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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This is q preliminary. report on the statistical quality of the

quantitative RDU data, focusing primarily on the teacherfdata. Recommen-
.

dati.ons for analOis are made.

2.0 QUALITY OF THE DATA

Three sets of statistical. analyses were performed to help shed
.

light on the usefulness of teacher data as indicators of school_level effects.

These ere: variance component generalizability analyses (explained below);

school level correlations of 26 variables from CCF, teacher, and principal

instruments; and a c$ step7wIse regIessions that use variables from all

three instruments as predictors of school level outcomes. The following

sections discuss my examination of these materials.

2.1 Geheralizability of School*Level Means

The purpose of the genicalizability analyses was to assess the

- ,relative strengths of school level and teacher level/error as sourees.of

- variance{ and to calculate the generalizability 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

Re4aratnam, 1972). extends classical test theory to 'the case of more general

sources of variance -- not limited to two. Estimation of generalizabilities

is conducted via different methods of variance components analysis.(while

reliabilities usually come from some'sort oFcorrelation,or the internal

consistency -- Cronbach's alpha). One very useful field of application

of gen eralizability theory has been the estimation of class means (Kane

and BreAtn, 1977); i.e: averages over persons.

In'the current application -- estimating the usefulness of teacher

level scalei as indicators of school level effects -- there are two sources .

1

of variance; the school effect and the teacher effect. The linear model
4
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is Yj(i) = tj(i) +sSi + m when) Yij is the scale value for the j'th

teacher in the.iith school, m is the overall mean, Si is the school effect,

tj(1) is the ,teacher effect, and

within i. The effects Si and tj

variablei.with variances cl and

i.e. the deviation of the teache

the notation j(i) indicates that j is nested

(i) are assumed to be ,zero mean random

, respectively. 'Teacher4evel error,

r response from the true value for that

teacher, is confounded with tj(i). The model is quite different from a one

way analysis of variance, whiCh would really be an analysis of school level

means.. Ip the current application 61 and weren estimated for' each of

18 constructed scales, via the MIVOUEOM4hod Implemented in the VARCOMP pro-
.

cedure of the SAS system..,

Ttlz.rc ere tc ,Tt:tiscs-thet can be constructed from

these variances. 'The first is

5
=

,which.is simply the fraction of the variance of Yj(i) attributable to school

level effects. qbviouslyfr will be very low when the effect is peiceived

very differently by different teachers in the same school, or ;here there

is a great deal of response error, and high where teachers tee to agree on

school level.effects.

The second statistic is the generalizability (here, for all practical

purposes, synonomous with reliability) of the school, level aggregates over

teachers. Generalizabi,lities are extremely important to assist in interpre-

tation of correlational analyses, especially regressions, and to help guide

analyses to be conducted. Ttie,generalizability of the mean for schools with

Nt teachers per school ie

)
,

. a tC,e )1C.,

In prepaying the data weused the average number o teachers per school to

get a:reasonable estimate of the actual averagefi over schools.
t4 r

. Table 1 dipplays'th statistics that were computed. In order to \,.
.

interpret then4, it i necessary to determAne their potential effects on the
4

)

analysts. .The thre9 most problematie
.

inquences of imperfect generalizability
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Variable

PERSIW

SCOPET

ORGIVR

_

TUCSAT'.

?TRAIN,

TUSEFL

PROOQUAL

DIFIWP

LOCDEV

. PUP IF?

PROBSOL

T MCOUSR

T MCOADM

TSAT PS

TCHNGOA
,

TCOLLEG

TTENSE

TPRINSUP

TABLE 1

ANALYSIS OF 18^CONSTRUCTED SCALES

4
Number of Nadler of
leathers Schools

4
NE.

.

560

4%

541

329

58C

580

381

37B

310

303

288

433

433

430

513

536.

523

512

....

.

172

158

171

133

177

177

137

131

131

1-24

122

148

148

158

'173

175

175

173

.136

.776

.51r

r 237

.339

7292

.282

.410

--.11.13

.291

-4414

.021

.103
. .

.286

.246

:.189

.336

-.345
_

)

,

.425

.909

.767

.435

. .027

.574.

,522

.667,

.283

.501

.625

.060

\ .251

.521

.491
-2, ,

.417

.60.

.609

.

.

.

4

.

.
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are (1) attenuation of correlations; (2) attenuation of statistical power

of hypothesis tests, and (3) biasing' ,of regression coefficients.

Attenuation of Correlations

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

, that x and y'are measured via. scales ofgeneralizabiUty x and y.

Then Q£_C / .4

7L6r.c(j.)17-- (.)()j)
The meaning of this equation is that correlations are attenuated, approxi-

mately by 4,77.771-. In order to estimate true correlations yne can dissat-
.

,tenuate by dividing by gyT if this quantity is known. If these figures

are known only apprOXimatelV then one should simply take this into account
. .

in interprctl-G. the correlations. .'+

When correlations involving reacher variables are disittenuated,

some very large Intercor.relationsresult.- For instance, the uncorrected

correlation matrix of three impact variables is
f

1

1 ORGIMP 1

2 . PERSIMP .6d

3 PURIMP

and the corrected matrix is

.56

1

1.04

2 3

,
.60 .56

1 .48

.48 1

1
1

.90

1 .1514 I;

.9t 1.04 1

This indicates that, for all practical purposes, the unde ying impact

variables are virtually identical. They might be usefully combined into

a composite variable.'

Td6les 2a and,2b show the correlations (attenuated nd disattenuated)

'for nineteacher variables.' Clearly there is an enormously trong first

factor operating. Analyses and interpretation may be threat ned by this.

A.close study of thecluster/factor structure is indicated.

1

.
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TABLE 2a -.

N

OF NINE AGGREGATED TEACHER VARIABLES

a*

.

. i

.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8' 9

#

1 ORGIMP .60 .49 .23 `.52 . .56 .63 .50 .34

2 PERSII-V .60 .33 .16 .47 : .48 .52, .36 . .20

3 TSATPS .49 .33 - .32 .41 .32 3 .45 :06

4 TLICSAT.. , .23 .16 .32 - .18 '.I.7 .14 .24 .03

5 PRODQUAL .52 .47 .41 .18 - .64 .66 .45 .15

6 PUPIMP .56 A .32 .17 .64 - , .92 .41' .26

7 PROBSOL .63 .5 .33 .14 .66
1,

.92 - .49 J9

8 TUSEFL .50 .36 .45 .24 .45 .41 .49 .22

9 DIF IMP .34 .20 .06 .03 . .15 .26 .39 .22
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TABLE 2b
.

CORRELAT I ENS OF NINE TEACHER VAR IABLE S., DISAT TEhUATED

.

a 4

.".---......

.

&
i I I

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

e

..,
1 - ORGIff - 1.04 .77 .40 .82 .90 .90 .75 .47

N

2 4 PERSI IP 1.04 - .70 .37 .99 1.04 1.00 .73 .37

I 3 . TSATPS -"/ .77 .70
7

- .67/ 79 :63, .58 .83 .10
r

4 IL NXSAT ; .40 .37 .67 - .38 .32 .27 .48 .06

5 PRODQUAL .. .82 .99 .79 .38 149. 1.15 .83 .25

6 PUPI4 .90 1.04 .63 .32 1.29 - 1.63 .77 .45

7 ,PROBSOL

.

.90 1.00 '.58, .27 1.15 1.63 - .82 .60

8 TUSEFL ' .75 .73 .83 .48 .83 .77 .82 - .36

9 DIFIM3 .47 .37 .10 .06 .25 .45 .60 .36 m

IR
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Statistical Power

The power of the statistical hypothegis teat Ho:i(x,y) = 0 is

attenuated as a curvilinear function of true r(x,y) and 4T777 . Tee
3 exhibits thepower of the test as interpolated from tables driven by

Cohen (1977). His labels "small", "mediqm", and ':large" are assigned to

thq true correlations .1, .3, and .5, and we added tne-label."very large"

for.r = 7.

The.table shows that in any case, only a small fraction of small

effects will be detected statistically. With perfect generalizability,

nearly all medium or larger effects will be detected. When g17 is .5

or better nearly all large qr.very large effects will be detected but many

medium effeLLs ulfa_ fal.5,,to .2 or less then only

a fraction of even very ldrge effects'will be seen.

Our judgement is that all of the variables in Table 1 are useful

.wtih the exception of T HODUSR. The variables T MODADM and LOC 0EV are

marginal. The remaining 15 (of 18) are sufficiently generalizable (f) .4)

to give rejection of the null hypothesis substantial meaning as evidence \'

/
that the null hypothesis is in fact true.

411
To judge actual effects of diminution of statistical power, I examined

the correlation matrix of 26 selected variables from all three data sources.

For nine teacher variables, generalizabilities were available. I plotted

the fraction of significant correlations that each of the, nine had with

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

on Figure 1. -

From the obvious 'relation between/ and fra ions of significant

relations I concluded that nearly all true cor'r ?lations are strong and that

the observed correlations were attenuated mostly by generalizabil#y effects.

I confirmed this conclusion by estimating the central tendency of

the productle over the set of 9x25 such products involving teacher variables:

I astonishingly high. It would be unlikely that

the generalizability of the 26-9 = 15 nonteacher variables averages. less
. -

thin .8. The vast majority of corielations among the 26 "true" variables

appear to be statistically and pract celly significant.. Average effects must

be large to very large.

1

11
- ,-1.71
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All
'TABLE 3

POWER OF TEST r=01 n=1,00, dr.05 as a FUNCTION OF ,

i(ny)
g

. Small Medium Large Very large

'1.
.3.

-
.5 7

.110

1. .Z6 .92 JB 1.00

.7' .17 67 .96 1.00

.5 .12 .43. 80' 96

.3 .09 .22 .42 .67

'.2 :06 .13 .26 .38

.

1 .05 .09 .12* .17

(N.

12

,c

to'
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Examination. of Ste0Cise'Regressions

A set of stepwise regressions was conducted in which independent

variables were classified into three groups: linker, product, and process.

Examination of the results leads to theifollowing conclusions:

(1) Theteacher preggss variables have little predictive
power ( average foe = .03) rr

(2). The Principal Product variables have little predict ive

power (average W. .1: .01)

_(3) Overall, the CCF variables have most predictive power.

Onlyi two of .the teacher process variables (T, MODUSR, T MODADM}

were inclUded in the ge neralizability analyses: They had the two lowest

generalizabilities(.061 and .251, respectively) of any of the 18 computed.

From this wp JiAge that the'failure of the teacher process variables to
)

. 'prediCt outcome is due to thAr low generalizabilities.

Although Cie can't compute giheralizabilities of the CCF or Principal

variables we judge them (eicept for Principal Product variables) equal

or superior to the teacher variables. CCF variables appear, overall to

be the strongest. thus except for the two'groups identified above, the

,variables appear to be very sound, especially for questionnaire derived

data.

3.0 INJERPRETATICH OF REGRESSIONS

It is clear that (a) t here is considerable bulticolinearity among

ti

4.

the "true" variables that the scales estimate mild (b) the 'generalizabilities

are mostly in the .4 to range r1 very. good but not perfect. The result of

these two facts is that estimates of regerssion Coefficients will be badly

biased, -- nearly always. Interpretation of B's -from models with more than
.

two or.po regressors will .be nearly,i0pobsibp!" In models with one regressor

the B estimates can easily be debiased via the Lord7Portbr disattenuation:

With more regressors the debiasing amputations are complex but possible.

In any base we need the values 'for geheralizabilities =- which can be
.

estimated only for the teacher variables. I would recommend the correction,'

however, in models using solely teacher variables as regressors.

