorhniFication sz.n.tcnon " IMPLEMENTATION *
t 0 Q@ Sy ® Oct. Yy . Dec. Dec. Fe;a. March  June

MONTH TO MONTH MOMTH TO MONTN

. TQTAL NUMSER OF
P . . N DAYS
Fether , ! 3 22,5
Mpuinistrator 2 17
Specialist 2 1.5

NOTES. 1. List the fypes of school staff members pamcipatiﬁg in any stage o.f the RDU process,

-

\ by jdb title, . *

-
N ’

2. Enter the number of schoot staff members in edach staff type. . .

- - --—3; Estimate-the-average annual safdry of each staff typ'et ¢.g. enter $12,000 as the average

annual salary for the teacher staff type if three teachers have arinual salaries of $11,000,
$12,000, and $13,000, respectively. w . v
4, Enter the'month in which each stage began and the month in which it ended. )
« 5. Estimate the total number of days {1 day =% hours) spent by cach suaff type during

cach of the stages, e.2., enter 7.5 person days under problem identification if thrée
teachers spent 2.5 days cach on thatstage. * .

-»

| 12] .
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L STAFF . t1. NUMBER OF tit. AVERAGE ANNUAL (V.- PROBLEM V. SOLUTION VI, SOLUTION
~ TYPE - EXCHTYPE ”* SALARY IDENTIFICATION SELECTION IMPLEMENTATION
‘ ¥ . .‘L . . . , = ) -5 ,
. . . ‘ ) MONTH TO MONTIH D’JONTI-I TO MONTH MONTH" TO ' MONTH
. . : T n . et 3 ) ¢
! e (v’ * TOTAL NUMBER OF TOTALNUMBEROF ~  TOTAL NUMBER Of
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PR . Thank you for your assistance. Ptease mail this corppleted quclponnaire i

in the eiclosed postage'pald envelope within tendays. v
. ¢ . K . .
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) ' APPENDIX E & \

Products Adopted by Schools in Six R&I Projects* .
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o # ' *Data on adoptions were unavailable from the National Education -,
Association RDU project. : ,
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" Table 6

-

¢

(A

Product Adoptions f}Each RDU Project, by Spring 1979

NAME OF Mroouct

~

<

prOJECT

"

Florids .

Penn.

"NRC

Mich.

Géorgia

NETWORK

§ NEA®

CAREER EDUCATION |

~

Crisp Co. (Ga.) & Orange Co.
(Fla.) Career Education*

L
Basic Skills Through Practical Arts
{

[isorg{'& Caree Guida'nce_ , -

It Works ) 8 _
Locally Developed Career

Education Handbook* .

Orange Co. (Fla.) Career Education .
L]

«

Free To Be You and,Me P

Careers: A Supplemental *
Reading Progrem , ' -

1

‘Innerchange

Project' HEAR (1) *
Livelihoods

My Bread and Butterfliep
Career Book

#




-, v Lo - < s B i
T ) e

.
o . _ ‘ e -
y s . N . . — +
.

P - Table 6 (continued) . oo
‘ / - . ]
S . PROJECT - : .
- [ . - by
NAME OF PROGACT: Florida Penn. hrC -m\. Georgia | - NETWORK NEA -
CAREEREDUCATION {continued)/
. -
Career Awgrene'sa\xplat on 3 ’ ,
.,Curncultm{xt ] \ ' NN
Freest\y}e\ . r / - )
i N ! N7
Career DevE%pment Centerecl . 4 7 . .
. Curnculun.(l) . . : . —_
’ \
Gettmg It Toge,ther ? ! .
The JoEl_ Ahead = - ' ! " / |
The Magic Circle e 2 _ . o,
. ' N . ~ . . ¢
Emﬁloy‘abilityj@ls. . 3 .
AEL‘ Experience-Based Career 2 ) 1 . . : .
. Educatmq Program (1) ! . \\.
1) - _ | - - . B
v | JAEL, Care&r Decisionmaking 6 t .
-Prt;gram . . ’
Firep dopes,  Lm - | 3 . .
‘ ..\r . - : ) . - + ' [ 3 ; ] .
Health: Decisions™Ngr Growth _ 1 . ] ' N '
Career Exploration in the . ‘ 1 ' ’ ~ |
Earth Sciences (2) - . ’ |
t .' [ N ) L . . ‘,!
Michigan ACT Career Planning ) . : ) .1 ) , |
Progesm ¢ - Yot N N - ‘
‘ '\ .’ ; g ’ o ’ - ) ]

Lo , ’ 5 ‘
|
|
|
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Table*6 (continued)

N&ME OF PRODUCY

’
[

-

k]

’

PROJECT

Florida

Pepn.