"IP

4
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5.0 UPDATE .
% - -

.
: \

On the basis'of thand some additional analysis, the following

steps were takeilto create a final data base for analysis.
, ,

First, based,on the recommendations presented above,,teacher process

variables were dzoppid from the data analysis plans. LOCDEV,"which refers

to the moult of local - development of materials, was considered too critical

ttildrop, although it Wii,marginal generalizability. - .

.. ,
1

Second, a decision was made to proceed, with our original intent,
. -4

which was to aggregate.,individusLtes0er responses to the school level,

and merge them with principal survey data,,and.data obtained from the CCF
,)z, 4 A It

.

(see Chapter 3). f.
. , 4 . 4

. . infra,- to Ceal'with tne ou.e.ed muiticollinearity of variables,
....2,

ather than creating hew scales within each data file, it was decxded to
f

scale across teacher; principal and CCR data. This process reduces multicol-
., .

.
, linearity considerably, but dies not decrease the predictive -ewer of our

data (see Exhibit A:..1:- , ' .

/
/ ,

,r m

Fourth, a decision was made to proceed with estimations of missing
. .

.

Irk
data, hased on the comm n on- of the.audit. The pfocedure used was

as-follows:

.'"f

or variables )fere class2 into groups, based on the
, model thaCformed the. basis for our analysis (see.

. Figure 2=2, p. 35). 5

i within $ac)rvariable'grodO, regressions were performe d
. on eaOrvariable fOr which there was a substantial

amountf missing dat'a. The regressors were limited

to other variables witnin the same group..

e
I

'estimations'af the value of the missing numbers were
ma4'd.uding the regression coefficients febm eactl

. re4resslop'equation. The formpla'for the estimation

'procedure was:
i , ;'

I

I

1 I

r..

N. .. .
I

milm400.9 %

s

,. ,
;
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Exhibit A-1

S

K

TO: Karen, Sheila, Diane
FROM: Jim e

RE: Data reduction; plug'ging missing data
DATE: 11/12/80 .

k

Before taking off for the conference in Nashville, rrrampaged through the
21 outcome measured we've been working with and reduced them to 10, as
follows:

Old scale names

ORGIWPORGIMP 1COPESCC

. PERSIT

NUrdRui.. Blob

PRGINCS6T9.SCOPE5

SCOPE SCOPET SLOP

.4 PSATPS TSATRS

PROBSOL PPRBSOL

PUPIMP Id

New scale name

7ORGIMP: org impact,

pERsimP (no change): persbnal impacts

trnJANC: incorporation of process

ROINC: incorportation of adopted progrem

?SCOPE: scope of implementation

7SATPS: site satisfaction with pdprocess

? PROBSOL: site report problem sold d

PUPIW (no change): pupil impacts

ZLNKSAT: site satisfactlbn with linker

BT28A (no charge),: % teachers saying ROO
different

CC

E1CC

PLNKSAT TLiIKSAT

6728A X .4

Reductions were accomplished by standardizing raw scale s and adding them
then taking the average. Thus,4if a case were missing one or two of the
old scales,it wodid Mill have a valid value on the new scale. New scales
are'not affeCted by differences in range .among the raw scales, and distribu-
tpnal propffrt4es ace made more stable. The missing data problem for outcome
measures is aOreciably reduced, at least in most cases, with upwards of 30
cases added for some outcomes. Finally, mult &collinearity variables from the

.

same source was reduced. :.'Aote that if yob use an of these new scales, they
range from ahout to 45-with-e mean of 0 (standffrdized, you know).

4I have iun the regressi2ns represented in tKe charts passed out earli2r
this week,-but:have not tabled the results yet. A summary chait di R for

the stepwise regressions is atta6hed, however, and shows that our Aredictive
p2wer is about the same, i.e., a variable like, say, 7ORGIT has average
R s about-the tame 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 scale or two, though I can only suggest BT28A. .

fe - .
. .

A

I
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Proportions of Variance in Outcome Measliires'

Explained by Sets of Treatment Indioators:

R.
2

from Ste wise Regressions
With Teaches, Principal and CU' Data

;

1

C.)

0,

6
s.

.4

C-)

L.

Yfl

Impacts on Rarticipating staff

Impacts on school as organization (I)

Im acts on school,as organization (P)

Revised process incorpdration

Process incorporation 1 (P)

Process incorporation (T)

Program incorporation (P)

Program incorporation (1)

Program incorporation (C)

Impacts on school .as orgariization (C)

Scope of implementation (P)

Scope of implementation (T)

scope of implementation (C)

.05 .03 ..03 .31 .24' 0* .01 .05 .08

.Z1 0 .08 .43 .36 .03 .05 .b6 .03

. 08 .005 .20 .23 .10 .01 .t .0 .18

Principal satisfaction with/process (P)

Teacher satisfaCtion process (T)

Principal satisfaction *ith linker (P)

Teacher satisfaction with linker (T)

% teacher/report RDU very different

%., Pupil impagts (T)

Principal reports problem solved (P)

Teachei reports problkIsolved (T)

.09 .05

.0%08

.08 0

.12 .07

.20 .02

.21 .09

-29 .11

.9i .02

. 08 .01

.21

.05

.03

.09

.

*0 means no variables entered

1'

-95

.05

.03

00

.03

.17 0

. 06

..34 .03

10 0

18.

.18 :10 .06 .01. 0 .01

.11 .lay05 0 0 0

.01

.02

.06

.01

.05

0

.03

.04 .32 .02 .04 .02

.07 .45 .14 .01 .16

.06 .26 .24 0 .14

.04 .48 .14 0 .10

.10 .59 .20 0 '.12

.05 .25 .09 .01 .13

.02 .13 .34 0 .28

.08 .35 ,29 0 .40

.11 .37 .08 .61 0

.02 .17 .25 dr 02

.06 .18 .11 .01 .16

.05 .20 .0t.13 .07

.08 .06 .03 0. .04

.02 .30 .46 .09 'Ai%

.06 .30 .27 .05 .09

.04 .20 .54 :08 .06

.11

.10

.07

.01

.12

.08

.18

0

.13

0

.20

.12

.03

.02"

. 02

.05

. 05

.06

701

.05

.39

0

.46

.15

.Q5

.01

. 04

.02

PO
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Proportion of Variance in Outcorile Masures

Explained by Sets of Treatment Indi6atori:

R
2
from Stepwise Regressions with -

Standardized Outcomes Combining Teacher,
. Principtil and CCF Data

a

.

OUTCOME

CCF Process CCF Products Teacher

PREDICTOR SET .

CCF 1 1.61(

.

Principal LiikProducts

g

.
.

,,

7ORGIHP .33 .54 .30 .00 .12

IPROINC .30 .47 419 .1; .01

75CDPE

7PROC1NC

.17

410

.39

128

. .39

.05.

.36

0* '

.01

.08

,

MAW S .01 .31
c

.17 0* .10
,

PROBSOL '.15 .19 %47
.

.07 .03
.

,m

iINKSAT .02. .12 .12 ' .14 .39 4-

4,...)
4

* 0 indicates no variables entered the regression.
`\,--

I
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RDU Independent (Treatment) Variables

Linker variables--

P: Linker contact with principal-
Linker initiative

T: Pct. teachers reporting contact with linker

Linker contact with local action; tears

Level of linker

Product variables--

P: Principal's report a product was adopted
Principal's report the program was difficult to implement

1: Teachers' report a product was adopted
Need for mo4ificfitions to product
Product quality (scale)
Difficulty of implementation (VCale)
Need for local de1lopment of materials (scale) (-)

.'

C: Was product validated
Relative, advantage
Did program match problem
Program complexity
Implementation reversibility ()
Extentlof preimplementation modifications
Extent of postimplementation modifications
Adequacy of guides, for implementation [41

Difficulty of implementation .

for 4hiCh it was selected

Process variables--

P: Principal's involvement in PID
Principal's involvement in Sol. sel.

Principal's involvement in PFI

- "Principal's involvement in Implementation,

T: Teacher participation in modificalions to produh
_Administrator Participation in modifications to product

C: "LAT involvement in problem solving
Tpacher,influenceiin probleM solving'
Principal influence in problem solving
LAT influence in problem solving
Level of problem solving effort
Quality of problem solving process
Breadth of)problem solvlog participation

20
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As will be discussed in Appendix C, this estimation procedure.(Which was

not performed for a ll variables due to its qxpense) does-not eliminate

problems of missing cases due to lack of complete overlap between our various

data bases (CCF, teacher and principal surveys.). Thus,, we were left with a
., .

missing data problem that was reduced, but not - eliminated.-eliminated.
. 4 .
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APPENDIX 6'

1.0 COMPUTATION OF OUTCOME MEASURES

As the dlecussions of our study of the RDU project presented in the
.

body& this repert suggest, we were faced with a large amount of data; fr om

'a variety. Of sources, re4ated to the RDU treatment :itself, possible outcomes

of the RDU program at the individual and site levels, and 'the characteristics

of the school sites themselves. In many cases, data on the same dimension

were availabi from more than one datasource. This was deliberately built

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

. critical to our analysis. That is, we wished to ensure-that data from

principals and teaz4rs, for example, oz froth principals and our own project

staff visits to .participating schools, were strongly correiked.

We were also faced with the problem oetoo much data Ad too. little

time and resources to Bnalyze each and every relevant item in detail. We

also knew that, some of our measures would be of greater analytic. utility than

othels. Thus, we faced a serious data reduction task. In addition, we knew

111
that some data w9uldbe missing, e.g., we might have teachers' assessments of

some variable, but not'the principal's because oNnon-response to our surveys

or lack of knowledge on the topic when we conducted face-to-face interviews

Itt some sites. .

To deal with thtse problems, we utilized simple scaling and 'standard-

ization
,e

ization procedure's discussed below, for each key variable, in detail. Thy

general strategy was to reduce batteries of items in our instruments to

scales, either through summing, averaging, or counting at these seemed

appropriate. Since our primary unit of analysis was the school rather than

the individual staff member participating in the RDU program, we thin develop-
.

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

r techniques as averaging,across teachers within schools or taking the propor-
j

tion of pt each school who gave a certain response. .Thus, a group of

teachers would be "pooled" to generate a single observation of some aspect

of' their school's RD!) experience. (Note that the data from principals and

from our own staff's consolidated )soding for-the CCF--were already at the

schrior level.)

,



Although in many cases there were virtually identical item's in OP

411
the teacher and principal surveys, this was not always the case,. Nor did the

CCF data correspond absolutily with th'e data from principals and teachers

( aggregated to the school level). To deal with such inconsistencies' along

with a certain amount of missing data became an important data management
ti

task. We also wished, in our analysis and reporting, to address the question

of the relative importance of different variables in, terms of.affecting site

outcomes.

.. Our solution to this set of data management complexities was to

standardize bite level data (including aggregated teacher data) so that .

difference in, say, scale and range, between data sources addressing the same

substantive issues were relieved. This procedures anti enabled us.to make

direct comparisons of the analytic utility scales tapping several dimensions
. .

in a 'single stalpme analysis, for example, by examining the 'size of the Betas

(standardized'regression coefficients) in any given regression analysis.

Finally, problems of missing data Are alleviated by. being able to average

standardized scales from different data sources dealiqg with any given site..

Thus, if we had principa].and CCF data on organizational impacts (or any

other combination of draci) we were able to take the arithmetic mean of

available data as-the final site level measure to be included in our analysis.

This will become clearer as we discuss the compuCation'of specific site level

measures in the rest of this Appendix. This wasdone only for variables that

were strongly intercorrelated (simple correlations significant at .05 of better).

Satisfaction With the Services ofjhe Linking Agent

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

To obtain a measure of how satisfied the staff at these sites were with

theseservices, the surveys of principals and teachers asked respondents to

indicate how well they felt the linker performed at each of the aqtivities

listed in Figure X-2. Linkers were-rated "poor" (1) to "excellent" (5) on

each item.

The respondents' satisfdction 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.

1W
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Figure X-2 ,

LINKER ATTRIBUTES OR ACTIVITIES

a. Ability to explain clearly

b. Helpfulness in specifying,
problems or needs

the purposes. and services of the GROUP
No

0

analyzIng and diagnosing our particular

4

c. Helpfulness in developing criteria for selecting the solution

suited tp our needs

d. Helpfulness in-locating alternative solutions to our problem

e. Helpfulness in finding the best match between our problem and

f. Ability to help us understand how the

used

g. Helf ess in adapting the R&D prqgrsm or materialeto%our.shool or

school

best

a solutio n

R&D program -or materials could be

.a

h. llelfulness in'implementing the new program or materials
4

i. Assistance in locating additional technical resource

j.
Availability.to-us when We need to talk to him/her

k. Ability to resollie conflicts fairly

1. Skillmalan organiker or coordinator

m. Assistance in evaluating our program

+0,

.

S

I

4

persons

72
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Finally, the sctigol levq1 teachers' linker, satisfaction measur4

an d the principals' linker satisfaction measures were standardized to unit
sn

valiance shout a *lean ()rger°. Thi'arithmetic 'average of these standardized
.71

measures constatutes the final site level measure of satisfaction with the

linkerb' services used in the analyses we report.'

Scope of Product Implementation

Another measure of the, impact ROO had on schools used'in this report

is the "scope of product implementatiop," This measure was generated so as
1"-*

to reflect an assessment of the percentage ofthe students exposed to the

adopted program an d the amount of time (each' e0() they Spent using the

product or materials. Both principals and to chers were askedto. provide

theie

. The scope measure was calculated14 multiplying the reported percent-
,

Jr

age of pupils affected times the average number of minutes per week the ' 0.

,J:' ,.1 -__

\-.-
productoor maters Is were reported to be used. Ttpchers' Opope scores were

averaged within sc pols to generate school level measures of teachers' scope

also
i ' 4116

of implementation. Our staff also rated the schools we visited on their scope..

-.- of product .i77;7110ition by rating the percentage of.pupils affected and thei
.

,

level of product used

Finally, the piincipals' scope scores, the school level teachers'

scope scores and, our -scope ratings were standardized to'unit 'variance about a,

r
.

mean of.zero, The arithemetic average of these standardized measures consti-
. .

tutes the final site level measure of scope of product implementation used in

- our' analyses. ''
,

.

1 latisfactioliWith the,Przpicm Solvii$.Process

i 4
.

Principalq and teachers.were also asked to Rrovide overal l assessments

of now they felt about the problem sdlvingoact/vities they had been through.

Since teachers,and principals tendeeto be involved in the local problem
: . . eli ,
saving prkes; in ways that were different both quantitatively and qualita-

tively, the relevant 'questions
.

tto answv
.

ed were also different.
9 # . ...:

, oftincipalb were asked how satisfied thqy were (1 = not 'satisfied;'
. ..

5 = very satksfied) with iheassistance or support'from five individuals
iw .

rC

.

OP groups:

a ,

1

27
r

41,
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the,ldcal school team;

the 'link

;

ing agent;

RDU projegt staff (excludiag.the linker),

developers of R&D based programs or materials; and

a bther outside oiganizatiRns or consultants. . _ w
11.

.

The principa,tz:scores were calolated by taking the sum Of these five

00 *

-ratings. . i

. , ,
..

,

Teachers were often more directly involved in carrying out the

problem solving activities,, To tap their feelings about-this experience they
,

were asked whether each of a set of activities took the appropriate amount of
. .

time as opposed to too little or too much time. These activities included:

I

idcAtIfying,the nce :-po7tant problems or needs;

eestablishing criteria for selecting solution; IMP

top
searching for an R&D based program or materials;

. ,

selection of an R&D based program or materials; and
, .

planning for implementation of the R&D based pro n.

The teachers' scores were calculated by, counting the number of these active-

ties which they said took "about the right amount" of time. Teachers' scores

411 were then averaged within schooli to generate a school level measure Or

teacher satisfaction with the problem solving process. 1

Finally,,principals' scores and school level teachers' scores were
,

'standardized to unit variance about a mean of zero. The arithmet'lb average

of these two standardized scores ateAlsite was taken as the. Final site

gleyel measure of satisfaction with the problem solving process For our
.

analyses.
.

,;

---/

Extent the Problem Has'Been Solved

The R&D products and materials implembnted were selected because,.

lb most cases, the local action team felt that these materials would at least
.

help to a lleviate the'problem their school had chosen to work on. As part of

the surveys of principals and teachers, respondents were asked,about the '

extent to which the followinehad occurred (from 0-= "not at ally' to 4 = "to
.

'a very great extent"):

1) Has implementationIof the program or materials, helped solve

the most pressing problem in your school?

..41441'

r
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2) Has pupil achieveMent improved as a of the use of

the program or materials?

3) Have pupil attitudes or behavior imp oved as a.result of
.

the use of this program or materials?
. .

for both teachers and principalsp.the "problem solved" scores were
.

calculated by taking the sum of the ratpgs for the three items cited above.

Teacher responses were'then aggregated to produce sctiool level. measurers of

teachers' assessments of the extent to which the problem was solved by taking
4 - .

the arithmetic average ofthe individu teachers scores within schooii.
- .

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

to, nit variance about a.mean of zero, and the arithmetic averageof
. ..... ,

.

these two standardized scores was used as the final measure of the extent to
.

which the probltahas solveJ An our alalyses.

./ t , .

Personal Impacts on Participating Staff
#

OuiNearliest site visits revealrhat the RDU progpm mas,haQing a

variety of /effects on participating staff that were not part of the program's
, .

originally intended outcomes. To make a global assessment of the effects of

the program on local school staff, respondents to the teacher survey were asked

411
about the extent to which they had peisonally benefitted from their school's'

involvement in\the RDU program (O = "not at all" to 4="tOa very great extent")

in the following ways:

Alr
a. it, teaching skills hav improved

\ . .-

b. My leadership skills ha e improved

c. I have learned about curriculum development.

d. I have more self=confidence.

e. Other school personnel rely on me more

f. have new resources for helping other'staff members

g. I have learned more about the problem solving process

h. I have learned more about the availability of R&D
based programs or materials

i. My job is more satisfying

I have been given more responsibility or have been
promoted.

Individual teachers' scores were calculated by taking the arithmetic mean of

thear responses to these ten items. School level measures of program impact

on staff were generated by taking thfi mean of the teacher responses within

A.

1
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schools. These wee then standardized to unit variance about a mean of
,

zero, and the resulting scale used as the final school leve; measurAof

program impacEs-owqiarticipating staff.

incorporate nof the Adopted R&D Product or Materials

e of the principal a?ms of the RDU program was to see that R&D

products weretradoptAttollikve locally defined problems and that these

products be used on a continuing badis--1.e., incorpOratedsUbsequent

to implementation. . Because of the importance of.this outcome, it was measured
-

in three diffeaent4waysi in the survey of pr incipals, the survey of teachers,

and in the CO data. -

Building piinciOals were asked whether any steps had already been

teker, or weir planncd tc th.t the adopter' R&D materials would continue

to be used;i6 the future. Specifically, principali were askedto rate

whether the following would not eiccuT (1), may.66C7r (2), would defrlliely
.

occur in the near future (3), or had already occurred (4):

a.- 'me program or materials have been fdrmally incorporated

intocurriculum plans.

WI, have developed written guidelines for the use of the

meterials and methods from the program,

b. New staff will receive training or orientation in the

' use of the_R&Dprogram.materials or methods.

d. /Ie will continue to have training programs or inservice
for current staff members to maintain the use of the

4,
program, materials or methods.

e. We have purchased-new materials and supplies in order

to maintain our use of the program or materials.

f. Because of the use of the program or materials written
Jo)? descriptions fox some staff members have been

chan9ed.

g'::,We have hired new staff members specifically to support
the use, of the R&D program or,,materials.

h. Obr budget now includes a'separate line item to support
'.the,,use,of the R&D program .or materials.

The principa 'a score on incorporation df th1LR&D materials consisted of the
-

proportion of these 'steps- -i.e., how many out Of the eight possibilities- -were

rated as having already occurred.

4

I
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Teachers were asked whether they planned, to continue using the '

adopted R&D materials, in the future, and if so, hettier they would use it

with little or no modificatioris, some modifications, or major modif ,ications.

The school level teachers' measure of product incorporation was calculate4 by

taking the proportion of teachers in each school who indicated they would k
continue using the materials without major modifications.

In the CCF data, product incorporation was assessed by our staff

in terms of the likelihood that over the next few years, the product would'

be dropPiTe(1), wfiether some or all teachers would use the product, but

not extensively (2),-or whether some or all teachers would use the producX

extensively (3).

All three measures were standardized tliunievariance ablbut a a;ean.of

zero. The arithmetic areLage these standardized measures was taken as the

final school level measure of product incorporatipn.

RDU Program Impacts on the School As an Organization

Like the RDO program impacti on participating itaff, impacts on

the schoolsas organizations were readily observallun bur early site

.visits, and our study design was revised to include assessing such impacts.

To triangulate on these unintended program effects, measures of organizational

impact were built into the survey of principals, thedsurvey of teachers, and

(

the CCF data.

In both the survey of principa ls and the survey of teachers, respond,

ents were asked to rate how a number of factors or characteristics had

changed in their schools as a result of the school's involvement in the RDU

progrAm on a scale from 1 (got,very much wOrse).to 5 (got veiy much better).

These factors or charaqeristicniere:

a. Curriculum

b. Available materials "

c. Teaching methods you use in. your classroom

d. The w4y your classroom is organized or managed*

e.4F-The way your school is organized or managed

f. Degree of participation of teachers in making decisions

about this school

g. Frequency'of communication among_teachers about curri-
culum, teaching techniques and lesson planning.

ti

411 *Not included in principal's survey.

o

,

I



c".

e

.

Si

h, Morale of the staff

i., The way.specialists are used in your` ,school

'. j. The ways in.which problems are solved in your school

, k. 'The image of the school irk the community

Teacher and principal scores were calculated by taking the average

of their respective ratings of the changes RDU produced in these factors.

The school level teachers measure of qrganizat7ional ;impact was generated by,

taking the arithmetic average of teachers' scores within schools.

TheibCF measure of organii.tionaf impact was based on an expanded but

simi lar battery_ of items, ratedithe same way. The CCF items were:

a., Staff knowledge of'problem- solving practices

L..Statf a.Lrencss anci .....ceptznec of R&D products

c. Pypil petformance and behavior

d. Teacher morale

e. Frequency of intprstaf f communication

f. Curriculum and/or mateerals

g. Ilaching methodologies

h. Organizational structure

i. Teacher partf cipation in decision-making

j. School's image in the strict

k. Severity or. scope of the problem

I. 'Use of specialists

m. Community or parent involvement

.n. Classroom organization ox management

o, Other (specify,Y:

The three measures of oiganizational impact were standardized to

unit variance about t-a mean of zero. TRi arithemetic average of these three e

standardized scales was taken as the final school level measure of organita-

V

tional impact.

Incorporation of the RDO'Problem Solving Process
.

Along with incorporation of an R&D product into normal school operations,

. the incorporati,on of more rational and brold4 participatory decision making
1

practices at the school
' level was a prime aim of the R&D Utilization Prdgram.

. . .

1 Data on incorporation of the process was drawn from two sources, thepi4ncapal

0 . survey and the,teachers" survey.

.

f
vey. . .