NRC

Georgia

L

TER EOUCATION {conlinued)

Working With Trees (2) N

Introduction to Community
Centers )

1~ Career Opportunilies Boxes

L

. Just Me (2)

Career Development for
Childrep . ’

»

Explormg‘[:areera' T

\

Haluing Approech to 'Career
Education

Goofy Goes to Work 3
KWaroo Kit K

Ca reer Awareness K-.6

Doso Kits (Amerj:can'
Guidance Aasoc.)*®

“Me and Others
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w{’ - fable 6 {continued) ] . -
. .
- [ > " - Ceoxct " ' Cow
_ . R i . : . " /} ‘¢
NAME OF PRODYCT ] Florida Penn. NRC Mich. Georgia - |- NETWORK | NEA .

a4 -
}

READING — - : ‘/ . ' ; ' : | R R Y

Continuous Progress . i PR . ,
Reading *, . . ‘ : . . .
- S / ’ . - ‘» .
English/Reading Rotation - \\bs . 1 Ty ' |

Program)(l}
Project PAL (1)

Secondary Reading Leb
Individual Language Arts (1)

h
Manlies Pro&%am, NY State
Coordinsted Englidh- ‘E ’
Language Arts *

-]

SHART (1)

\
Sacajawea Plan (thru
Precision Teaching and SDW

perception Plus (1) !
SOR (1)
Basic Spelling ‘o

Wisconsin Design for
Réadang (2)

Project MARC N

"

Open Court . . ,
Exemplary Center }or/rj--

r:' (€) |
leading Ingtryction--
ERICit1 (D~ ' K
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s ‘- agp " Table 6 (continued) . ' - )
. - i PROJECT, : -
. - ) - T
“NAME OF PRODUCT .. " . Florida Penn. NRC mcrt Georgia | _NETHORK NEA
- ’ . S |
READING (contmued) . .- . ] . ] — R
Barnell Loft Skills ! 1 : : ‘ ) |
T SRA-Schoolhm}se Comprehension . ¢ e L - . . ’ L B
r . ' . T
FOCUS--Reading Curriculum* (1) ] - 1 '
o — | -/
5 Latbach Tutormg Program* . . K- ' Do 1).
Py vl ¢
Jbnior Great Hooks* ’ 1
~ ‘ - 5
“ Content Reading Inservu.e \ 1
Package* ,
T - [ ~] - ‘.
I'.‘omumcatj.on Skills Improvement . . = ~ 1
* Center (1) -0 N -
§
Intensive Reading Improvement . . . T 1.
Centér (1) . . i
‘Dallas Basie ‘Skills* . 1
Nampa I'.‘ommumcation Skillg* - — . . Y
[+ Y s N . ’
Miscel laneous Producta T T ' 8
developed by the sites* Y '
- n - ] .
San Diego RZR X ) i r . ) 2
Pegasus-PACE L.l) - ‘
/ .
Classroom Intervention . ’
Project (1) T
p ~
H
132~ % : .
IS >
o . L .
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Table 6 (continued)

134

5 . ’ PROJECY
. ) ’ - :
_ NAME OF PRODUCT Florida Penn. NRC Mich. Georgla NETWORK ) _NEA
-
READING (continued)
Systematic Approasch to ~ 4
Reading Improvement--SARI
Houghton-Mifflin Basal 5
Management System* 1
\ \ “\ :
Spellscript* 2 R
Parents Assist Beginning 2
Reading Management ]
SyShem* . =
SWRL-Ginn Communicat ion_ 1. x
Skills Program R
Sustained Silent Reading* 1
- Reading Resource Center* 1
- ﬁ
Development of 8 Languege 1
. Arts Scope/Sequence* . .
Engleman-Becker Reading , - 1 .
and Morphographie
Spelling*
Columbia River, Developmental 1 -
Reading Program L
‘&Bay Area Writing Program* - 1
\ " L]
Holt Series and Mahagement 1 g—m
System* | \ ' | %35




Table 6

ntinued)

.

F]

- NAE OF PRODUCT

o\

"

PROJ

ECT *

Florida

Penn.
. b

NRC

Mich.

Geo

NEA

Instru’wn(Z)

'Reading System

Y okills (l)

MATHEMATICS @

—
ST ()
PRIMES

.

, Keymdth

Center esour

READING {cont 1nued)

.
”

c

*+ Prgject Catch-Up (1)

{ -
h}!iawa11 English Program (l)

Individually Prqgrammed

Acbountabxlxty.in.Prlmbry
Reading Program

s

Jotationa) Reading Power

Program (1) ~
» g . ?