32
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In the principal surve respondents were asked to indicate how

4
likely it was that their schoo would use several aspects of the RDU approach

to problem solving4to address future needs. Each aspect was rated on a scale

ranging from 1 (will definitely not use) to 4 (definitely will use). The

process aspects were:

a. The use of a team or committee of teachers and adminis-

trators.

b. The use o f the services of an external linker.

c. The approach to the prOcess of identifying a ?d ifhprovng

. In this school.

d. The approach to identifying possible solutions to our

' fit3roblems.

e. ThP ac9rnach to makino a decision among alternative

s.lutiv/s to 4 problem.

f. The approach to planning for Implementation:

g. The approach to implementation and feedback.

The principal's score for process incorporation was calculated by taking

the proportion of aspects--i.e., haw many out or 7--the principal indicated
.

would definitely be used agalh.
a

.

In the teachers' survey, respondents were askedto assess the extent
.

to which the MU problem solving approachhad en used to address other

school probleTs. The school level teachers' meas re of process

was derivedyy,taing the proportion of_teachers at each school

they were using all or%pah.of the RDU process to solve another

had definite plans to do so in the futufe.s

Both the principals' and the teachers' measures were standardized

to unit variance about a mean of zero. The arithmetic average of their

two standardized scores/was taken asthe final school level measure of

incorporation of the RDU problem solving process. Pt

Need for Local bevelopment of Materials

incorporation.

who indicated

problem, or

,

A measure of local adaptation of the adopted products and materials

was developed by having teachers rate the extent to which the following

statemen ts about he adopted program were true:

it *as necessary.to use materials ftom several R&D base

programs in:order to meet your need or solve your problem;
%

33
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it was necessarsy to develop additional materialstiocally,

in arder.to meet your need or solve your problem; '

--- modifications were required to
.

use` tl program and materials

in your school,

o
These items re rated from 0 = "not at all" to 4 = "to a very great extent."

.

The teachers' s were computed by iumming. the ratings across these
-,

three items. The school level measure was computed by taking the arithmetic
r i

.
mean of the scores of teachers, within the school.. This was then standardized

, ,

to unit variance about a mean of zero. 4

r
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Principal's Influence on Decisions '

Teachers' Influence o n Decisions

Central Office Influence on Decisions

Local Action Team's Influence on Decisions

Influence on. Faculty as a Whole on Decisions

INDEPENDENT SCALES

r

In the problemosolving activities, it Was possible for a variety

of actors to exert influence over the decisions made during the problem

identification, solution selection, and planning for implementation phases

at eech prtICIpetlnt; Srh^nl. The CCr data inch& assessments by our

own project staff of the amount of Influence of each such role:group during

each phase, rated on a three point scale: 1 = none or wiry little influence; 3

2 = some influence; and 3 = a greed deal of influenceSeparate influence

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

asa group, the local actionAeam, the faculty as a whole, and 'the district

_central office (including the superintendent and other district leverstaTf).
3

For each role group,ran 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 variance. about a mean of zero.

Principea Involvement in Problem Solving Activities

A major feature of the RDO project was_its attempt to get school

\,\

,

\
staff and administrators involved in a series of problem solving. activities.-m

.

art of the survey of principals, respopdents were asked to indicate the

leve of their personal involvement in four types of actfvit es:

)e. identifying the most important problem or needs;

b.' searching for and choosing an R&D based program or

-materials;

c. making plans for how best to implement the chosen

R&D bast'd piogram 6Materials; and -

d. actuallyimplementing,the program.or use of materials.

35
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Principals were. asked to rate their own level of involvement on a five-point
..-

scale 'for each type of activity, where' = no involvement and 5 = high

involvement. The scale was calculated 14 summing the principal's self ratingi,

and then standardizing to unit variancvlbout a mean of zero.

Scope of Illvolvement in Problem Identification

Scope of Involvement in Solution Selection

Scope of Involvement in Planning for Implementation

7Scope of Involvement in Implementation'

A.

-An important aspect of the improved problem solving process which

the RDU program promulgated was a broadening, of participation in local

deals:on making.. That 1Q, the POV erroach aimed at involving as many role

groups -es possible in the decision making process..., The CCF data reflect the

involvement of fiv e role grqops in diussions, makeg decisions, and carrying

out tasks, related to the process: the.superintendA/assistant superintgn-

dent; other district level staff (such, as curriculum specialists, subject

area coordinators, etc); building principa1s/assistant principals; teachers;

and, other school level staff, such as guidance counselors, librarians,

etc.

Each such role grodp was.iated on the extent-to which they were

actively involved during each phase using a four point scale: 1 = to little
/

or no extent, 4 = to a very great extant. The scope (or breadth) 'of involve--

ment for ea0 phase was scored by summing the involvement ratings of these

five groups. The resulting scales were then standardized to unit variance

about a mean of zero.

Level of Effort Devoted to Problem Solving

A measure of the level of effprt-devotea to problem solving was

calculated by estimating the number df person days expended on problem
.$

solving activities during each phaie pt each school in which CCF data were

available. (The surveys of princeals,and teachers did not include such

estimates.) For each phase, fewer then 10 person days Was considered a low

level of effort and was coded "1"; 1630 person days was considered a medium,

level of effort and was coded "2)) Onally, a level of effort in excess of 30

person days was considered high and coded "3":

1

- 1-
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The measure of le.e of effort was computed by summing the codes

III
(tram ) to 3X so erated.over the problem identification; solution selec-

tion, and planning for implementation phases. jb.:core was.tfleh standard-
.

4 ized to unit variance about a men of zero. .

Quality of Group Decision Making Practices

The RDU program's'aim of improving local decision making practices

included two components: making the problem solving
) activities ore rational,

- and making the participation in decxsioh 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 included the

following: 4

a fomcli:. d c.tuup empuweieditu make

decisions;

regular meetings, well attended;

representation in the group of. those who r7ill be

affected by itsdecisions;

.s collective deliberation and democratic decision

making;

effective conflict management;

decisions nbt subverted by administrators; ar!id

. s continuity of group membership.

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

ratings, lapsed on these Criteria, of the extent to which.the school's problem.

solving activities were congruent with sound group decision making practices.

The four point rating scale ranged from 1 = "to little or no extent" to 4

"to a very great extent."

The overall rating of the quality of 'group decision making at each

site consisted of the sum of the ratings for the problem identification,

solution selection, and planning for implementation phases. This sum was

then standardized to unit variance about a mean of zero.

Quality of the Protleln Solving Practices

The. second component of the RDU program's intended ikovements

in local decision making was the emphasis on rationality in the problem

.solving. The CCF data included ratings of the soundness of the problem

solving practices at each stage. Since the content of the decision making

k.-
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varied by stage, the criteria for soundness of problem solving practices also

vary by stage: Sample criteria for soup f problem identification

),
such as:

problem specification rd needs assessment prior to searching

for a solution;

consideration of alternative definitions of the problem;

obtaining adequate evidence of the problegi's existence;

developing a definition of the problem which is clear,
manageable, and relevant -- neither too trivial nor too

grandiose.

During solution selection activities, other criteria become relevant,

obtaining ealuation evidence of a solution's effectiveness;

careful examination of alternatives;

a the solution is manageable given cost or other constraints;

the solution is relevant .to the problem statement;

a the solution is acceptable to a majority of those affected

by its solution.

Finally, during planning for implementation, still other criteria come

into play, 'such as:

a realistic assessment of constraints on impleme ntation;

gaining adMinistrAive support and cooperation;

detailed formal plans are drawn up;

measures are taken to ensure the-chosen product retains

its essential features; end

adaptations before or after implementation areappropriate.
'to the situation.

Calculating a score fon a site's quality of problem solving 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 pro lem solving

at each stage was rated on al scale of 1 = "to little or no exten " to 4 = "to

a very great extent." These ratings were then summed over the problem

identification, solution selection, and planning for implementation phases,

and the resulting scores standardized to unit variance about a mean of

zero.

s
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Level ortinking Agent Activi4 and Initiative

Linking agents performed a varying array of vices at the schbals

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 tinkers expended at these sites,

along with an estimate of their level,of influence over the local decision

making process. To obtain such .

.

measure, linkers were rated on the extent
4

tp which tbey performed each of the following services at site represented on

the CCF data base: .

Providing (not arranging for) training in problem solving

or oroup process

Providing (not arranging for) training in a curricular

area

Facilitating the group process-e.g., by resolving conflicts,
guiang discussions, helping to set goals

Coordinating/liningfup resources (human or materiel)

Providing expeq counsel/technical assistance related to:

` - Diagnosing thesproblem
- Assessing the match between innovations and problems
- Implementing an innovation 0

,

i
- Evaluating solution implementation or effectiveneds

--.

Providing assistance such as interviewing, helping with

proposals, etc. - .
..-----

'Serving as a communications link/liaison between school
and project.

The ratings were from I = "to little or no extent" to 4 = "to a very great

extent." Similar ratings on the extent to which the linker became heavily

4 /1-.)
. .

i involved and assumed direct leadership of the local process, and the li nker's

importance in helping the school to accomplish its problem solving activities

were41241e, along with ratingssedithe linker's influence over decisions

at each stage. -1

These ratings were then summed to produce a general measure of linking

agent activity and initiatymr This s as then atandardizedto unit

. variance about a mean of zero.
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Amount of Linking Agent Time.anSite
4 *

Mother !measure of the, level of linker effort devoted tp each school
ew

was computed from the CCF data by rating the linker's frequency of face-d.to-

face contact ttth school staff during each phase of the problem solving

process. Frequency of contact was coded as follows: k = Mess than once per

month;" 2 = "at least once per.month;" 3 = "once per week;" 4 = "2-3 times

per rek;" and 5 = "more than three times per week.";
. _ .*

Amount of linking, agent contact with the local action team was

caled by summing these codes across the problem identification, solution

lection, and planning for implementation stages. This scale was then

ndardized to unit variance about a mean'of zero.
4

Amount of Linking Agent COnlact with the principal
.

In the survey of principals, a single item asked the respondent

to indicate the frequency with which he or shoe personally had face-to-face

contact with the linking agent. The four point scale ranged 1m 1 = "no

contact" to 4 = "a lot of contact ." This was standardized to unit variance

about a mean of zero.

.4

Linker Inr;ovativiness

Linker's Political Orientation to Change

Linker's Individual Orientation to Change

Linker's Structural Orientation,to Change

I

A variety of linkers' job related attitudes were examined in relation

to various school level optcome,measure471geTqeasure of linker innovative -

ness was taken from Price (1972) and involves the forced choice selection

between pairs of adjectives describing the responden t's behavior. Relevant

data were drawn form the surveys of linkers.

Four innovative characteristics (independent, flexible, original,

and self-reliant) were paired with fourconventional characteristics (depend-

able, cooperative, indubtrious, and efable)'. The battery was scored by

adding the number of times an was seledted'over a

conventional adjective.

II
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complete a set of six*forced-choicelquestions. Each questitn paired a

statement rsflectingione of the perspectives with a statement' reflecting

Another perspective. Each time the linket mad'e a choice, he-or she was giyen

ore of 1 for theforientation tbat theyittlose. This, the possiblerange
. .

fo each orientation was between 0 and 4. The items for, each perspective

were: . .

r-

....01titical perspectives

. .

. ..

..

Linkers' scores oh the structuralt,political, and indivlival Arienta-

tions to change were measured by.askii-ig the agent,'In the linker surveys, to

I

- Competition between interest groups in ifhools is d

majorbarrierpto change.
.

- Understanding the actual power skructure of the school

Is the key to designing successful change efforts.

- The iirst'step in developing a change strategy for

schoolf is to assess the current coalition in order
to mobilize positive support 'and anticipate possible

.backlash.

- If an innovation can be made16 appeal to the most
powerful individuals or groups in the schools, the

changg will'occurp

, .,,

Individual incentives perspectives

- Lack of individual skills and knowleVe appropriate

to the new innovation is a major barrier to change.

Understanding the individual, needs and concerns of

staff oembers who may be affected is the key to de-

1 signing suceessfuchange efforts.

,10 Resistance to change by individuals is thtlmajor
.

.8 reams for failures of most change programs in

, schoo s.

4.1: '. ' - Effective_change in schools iequires that individuals

. / - internalize the need for change.
,

.

,

6

4 a

f Structural perspectives

- Poor management and coordination are the most impor-
. *

tent barriers to-effective change in schools.

4
- Effective change in schools requires critical evalua-

Ocin of existing roles And activities.

- The frrst step in developing a change strategy for
schoolsjs to assess the lever of school-wide re-.
sources, such as group problem solving skills.

.If the way in which jobs and responsibilities are
defined in.a school can'be made supportive of a new

innovation, then change. will occur.

e

,
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All scales reflecting linkev.perspectives were standardized to

Wit variance about a mean of zero.

Total Amount of Training Teachers Received for Implementation

Mil
A measure of the use of external resburces, the school's value

, for total amount of training received represents the.propdttion of teachers

at the school who reported receiving 25 or more hours o f training in the use

of the adopted product or materials prior to implemen tation plus the propor-

tion of teaches who reported receiving 25 or more hours of training in

product use during the 'first year of amolementation. This measure was
.

standardized to unit varianbe about a mean of zero.

Number of Sources of Training Teachers Received

The

training, in

xesoUrces.

410
reported by teachers within that school. This value was standardized to unit

variance about a mean of- zero.

,

Teachers' Assessment of Product Quality

As di4Cussed in the body of this report (See Chapter 4), the charac-

teristies of the adopted products and materials proved to be of great analytic

value and produced some of the most policy. relevant findings to emerge from
0.

this study. A particularly useful scale was a measure of general. product
=

quality., developed from items in .the teacher questionnaire. Teachers we're

asked to rate the extent to whach*the adopted program or materials met fgpr

number of soUrces.fLom which teachers reported

product use provides another measure ofA
the use

These sources included the following: district

!

having received

or external

or school-based

specialists; other district or school staff; the developer of the adopted

product; the linking agent; other individuals from the operational project;

other outside consultants. The school level measure of number of sources
.

of, training was computed by taking the average number of training sources .

criteria:

seem diredtly relevant to the mbpt pressing problem or

need in their school;

meet a need iii the classroom;

provide adequate guidance for implementation( and

provide new ideas and not just ideas teachers already

.knew and were using
k .

0
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t

These items 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 for each teacher who responded to the teacher survey.

The school level measure of product quality was calculated by,takinij th

arithmetic mean of the teachers scores within the school. This was the'

standardized to unit variance about a mean of zero. i'

Difficulty of Product Implementation

A measure of how difficult teachers felt it was to implement the
A

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 rolloh:ns s7_atements about the adopted product were

true:

requires substantial change from previous teaching
style;

s requires' change 10 the way the classroom is organized

or managed;

requires substantial additional record keeping;

, has been difficult to implement the program or materials.

A difficulty of implementation score was calculated for each respondertt

by summing the ratings on these four items. These were then converted to

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

within the school. Finally, the school level measures were standardized
k

to unit vapiance about a Mean of zero.

,0

.4

.00
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APPENDIX D.

In the analysis.presented in this 'report, the number of cases inclu-

ded- -i.e., the numbers of cases on which relevant data are availbblein any

given analytic run vary. widely. This is due to the fact that as'part of the

research design, we proposed to identify a subset ofiabout 91 sites (schools)

which we calledL"intensave study sites." More detailed and extensive data

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

some of the more critical analyses. of program impacts.

There are a total of about 200 sites on which data are a vailable

from 212/ of the sources identified in the text: our own visits to sites,

case studies, linking agent surveys, the survey or principals,1and the survey

u .

of teachers. However, N's vary from this figure (200) depending on which

variables, are included in any given analysis. A total of 152 principals

returned useable survey questionnaires. There were 461 useable teacher'

questionnaires returned (plus another 133 from schools which had not yet

. adopted a product, so most of the questions were not applicable, representing

179mschools.. Note, howeverthat not all of these schools are represented by

data from principals; nor do all 152 schools from which principal surveys

were returned have corresponding teacher survey data. Site level date on

linker survey variables were provided for 130 sites. Finally, there are the

90 "intensive study" cases. Thus,'ihe total of 200 sites includes cases on

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

the Venn dAagram:

Ne

Iritensive

Study Sites
N=90

Teacher
Data
'N:179
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Consequently; if our analyses draw on variables from more than,

one data source, the number of data cases theoretically available is limited

to those on which both (or all three) data sets are available, e.g.', if

we correlate.principaI variables with teacher variables, the N drops to about

130. Massing data within either or both of thege data sets may reduce the

number of available cases still.further. The shrinkage is even more conspic-
.

uous if variables available only frdm the consolidated coding form--the CCF,

or "intensive, study sites"r-are involvaed since there are only 90 such sites

to begin with. In Table C-1 we present average numbers of cases'for analyses

using various'combinztions of 'data sources.

This raises an important question: to what extent are the data

cases in analyses which involve shrunken N's representative of the full data

base? That is, are the cases in any-given analysis biasing out findings?

As we discussed in'the project's Revised Study Design (Louis et

al, 1978) and in the data analysis plan (Louis et al, 1979), we intended

the bulk of the analyses of program impact to be conducted u g the "inten-
-

sive study sample" of 90 cases, since these cases had.the :mu aroad coverage

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

provide important descriptive information and for scaling, but would lack

the in.-depth data of the intensive study sites: However, at was possible

that 'the subsets of data cases might be biased in terms ocsite characteris-

tics, program outcomes, or both. 4

To investigate this possibility, we conducted arseries of analyses

comparing the several analytic subsets of the data base--i.e., N=90, N=75,

etc. A set of twelve "key" variables was identified, including the categori,

cal and distal outcome measures, and five indicators of site characteristic's.

The intensive analytic data subsets was first compared with the res t of the

full data set using the analysis of variance. The results showed that wit

the excejtion of being somewhat higher on the two spinoff program ef c_ ts--

apact on schools as_ organizations, and personal impacts on sta - -the

intensive study sample did nOt differ significantly from t rest of the data

set.

,41
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Table C-1

Average*Number of Cases in Key Analyses Using.
Different Combinations of DqtaSourges

Data Sources

1. Individual leacher
survey data

2. Principal survey
data

3. CF, aggregated
teacher survey,
and principal
survey

4. CCF, aggregated
teacher survey,
and principal
survey

A

5. CCF, aggregated
teacher survey,
principal survey, .

and linker survey

6. Principal Survey
and CCF

- Representative Analysis

1. Description of personal

impacts,

2. Description of extent. to

which problem solving
process incorporated,
Ch. h
(,

3. Relationship between problem
solving process and school
outcomes, Ch. 6

4. Relationship between product
characteristics and school

,outcomes, Ch./5

5. Relationship between combined
intervention strategies and
school, outcomes, Ch. 5

6. Relationshp between school

characteristics and'school
outcomes, Th. 8

47
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Average N_

450

150

754-90

60

75

43
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When the still smaller subsets of the intensive cases--i.e., N=75,

N=60, and N=43--were compared with the remaining intensive cases, systematic

differences began to emerge. The smaller subsets showed significantly

higher means on'several variables as summarized in Table C-2.

We also compared the standard deviations on comparison variables

within the data subsets to see if reductions in vari ce accompanied the
.

higher.means, which would make the estimates of relationships pr;senEed in

the text more conservative.. However, for all the comparison variables, the

standard deviations were almost. identical, sometimes to the second decimal

place.

Our conclusions from these analyses are that the intensive study

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

analytic subset's of the intensive_samoie are cotisIstetili biased toward the

high ends of the comparison variables, though no effects on variance were

deleated. In terms of the effeaq these considerations may have had'on the

regression results presented in the text, we feelkthat while estimates of

intercept terms in the regression models based on smaller N's may tpve,been,

artificially inflated, these were not the ION of interest. The real

assessment of program Impact was based on the regression coefficients (the

Betas) themselves, and w see no bias for suspecting bias in estimates

of these coefficie(ts.

C
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Table C-1

. Comparisons of Analytic Data Subsets of Intensive Study Sites

.r
Comparison Variable N=75

4"
Cate,goricai.

Outcome

Extent Problem
Solved

Organizational

Impacts on
Schools

Personal Impactt
on Staff-

Incorporation of
Program

Incorporation of
Process

/

Scope of

Implementation

'School Level
-

'Number of" Pupils

Enrolled

Size of
Community

Level of Teacher
Influence in Process

Data Subset

N=60 is

=f

N.;43

0 =4..002) ( =-.05)'

+ii)( +

( = .0 ) .( = %oolar) ( = .001)

$ ( = .001)

a

.9411

( = .0001) ( = .01)

( = .001)

( = .0001) ( = .05)

( = .04)

Teacher Openness
to Change ( = ..105)

4001

rya

*A "+" indicates a significantly higher mean in she subset of cases

than in the remaining cases.
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APPENDIX

Instruments: Comiaiidated Codiiig For

Teacher Survey and Principal Survey*
* V

A
4

r-

ef

*Copes of the field guides that were us to direct visits to,

42 schools, and surveys of Field s may be obtained by r

writing to any of thft authors.
Ir
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General Instructions for Consolidated Coding Form

1

1. Please provide a written response to each question, ncluding each of its subparts (a.b,c,...) ft any.
,

a. For questions requiring you to writit a nunerical answer (as in Question 2) write "0" if the

answer is "none; write -1" if the data are missing; write "-V' if the data are conflicting;

and write " -3" if iEriiiestion is not applicable.

b. If '0* is given as a number code (as. in Question 22). please write "0" wherever this response

is appropriate. Write 0-T0 only if there is no information to answer the question, and in

that cast ter the "-I' response for all parts of the question.

c. Do not lea v any items blank except in accordance with skip instructions.
.

2. The following codes are standard throughout the foiv:

-1 Kissing data the lAtorsation is not provided by the available data sources,
or it is unclear, or it is pretented in a.manner that is incompatible with the
response categories)

-2 &flitting data (i.e., the information from different data sources or respondents,
or evc: te s= .7. sc-rt: or rt:a. t, 't -or

.

-3 Not applicable , k

/0
U

3. Please try to avoid using the "missing data" or "conflicting data' response categories. If

you are merely unsure of the correct answer, please respond anyway and use the certainty
code (see #4 dirRorto indicate your uncertainty.

4. For each question (or subpart a,b,c,...) please indicate how certain you are of your response
by circlingcircling either "1" or '2" in the margin. Please do this even for your 'missing data. and

'conflicting data responses - -for example. to inlicate whether you are reasonably sure or not

very sure the data really are missing.

1 Reasonably sure

2 Not very sure

5. Question 3 asks you to name the one school that was most actively involved in the project at
this site. Please use this schoiris your object of reference throughout the coding form.

6. At several places in the fore, you are asked to focus your responses on only one problem.
product, or decision - caking group, alt f.ct more than one ray have been identified.

The problem, product, and group you scribe must all be part of the same 'story.'

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

b.

Then identify the prohleq it was intended to address. If the product was targeted to

more than one problem. choose the problem for which we have the most data.

c. Next, at ekch stage of the problem-solving process, select the grogo.whose activities
were relevant to the product and/or problem you have chosen. Agiir if there is more

than one relevant group at i given stage, choose the one for which we, have the most data!