Andover Individualized

Coricepts and Language (2)

L,

1976 L1pp1ncott Read1ng
Text and Management System -

Proficiency Verification*
Program Waith Learn1ng

Improvement of Basic Read1ng

Pl

l’e"..




p— 3,4

o

1able 6 (concluded)

k7 e

NAME OF PRODUCT ’

~ PROJECT

Florida

K

Penn.

- NRC-

Mich.

Gedfgié

| NETWORK

MATHEMATICS (continued)
(HATEIAS

Brevard County %AMP

Math Learning Systems'
SRA--Mathematics Involvement }
Sﬁd;-Hastery Test

MISCELLANEDUS

Evaluation Workshop from the
Center for the Study of
Evaluation* (2)

SPECS--Scho;I Planning, .
Eva)uation, & Communications
System* (2) .

Wehauken Plan®*

Pogitive Attitude Iow;rds
Learning--PATL (1)

Individual ly Guided Education {(2)

n

¢

KEY g

The NEA project did not keep a l1st of the products that vere adopteil by the sites.

* Product not in knowledge base

(1) Product listed in the NDN catalog
(2) Product listed in the NIE catalog

138
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APPENDIX F ~ .

»
Criteria for Judging the Quality of Praoblem Solving.
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10t RDU Staff  ** .
. FROM: Diane Kel} .
* RE: nideal® Problem-Solving Model (Revised)
g DATE: -106/24/79 ' . ’ .

This memorandum sets forth the criteria for 3udging the extent to
\ch the problem-solving sctivities of the RDU schools were congruent with
und problem solving and group decision making practices. *

The crateris-for sound sproblem solving (Part 1 below) are different
for each stage, while the .criteria for sound grqup decision makipg (Part 2
’ belqg) are the same for each stage. .

. The criteria ray be given unequal weights, Some criteria may be
more important for some sites than others, or may have been more out-
rageously disregarded in some sites. To decade upon a rating, think of

each criterion as a possible debit. In generalf a site should be given
. & "4" rating only 1f 1t hes no debits, and a "1" rating only if it has

four or more debits. These, however, are only rough guidelines, and you
may use YOUr Own Judgement. -

Part 1:  Problem Solving

Problem Igentification

a. Problem specf?icat1ons--1.e., searchang for concrete problem indicators,
analyzing perceived causes, and assessing spec1fic needs--precedes *
search, selectian, and implementation of a solution. ..

b. Alternative definitigns of the problem are posed and considered.

writing of problem statemepts, discrepancy ana ysi18) are carried out
fully and appropriately. 't .

- ) ‘ .
d. - Adequate evidence of the .problem is obtained (t ugh, 'in some cases,
« ~ this may not require extensive documentation or new data collection
and analysis). ’ ] . . 4

e. The level of efforf devoted to problem identification is appropriate

to the circumstances. . e S
J [

f. Definition ¢f problem 1s acceptable to'a substantisl majority of
those affected by the decision). Ct ) . }

g. Definition of problem is clear, manageable, and relevant to the situa-
. tion; 3t is neither too marrgw {trivial) nor too broad (grandiose).
P

h. Definition of ﬁgobleﬂ-is new)li.e., not a restatement of a priori
¢« assumptions about, needs or th pet theory of-a particular clique or

individual.

141,

c. Any special procedures that are adopted_(e.g.,\needs_assessment SUTVEY.y—

®

-
Il




a.

b.

Ca

d.

1.

ke

1.

) . . h .
L] < *____,. 4
- R ' ) .
] ’ .
3 " .
»~ / - —— -
Solution Selegtion - .
x L4 - . W
"Problem 1s referred to an agenh{agenby for search of solutions (this
. may include, but should not be restricted to, members of the problem-
" solving group). L . .
i y
Conduct of search is objective, responsive to the problem statement, :
technically competent (i.e., "professional"), ani thorough. « .. W

Clarifigation of problém.is_obtaxned‘when necegsary.

Delivery of alternative solutions 1s expeditious {within reasonable
or expected time period). .

“»
Evaluation evioence oé‘other crateria of effectiveness or suxthbxlxt;
are given'to the school. g

Selection process beings mainly after delivery of alternative solutions
from the appropriste agent/agency. If locally familiar solutions are
contemplated while the formal search process (as described above) is
taking place, the final selection 18 postponed until the formal search
process 1s completed and all alteiPativeq,are'deliuecedc

L4

~
merits and demerits are

Alternatives are carefully exemined; the
assessed according-to explicit criteria.