7. The following definitions are standard throughout the form:

a. District: this refers4nly to the local school district, not the intermediate school
if one exists.

b. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.: Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, Associate Superin-
tendents Deputy Superintendent - -in fact, anyone at the local district level with °Superin-
tendent' in his/her title.

S'L
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c. Other 4ittric-levtl staff: all district-level staff who do not 'fit under definition lb above.

including both administrators and specialists. Examples are: CurriculOm Director, Curriculum
Coordinator, federal Programs Coordinator, Title I Coordinator, Vocational Education Director,
Reading Coordinator or Specialist, etc.

d. Principal/Asst. Principal: . Principal, Assistant Principal, Vice Prinapal- -in fact, anyont
a; the school level with "Principal" in his/her title.

e. Teachers: only teachers with regular classroom teaching responsibilities (and not, for
exarlpe. a reading specialist who pulls kids gut of the classroom for refnedial instruction).
R.8.. a few (Minions are limited to 'teachers involved in ROW* This is always explicitly noted.

f. Other school-level 'staff; all school-level staff who do not fit under defihitions 74 or 7e

above. Examples arr. Curriculum Director, Curriculum Coordinator: Title I Coordinator,
Reading Program Coordinator, Reading Specialist, tArarian, Media Specialist, Teacher Aide, etc.

8. If your respoOse would vary greetlyior different members of the save category - -for example. the
Principal and Vice Principal, or the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent - -choose the
response that is appropriate for the individual whowas most active in the ROU activities. This

general rule does not apply, however, to the Teachers category, in which case you should try to
define4 e esajority opinion.

A

9. For all categories excE;t the Te::her; =apt'. if you have information on anyone in the
category. ChOase the response appropriate to that person, even though you may not have
information on otherS In the category. For example, if you know the Assistant Principal
was very pleased with the adopted product, but you do not know what the Principal felt, code
the Assistant Principal's opinion. 'N.N

Pio
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I. SITE °CFI/117101 .

. I % .
.

1. What is the locus of intervention at this site--1.e., to what level are the project's services

Wimarily delivered? "(CIRCLE OKE) .

Entire school istrict. all public schools are involved 01 1 2

Entire school 4iitriet, but not all public schools are involved P2

One school It 03

. Other (please specify):' : 04

Nisfring data
-1

Conflicting data
.

.2 r

. . , i

2. How many schools of each type are involved in the project it this site?

(ENTER A NUMBER ONTACH L/f(E)
.

a. Primary or,elementary schools

- b. Middle schools.

c. Junior high schools .

A. Senior high schools. .

e. Other (please *describe::

Pip

.m.=

1. Please name the one school that is most actively igyolved in the project at this site (and use

it as your object of reference thrqUIRFut the restIf this form). If more than one school as

equally involved, choose the school on which there is the most data.

,;"1

II. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS,

111/

4. Which of the folleing best describes this school? (CIRCLE ONE) ;

Primary or elementary school 01

Middle school 02

Junior high school 03

Senior high school 04
,

Other.(Plepe describe): 05

Nissitig data. .., . . .1

Conflicting data ..
-2

./'
.1.

5. Now would you describe the community in which the school is located?

,..."
(CIRCLE ONE)

r . . .

Rural area 1 01

Small,citi.or town (pop. under 50,000) not near a large city 02

/

(edit -sized city or town (pop. solow to 25010P0). \ 03

, Suburb near a large city 04
. .

/ Large city (pop. over 250.000). . . * 05

Missing data . -1

t Conflicting data -2

. ,

r

54A

1, 2

1 2

2

1 2

1 2

1 2

. 1 2

1

12-13,14

15-16,17

16-194o

21-22.23

2f-25,26

27728.29

30-31.32



6: To hiat extent haw the foil ing characterist

significantly over t$ past five years?

ONE rtistaat al bat List)
4

o '
4 .

.

. a. Raciftitlistrilution of siitiool'S

NI, pup s
+

b. Soda-ran o*. status of school;
01

01

0 1.

of the school or its community changed
.

.7.1(

e
CI' cea s etk.

Ar e1/40

4

01 02- '03

C12 03_

02 03

02 03.

c. Stye. of coemunity

4d.
it

Economic base okpommingy
-

Colit e P4
CP

* CP* 49te,S .** yd d r 0
St .!

04 -1. -2

;

04 -1

64 'cal

04 -1 -2'

How Mosuld you describe the socio - economic status of (he school's current pupilst

ROLE ME) .

a'

ood

High. .-t A
A a 01

moil. t t 02

Low .
.

: 03

nixed tyre High than Loth,
, , et 04

Hixed.(more Low than High)
, r . . .... 05

Missing:Sta. . . 1 e e .1

0 .. .

Conflicting data. 1.
. :

1

8. How manyAschools of each type art there_in the district in which this school is located?

(ENTER &KISSER di EACH LINE)

I

1 2

,1 2

1 2

1 2,

a. Priiiry or elementary schools
4

b. Middle schools

c. Junior high schools

d. Senior Nigh schools

e. Other (please describe):

At

.1

19. How many full-time teaching positions are assigned to this school, ott of how many in

the district is a whole? (ENTER A NLIKBER FN EACH LINE)

a. Full-time teaching positions assigned to the school

. b. Full -tier teaching positions in the district

10. How any pupils are currently enrolled in this school and in 04 district as a whole?

(ENTERANOHBER.01 EACHLLINE)

a. Pupifttilliod in the school

D. ,Pupils enrolled in the district
. -44 . . :0/

, . .
e

.11 to

H. How many professional- staff are there at thevainekelevell .(Include the superintendent,

but do not include secretarial or clericabstaff orb Pool-level perionnel who a so have

district-le/el responsibilities, such ai a principal who serves as district cu lum

coordinator.) A

Ali
District level p fessional staff.

(ENTER A NUMBER)

e -
I

.
49*

o ' oe

+arm Ioota
ded

5 0

ill

2

CARD 2
(cont.)

113-34,35 '

36637,38

39- ,44.41

42-43.44

49..40,47

.A

I

1 2 48-49,

1 2 51-52,53

1,2 54-55,56

1 2 57-58,59

1 ,2 6041,62

1 .

1 2

l

1 2

1 2

%
63-65,66

67-71,72

9-12,13

`14-19,20

21-23,24
0



12. Counting the superintendent as one level (the top). how many levels of professional

- staff are there in theedistriet-level organization? (Do not count secretarial or

clerical staff or schooNevel personnel who also have district-level responsibilities.)

.(CIRCLE ONE),

One

TWO. .

Three

Four or more

Missing data

Confl 'Airy; data

A 4 0)r

02

03

04

-1

; . . . -2

4

13, Cott e school have core tha none administrator--e.g.. in achition to the principal dots

it alss hive an assistant principal or curriculum director?

, 01

ire - CO

;Ussing data. . . . g . 4 .1

Conflictiqg data. . .. -2

14. ghat is the current total annual operating budget for ghe district - -i.e., the "bottom line

: of the budget? (ENTER THE !AMER OF DOLLARS ROUNDED,TO NEREMELT WHOLE NOLiptiD.)

f' S thousand dollars

41444"

CONTEXT MD PRECEDENTS

15. How would describe this school's image in the commmity at the time it entered the

KM project?

011)

lippr
Its imagitwas mo %tly favorable. . . utr :

s,
Its image was mostly unfavorable

Its image was mixed. or it didn't really have one

Misiing data
11

Conflicting data

-

1 5.4042w would zadescribe the innovatiyenessiof this school prior to the RCU project?

01

02

'03

-1

-2

(CIRCLE 01E)

The school had done everythifig the same way for years 01

The 4chool had tried new programs or ideas moderiteli often 02

-TtE school had tried new programs or ideas quite frequently .y. 03

milSing data
.1

Conflicting data -2 6

.-

17. This school:was part of which wave of sites, entering the ROO project? .4

(CIRCLE ONE)...

First (or only) wive 01

SecOnsi, or third wave.. 02

iiissiog data t 100 -1

Conflicting data . .2

g 56

CARD
(cont.)

NS



18. In nut opinion. to what extent was each stage of.the itpU problem-solving process essentially
accrep ished ptiot to the school'S entry into the ROU project? (NOTE. We are concernetrhere
wikti progress toward decisions (or implementation), mit relative levels of activity before
and 'after entry ieto

(CIRCLE ONE RESPdHSE in EACH LINE)

1,
}

at e
CC. fir < 6. 41:r.3/441:46

AP
oc

CP AP gs 4.9 'SP Ape $2. ftGt

77-78.70

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

.

Involvement in a federally or state
funded school improvement program
other than Title I
Assistance freg a linker or other
in-person .consul tent

Association with the person who
was rue/ linker
Going outside the district for
information or assistance
Forming a lie] problem-solving team
Adopting anwInnovation ,

- 01

01

01

cs 11,
6. g

5.4t es. t 4,0,
*PC elf Cci 46C.

01 02 03 04 -1 -2

01 02 03 04 -1

tY01 03 04 -102

02

02

02

03

03

03

04

04

04

-1

-1 .

-1

8-60,70

71-72,73

74-75,76

---111. NATURE OF nit PROBLEM le

20. Has this school completed its problem identification? (CIRCLE ONE)
1

-2

-2

-2

-2

-2

Tes 4 '02

No. they are still in the process Of identifying the problem 01

Not and they are nonrrtntly engaged in problem identification 00

56,7
6

ICARD 41

9-10,11

SKIP TO CliEsnat 29

2). Was more than one problem identified through the initial problem identification proceis?

(CIRCLE MO

00

Yes.

No.

Hissing data.
Conflicting data

57.

01

00

y. -1

1 2

1 2

1 2,
.1 2

01

00

1 2

y. -1

1 .2.

1 2

SKIP TO CliEsnat 29

1 2

1 '2
1 2

2). Was more than one problem identified through the initial problem identification proceis?

(CIRCLE MO

1 2

.1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2,
.1 2

1 2

CARO 3 1
-(conti

1 2

1 '2
1 2

'47-48,49
50-51,52

53 -S4,55

56-57,58

1 2

59-60,611 2

1 .2. 62-63.a

.1 2

65-66,67

68-60,70

71-72,73

74-75,76

77-78.70

ICARD 41

'47-48,49
50-51,52

53 -S4,55

56-57,58

9-10,11

ICARD 41

59-60,61

9-10,11

CARO 3 1
-(conti

62-63.a



o

: IMPORTANT: Your answers to the remainiug questions on the nature of the problem should

: describe only 219.PrOblem.
This should be the problem addressed by the product you :

: describe in Sect on VI.(see General Instructions). If product addresses core than :

one problem, choose the problem on 'Aid there is the most data.
***** tint* trfrfrentramir noir Iron

What IS the content area of the problem?

(ON EACH LINE. ENTER A,1' IrTHE CONTENT AREA IS INCLUDED IN THE PROBLEM DEFINITION AND A

60' IF IT IS NOT,)
4 4

a. Reeding/language arts

lb
b. Matheoatici . s'

c. Career education

d. Other sOcific_instryttional areas) k-"Thr 1 .

23. What characteristics of the school's pupils or programs are includ in the problem definition?

(ON EACH EIKE. ENTER A '1' IF THECHARACTERISTICIS VICLUDED IN THE P LEN DEFINITION AND A

°O. IF IT IS. not. ENTER 6-le ONLY IF THERE IS NO INFORMATION RELEVANT THIS pasiten. IN

THAT CASE. ENTER e-ls'ON ALL LINES a =bb.)
.

Pupil Characteristics --411

. a. Perforcance in class

b. Performance on standardized tests

c. Skills/knowledge
4

Motivation

e. Other pupil attitudes

f. Behamfer/efacfplfee

Other Pupil charActeristics (specify):

g.

h.

4 Program Characteristics

i. Curriculum

j. Materials

k. Teacher skills /knowledge

1. teaching strategies/methodologies

a. Teacher motivation /morale e' ***
n. Other teacher attitudes L-9

o. Other staffing characteriiticsje.g., nuobers and types of staff). . . .

p. Testing/assessment

q. Record keeping

r., Classroom organization/managemenb- 1

s. School organization /management
r-

1

t.. Guidance seryices

u. Staff/administration relations-

w. Staff/staff relations
S

r. School/central district office relations

x. School/connunity relations

y. Space or facilities (school -leyet)

z. Time (school - level)

Other program characteristics (specify):

bb.

1 2

1 2

) 2

1 2

I 2

1 '2

I 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

I 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

1 2

1 2

2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1: 2

I2
1 2

1 2

1 2

CARO 4-

(cont.)

12-13,14

15-16,17

18 -19.20

21 -22,23

24-25,26

2728:23

30-31,32

33-34.35

36 -37.38

39-40,41

42-43.44

45-46.47

4849.50

51-52:53

54-55.56

57-58.59

6041,62

6344.6r

66-67,68

69-70.71

72-73,74

75-76.4

78-791ed

CARO

9-10,11

12-13.14

15-16.17

l8 -19.20

at-22.23

2445.26

27-28,29

30-31,32

33 -34.35



24. Scope of the Problem; AcCording to school personnel, what proportion ofthe school's pupils

andWit!!f'7e affected by' the Problem?

(CIRCLE CA' RESPONSE ON EACH LIRE)

b.

Pupils 's
Teething staff

re
, A' 4P, .z. . ,,s, ,0 it, II.4,G t ? .

1.
u ) 0 % 0 0 :*,'

1 4,47, 4 tz, ai;5t *61:4-* tste
...

c.

Dl

01
'

OZ._ 03 t 04 1 05

02 03 04 , OS -1 -2
-2

HINT: Questions 25 and 26 have bi -varlet, response categories. v.h 'vas we previously

: regarded them as five-point stiles. As a rule of thtrb, answer s' to Question 25 :

: and 'more important' to Question 26, only if you would have given variable a 4 or :

: 5 on the five -point scale.

tr111il 43111441111414114r4r144,4414411414411444444144414411444r44144P411041.

25. Severit AkCw(4109 i5 $040.1 ;.:;r5C...";c:. is ti. 7....lem severe? (M:"Z: 'Severity' is

noepeneent of *scope.' Inptner worcs, few of the total population may be affected,
ihour the problem for those individuals is very severe.) (CIRCLE ONE) -

Yes 01

No 00

-
Missing data

Con1ctjng data ti . % -2

26. Centrality; According to school personAmi, how important is the problem relative to other

school problemi7 (CIRCLE ONE)

Less Important 01

More IckPortant D2

Hissing data . . .
-1

Conflicting data -2

21. How extensive were other efforts to solve the problem during the two years prior. to ROUT

(NOTE. Title I progroat count,,but only if they are mentioned specifically as efforts to solve
the problem.) - (CIRCLE ONE)

No previous effort had been mide'to solve the problem 01

Sdne previous effort hadietn made (e.g.. calling .

in a* catisultint. trying a new program) .

Substantial previous effort had been made (g.c.i
involvement in several programs) . .. . 03

.
Nisiing data , -1 .

. .

Conflicting.date . .
4 p

-2

02

2$. NOw'txtensive were other efforts to solve the problem digino.M? (NOTE: Title I programs

count, but only if they srempationed specifically as e acts to solve the problem.)

(CIRCLE ONE)

.
No other effort was being made to solve the problem ... . . 0l

Some other effort was be1pg made (e.g., calling

in a consultant, trying a new program) 02

'Substantial other effort wat being made (e.g..

involvement in several programs) - 03

Missing data
. -1

Conflicting_data 4 , -2
,,..

411...,V

0

-59

CARD S
(crirt.)

1 2 36-37.38

1 2 39-40,41

, .

1 2 1 42-43,44

I 2 45-46,47

1 2 48-49,50.

1 2 I 51452,543,



CUD 6 I

F

V. PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION PROCESS

IMPORTANT: It may be possible to answer some of thelOuestions in this section even :

: if the problev identification process has not been completed. Skip this section :

: Ira if the problem identification process'has not yet begun.
y.

29. In 'Lour opinion, to what extent wereeximmars of the listed role groups actively involved

in the problem identification process--i.e., to what extent did they participate in

discussions, making decisions, or carrying out tasks related fo the,process?

(CIRC4 ONE RESPONSE ON EACMAINE)
%

WARNING: this scale is
different from rating fore.

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.

b. Other district-level staff

c. Principal/Asst. Principal,

d. Teachers

e. Other school-level staff

1 '''.. . ' ... 011 - 4.
1 a .

30. In re- opinion. how much influence did Aameqbers of the listed role'grow.a have over

the011aor decisions in thelaSTWIdentTfication process? Use these definitions as guide-

lines for responding.

e*.,
.f" .......

.1/4.
41'1' ..

.*.

44 *7.4 ibr ''ler P 44. le
*3

.4i... ..... .,.. .......,, ..r.,

.. e..* , #cfv- .kflit
, co .1* -.0,7 4, ti3'.?ir cl. .

01 02 03 04 rl -2 -3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

01 02 , 03 04 .1 -2 :3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3
A

01 , 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

None or very little: Ha4 little or no input into decisions. and litt le ar

no influence. -
Some: May have had considerable input into decisions, but.was not a

strong influents.

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

decisions aldhe.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)

'

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.

b. Other district-level staff

c. Principal/Asst. Principal

d. Teachers

e. Other school -leve12,staff

ti

Nil "
1 el re

, , ,..*

AV. e tc',,,P ebe.cfbe 444
4 .

01 02 03 -1 -2 -.1 N

01 02 03 -1 -2 -3 1
, 01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

01 1 02 03 -1 14' -3

lit

ThroughoUt this section, answer 'not applicable" if: (1) there were no members of

a particular role group at the site --for example. no school-level staff other than

the principal and teachers; or (2) it is too early in the procesi to answer the

question.

20 60

a

CARO 5
(cont.)

1 2 54-55,56

1 2 57-58,59

1 2 60-61,62

1 2 63-6(.65

1 2 66267.60

1 2 9-10.11

I, 2 12-13.14

1 2 15-16,17

1 2 18:19,20

1 2 21-22.23'



A
31. In our_ opinion, whet was the prevailing attitude arson all members of the listed role groups

4111
guidelines for responding.
to the local project during the problem identificatilin process? Use these criteria as

Active opposition: Takes steps to undermine or terminate project. Withholds
assistance omen requested, and may even divert project resources to other activities.
Prorates criticism 8r opposition to prqject by others. If attends meetings, expresses
strong reservations about project as a %hole.

Passive opposition: Shows unfavorable or skeptical attitude toward project. Does

not protect project from critics. Gives assistance grudgingly. If attends meetings,
expresses mildly negative attitude:

Passive support: Expresses favorable,attitude toward Object, batidoes not take
Steps to assist or coordinate. May protect project from detractors, but does not
go beyond passive defInse. Promises' assistance but rarely or never delivers. If

attends meeti4s. does not participate in discussion.

Active support: Encourages Project members to do a good job and showroom commitment.
Actively responds to requests for assistance or resources. Defends project before
critics and helps to coordinate with other projects or personnel. If attends settings,
participates in discussica and may even lead discussion.

(CIRCLE &IC RES E OM EACH LIME)

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Superintendent/Asst. Supt.

Other district-level staff

Principal/Asst. Principal

Teachers

Other school-level staff

4b,4%
Ns"

/
cp e..bo es 43 NS es

!,

14eP)

1,P e
S

s
c.,

lib N2

01 02 03 OC -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

if-Aes
In your opinion, to what extent was the faculty

the faculty
Olt actively involved in the roblem

identification process - -i.e., to what extent di e faculty as a whole participate
discussions, making decisions, or carrying out tasks related to the process? (c)Rcig ore)

To little or no extent 01

To some extent 02

To a great extent 03

To a very gnat extent 04

Missing data -1

Conflicting data -2

Not applicable -3

A

33. In our opinion, how much influence did the faculty as a whole have over the major decisions
in the problem identification process? (CIRCLE ONE) .

IMPORTANT: Use the same guidelines as for Question 30.

None or very little 01

Some 9 02

A great deal 03

Missing data 4 -1

Conflicting data -2

Not applicable -3

61

t

CARD 6
(cant.)

1 2 24-25,2k

1 2 27-28.29

1, 2 30-302

1 2 33 -34,35

1 2 34-37.18

1 2

1 2

4

39 -40.41 ,

42-43.44

we'



N

34. During the problem identification stage, wis there a formally constituted groupother than
III/the faculty as a whole -- specifically empowered to make decisions or carry Out tasks related

to problem identification? CIRCLE ONE)

.

7
litMORTAXT: The group should meet the following Critiri :

__°"`- .._

.

- It must have a label (although this may be informal).

- It must include at least ho district or school s

- It must include at least one 'potential. implementok'
4

1

. Ye; * . i ... 01

No . . 00

Missing data . 4 -1,.-----

Conflicting data g _ -2

Not applicable . .,. . .. ' 1.3

. 'SZIP TO QUESTION 39

'
41'

35. In ymt opinion, to what extent was this group artivelt involved in the problem identification
process- -i.e.. to wnat etent did its re-bers, acting as a croup, participate in dlscussions,
making decisions. or carrying out tasks related to the procest? (CIRCLE ONE) .

o3,

To little or no extent '01
.

.

To some extent 02
.

To a great extent Of
r

To a very groat extent 04

Missing data -1

Conflicting data .2

Not applicable -3
f

In yagE opinion. how h influence did this group have over the major decisions in the
prabTema identification process (CIRCLE ONE)

IMPORTANT: Use the sameguidelinis as for Question 30.

None or very little 01

Sore 02

A great deal 03

Missing data .1

Colflicting-data

Not applicable -3

1

37. On what level was this group organizirind focussed during the problem identificatIlk stage?
(CIRCLE MEI . ,.

This school alone bl

Several schools . - . 02

The district as a whole .

-
03

Another level z .04

.
Misting data

, .1

Conflicting data -2

Not applicable 1. -3

S
. .

c2 .

12

ti

J

CARD 6
(colt.)

1 2 45-46;47_

1 2 48-49.50

") 2 51-52.53

1 2 54 -55,56



=b.

.

-

_ _

M. Was the, Ind al or other school administrator a Member of this group during the ro6lem

identifi;at on stage? (NOTE: Answer "yes' if he/she was at least nominal)y a eri even

if he/she was not very active.) (CIRCLE ONE)

Yes
st

.

01

No
_00

Missing data °`..
.

-1

, ,

Conflicting deist

. .2

Nii applicable 1 " .
, -3 .

39. -In your opinion, to what extent were the school's' problem identification activities congruent

with sound problem-solving practices? Use the criteria listed in Part 1 of the memorandm

on an "idea)' arobles,soIving model. (C1RCLE.C*E)

To little or nb extent .

To some eitent
02

. To a greit extent
. , 03

A

To a very Brea;

Hissing d:tt.

t
,

04

. .... -1

..

Conflicting data .
.2.

Not applicable
-3

-.=..... )

Please write the letter (from the memorandum on an "ideal" problem-solving model) -corm

sponding to each criterion you feel was not adequetels_mat bye the school's problem

identification activities.
..