Addaitional information aﬁﬁﬁf solutions 1s sought {e.g., through site
visits, consultation, etc.) or additional searches are ordered, when
questions arise about the outcomes of the original search.

The level of effort devoted to selection 1s appropriate to the circum-
stances. )

Solution 1s scceptable to s substantial majority of those .affected
by the decision.

*Solution 18 new; i.e.y not a ptactice or product that has aslready been
implemented in the target school.

Solution 1s nanageable,,accepfable to administration or other external

[

- Solution ig relevant to originasl problem statement, likely to have the’
intended effect on: students or staff, and in bther. respects high in
quality.

*

parties, and cost-effective.

»




Planning for Implementation ‘

w

/
e Comq.ramtla that will affect mplementatlzr are reahstlcally assessed.

b. Admmstratxve support and cooperation arf gained for mplementatmn.

appropriate, judged according to whether the adaptation responded to: ¥

1. « obvious defect’in product/program ' .

2. genuine local needs of student or staff .

- \
‘c. Formal plans are drawn'up to_govern: P ) %=
1. leadership and staffing’of implementaticn team )
L ﬂ:hh : 2. field trials - ‘_ ’ . L
* 3. resource needs ,(money, materials, equipment) , : -
_— 4. scheduling of treatment . *
5. distribution of treaimept among students/schools/staff.
6. training or staff <dzvelopment N
7. feedback or evaluation ) . |
_8. public relations with nonparticipating staff and commumty. T ‘ . .
d. External lmkers/consultants/agencxes gre exploited as necessm:y. ‘
e. Measures are taken to ensure. that%{he chosen product/progran re?.ams -w
) , 1ts essential feattil:es and. goals 1Y the course of implementation.
’- f. Adaptatmns of the product/program made prior to implementation are ) ™ |
|
\
|
|
|

3. unalterable constraints n the situation . . %

- \4. special opportunities or leverages in the situation ‘
that alldw for enhancement of the product/program's

effect R
- e— . ' F
("'g. The level of effort devoted to plannmg for mplementation is app:opnate\
v’ . to the sltuatmn.
\ ‘. . . N ’
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- e L
Implementation \ .
All elements of the implementation plan are bor;ue in mind and realized

in some form. . _— .

—

. Tha actusl scope of implementation {nunber or proportion of students

.or staff, frequency of use) is sbout right or greater than intgnded. :
D1fficulties in implementation are realisitically assessed and efforts .
are matle to resolve them. - ) >
A_drnmlétrative support and cooperation are gained or reinforced. :
Externa} tinkers/consultants/agencies sre sexploited as necessary. !
Heasureé are taken to ensure that the chosen product/progran retains

1ts ‘essential features and goals in the course of implementation. K

A ‘

Adaptan&ps of the product/program made after implementation sre >
approprigte, judged according to the standsrde”listed ee*'xer (under

Planning for implementation). - -. -

. - Il L
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‘-- Part Z2: Group Decision Makin

The ci-xteria i‘g{' judging‘group decision making practices are-the same
at each stage. These crateria are: N
. . ‘ rom

P
a. A formally constituted group 1s established or empowered to make the
> . - decisions related to’that*stage. ‘. E . ~ &

v

b. Meetings are held regularly (at least once a morith). .

L]

c. Attendance at meetmgsﬁs‘;’good, and level of interest seems high.

_ .. .. . d. .Composition of group ’repr'ésents those who w1ll Be directly affected
by decisions. o - - i ¥ R

e. Collection déhberation takes plece, and democrati
T 1s engaged®1in, ~\ . .-
- ' ‘.;': { - -~ ‘ -

] f. Conflict 1s menaged well, and any tepsrons within the group are dealt
-t with openly and efforts made to resolve them. .

. + [ . . - -
g. Leadership 1s accepted afyd appropriate.
' s N ® -
/N h. Decisions are not subverted or dictated by administration or other
- external parly f%i.e.,; the group h oth legitimagy and power to make
. decisions that are bindipg on local project). ' , .

' |
1. Progress is made from one meeting to the next (1.e., the same issues
are not recurrently sddressed without evadence of progress toward ..

A their® resolution). v - w0 .
. . : . . - L, om
For all stages_subsequent to the frrst stage, there is an additional. e
criterion: - e N . -
j. There 1s sufficient continuyity in the membershig of the group to et
ensure that it profits from the knowledge and experience of 1its . 4 el
- . members and to ensure ‘that it is faithful todecisions mate at .
egrlier stages. / e
- [ ] . - -~
’ i -
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