40. In air opinion. to-what extent were the
school's problem identification activities dongruent

with-164nd group decision-meMg practices? Use the criteriamlisted in Part 2 of the

memorandum bn an "ideal: problem-solving model. (CIRCLE alE)

To little or no extent
01

TO. same extent
02-

To a great extent
03

To a very great extent
. 04

Missing data
-1

Conflicting data
-2

' Mot applicable
-3

Please write the letter (from the memorandum on an 'ideal' problem-solving model) corm=

spending to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by the school's problem

identification activities.

13 63-
-1

2

1 2

1 2

CARD 6

(Cont.)

57 -58,59

60-61.62

63-64,65



w`-

41. Whet is ej_car assessment of the level of effort devoted ta,the sentol's Prqblem identification
activities b/ local school or district personnel? Use these criteria as guidelines for

ID
responding, but make a rough estimate if necessary.

.

.Low: less than 10.persoi-days
d r.

furled

,

s

: '10 to 30 person-days Y.
Y. i

Ni : over 30 person-days

(CIRCIf ONE)

Lam? 01

Mediu. ' 4 02

High .. 03 * .,

Missing data ..
-1 .

Conflicting data a& , -2

Not applicable . -3
.1'

VI. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SOLUTION

42. mes-the school etstpIetet its s1_14on select...7,n? (CIRCLE ONE)

Yes 02

No, they are stilrin the process of selecting a solution .

No, and they are not currently engaged in solution selection. 00

SKIP TO QUE ) 57

*******irireripyites , remit-fir&
*

: iNPORTANT: Questions 43-46 are intended to capture the ful) breadth of all solutions :
planned through ROU to address the sfhool's identified problems (including all

: problems the school initially defined). Thete solutions may have included i34ting :

: one or more externally.developed products (with perhaps some inservice training or :

: local developmental efforts tied to product i,plementation) but also may have
: included inservice training or local developmental efforts that were not specifically :

: related to product implementatfon.
..

..
..,-m

43. How many externally developed products, did the school select as part of the solutions planned

through RDU?

. (ENTER A POSER)

-Products y IF N.C.' , SKIP TO QUESTION 45

44. Of these products. how many were in 'the project's original knowledge base (and not just

added after the school proposed to adopt,them)? (NOTE; Answer not applicable' if there was

no knowledge bast when the products were selected.)

(ENTER A NUMBER)

Products originally in the knowledge base

45. Did the planned solutions include any inservice training that was not specifically related

to product imaplt tation? (NOTE. Training in group process, problem-solving, or decision

making dots not app stion. which is focused on solutions to the identified

-.problems). (CIRCLE ONE)

. Yes 11, 0 1 It

No . 00

Missing data -1

Conflicting data -2

( 14 64

CARD 6

(cont.)

I

.



. .

.S7-=MgM=2

_III,
46.

.

Did the Planned solutions include
ani local development of materials, curricula, Programs

etc. that was not specifically related to product implementation? (NOTE. bo not depend

Question YI-16 in the CSW Survey for your answer to this question.) (CIRCLE-5SE)-
. .

-Yes
01

00

Missing data
.1

Conflicting data .

.2



9

53. What characteristics of the school's educational piogram wauld be directly affected by
4splementation of this prtduct?. (NOTE: This item refers only to the direct effects of
product implementation--not indirect effects or consequences.)

(CR EACH LINE; ENTER X 616 IF THE ISTIC WOULD BE AFFECTED AND A 606 IF IT WOULD
MOT. ENTER 6-16 ONLY IF THERE IS INFORMATICti RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION. IN THAT CASE,
ENTER "-I" OR ALL LIKES a-n.)

a. CUrriculum

b. Materials

tA, 111,

c. Teachihg strategies /oethodologies

d. Staffing (i.e.. numbers and types of staff)

Testing/assessent

f. Record keeping

g. Classroom oiianitetion/eanagement

h. School organization/ranagesent

1. Guidanctservices .

j. CommIr/t3tlon st,-ucturts!!;ste

k. Use or availability of .space or facilities

1. Use or availability of iime

Other (please specify):

a.

n.

51. In your opinion, what Is the degree of merit or relative advantage of this product over
exist rag practices?. (CIRCLEORE)

4111

WARNING: ,This scale Is
different 'from rating form. _

,

i . ., .

Noaluata
f

.01

Very little antage 02
, .

Some advantage A
,.

03

A great advantage ,.. . 04

A very.greet idvantage 05'

Missing data . \ % ... -1

Conflicting data -2

52. in mr. opinion, did this product prior to any sajor modificationsmatch the problem it
was-iiitended to address --as this problem was originally defined? (CIRCLE ONE)

Yes A 01

Ka 00

Missing data .1

Conflicting dtta -2

53. Is the product designed to affect pupils gjrectiv (and not merely to change administrative
procedures, for example)? (CIRCLE ONE)

yes , 01

No 40

Missing data -1

Conflicting data -2

1111

16 66

.46

- JEW, IfeL__LIfEW_

I 2

I 2

I 2

1 2'

I 2

I 2

1 2

I 2

'1 2

1 2

I 2

1.2

1 2

1 2

"I. 2

I 2

1 2

CARD 7

(cont.)

21-22.23

24-25.26

27-28,29

30-31,32

33-34,35

36.37,38

39 -40.41

42-43,44

45-46,47

48-49,50

51 -52.53

54 -55.56

57 -58.59

60-61,62

63-64.65

667S7.68
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54. Does the Product consist of parts or Modules, that could be used separately?' \(CIRCLE ONE)

'Ms 01

MO . $ -03

,Nissing,data

Conflicting data

55. in az:opinion, is the product ccIldex? (

things that must be changed/address /coordi

(CIRCLE ONE)

Yes

No

Missiniedata

Conflicting data

E: 'Cowley
ted in order to i

56. in our opinion, how easy would it be to re
easilirCould the school return to its prior
(NOTE. The more that implementation of a p
such as staff firings or new facilities, th

state.) (CIRCLE ONE)

WA G: This scale is
diffehent from rating form

Very difficult to reverse . 4

Difficult to reverse

Easy to reverse

Very easy to reverse

Missing data

Conflicting data

AS

arse lementation of this product-61:e., 400

state e p uct is not permanently adopted?
uct involves substantial irreversible changes.
greater the difficulty of returning to a prior

-1

2

fers to the number of
event the product.)

01

- CO

.1

$

6

67

17

eq.

I

01

03

04

-2

4

CARD 7
(cont.)

1 2 72-73,74

1 ? 75-76,77
A

1 2- 78-79.80
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vu. dSAUTION slurry* UOCESS

I;CI.RItItmayb;7".....'":po711774;17s: of the questions 6 this section even

.
voirontotoorooporowo-inoordroorir*********Irorogroiroono

if the- solution selection process has not been completed. Skip this section aly t

...

: if the solution selection process has not yet begun.
'

4

4 %

of .
57. In ywropinion, to +diet extent were imt Members of the listed tole...groups actively involved

in ifii-iolution selection processi.e., to AO extent did they participate in discussions,

7
making decisions, or carrying out tasks related to the process?

- * I _JP
i

(CIRCLE CNE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)

V N.

'WARNING: This scale is
differenefros rating fora.

, .... . e ... ...
.::1.0. ,f 4 4!* .4t" 4k '4!"

.... 49 Za . (id s.C.,

Art3 .... .1/40 40 .4.0 ol sO it:, 0 111, cy OP Apu. 4:.ir

0" il" 4 4 tir #
4. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. 01 02. 03 04 -1 -2 -3

b. Other district-level staff 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3'

c. Principal/Asst. Principtc T 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

d. Teachers 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 . -3

e. Other school -level staff 01 02. 03 04 -1 -2' -3

.

I
4,

.

58. Id ymEopinian, how much influence did El :members of the listed role groups have over the
majar-Aecisions in the soliiiririiiection process? (NOTE: M individual or group may have
had a strong influence even if products were screened prior to their involvement. provided
they were presented with a reasonable number of alternatives.) Use these definitions as

guideliks for responding.
4

......

, ' . ,

....

None or very little: Had littlepen inputnput into decisions, and little or

no influence, .

saw:. Pay have had co nsiderable input into decisions. but was not a

strong influence. .

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

final decisions alone. .'

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)

a. 5:11::-.1:Ident/Asst. Supt.

oc
N.* ...... v4.

cf...;:- ...., ci, ,.., ...e ...t.
'4.

. % < 64 1,.
14

0' ii. e 1...tvti 0,, a.- tf,,. 434ai
is4P I:. ..S

..40/

b. Other district-levtl.staff 01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

C. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 02 03. -1 -2 -3

O. Teachers 01 02 03 . -1 -2 -3

e. Other school-level staff 02 ,' 03 :rht -2 -3

I I

fa.

Throughout this section. answer 'not applicable" its (1) there were no members of

a particular role group at the site; or (27 it is Cbo early in the process to answer

the question.

18 68

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

CARD 8

9-10,11 '

12-13.14

15-16.17

18-19c2d*

21-22.23

ti

24-25.26

27-28,29

30-31.32

33-34.35

36-37.38
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1Dr . 0. v '
s ....'

51 In our opinion, what was the piNevailIng attitude among all merbers of the listed role
groups towards the local, oroject Oluring the solution selection process? Use these
criteria as-guidelines for reSPondint.

. .
. *

711'.6'14:17 eq.:4 -'111; ie.t17, a4.

tilve opposition: Takesstips to undermine or, terminate project. lifthhold
stance when,requested, and may even divert project. resources to other

activities. Promotes criticism or opposition to project by others. If _
attends meetings; egresses strong reservations about project as a whole.
Passive opposition: Shows unfavorable or skeptical attitude toward project.
Does not protect project from critics. Givet assistance grudgingly. If
attends ineetfrigv, expresses mildly negative attitude.
Passive support: Expresses favorable attitude toward projett. but.does not
take steps" to assist or coordinate. Hay protect project from detractors, Put
does not go beyond passive defense. Promises assistance but rarely or never
delivers. If attends eettinqs. does not participate' ineliscussion.,

,Aitivt support: Encourages project members to do a good job and shows own
comairment. ActIVely responds to requests for assistance or resources.
Oefelds project before critics and helps to tborclinate with other projects
or personnel. If attends reetings, participates in discussion anikay even
lead Ciscuzsicr.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE CM EACH LIKE)
n

f 4. 4,ot oc
A. -4am-

0 1..
%.0

00 f, t` t tr

- a: Superintendent/isrst: Supt. 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

b. Other district-level staff 01 02. 03 04 ^i -2 -3

, , c. Principal /Asst. Principal 01 02 03 04 -1 L2 -3

d. Teachers 01 02' 03 04 -1 -2 -3

e. Other school-level staff.' 01 02 Q3 04 -1 -2 -3

60. Iona- opinion. toer#what extent was the faculty as a whole actively iniolved in the
solulien selection process--i.e., to what extent did the faculty as a whole participate
in discussions, making decisions, or carrying out tasks related. to the process?
(CIWI, ME)

4,

To little or no.extent 01

To some extent s 02

To. a great extent .s 03

To a very griiiextent '.. 04
.

Hissing slata 4 .-.1...._ -
Confljcting data

, -2

Not applicable . . . --, . , .. / -3

° .

61. In . opinion, how much influence did the facul.ty, as a whole
decisions in the solution selection process? (CIRCLE ONE)

0.
. . .. ,

IFIPORTART: Use thr SiMt guidelines as for Questiorr58.

None or very l i t t l e . . . . ;
.

Somme

hive over the major

01

. # .-. . . , 1. 0? i
A gput dial , .. 03

-
_

Missing eau( . 6 ... -1

Onflictingtiata . .6.. . ,
-2

Plot applicable . . , 4 yai .- .. .1
Wr r

en

9 69

1 2

1

1 2

1 2

1 2

T 2

CARD 8
(cont.)!

39-40,41

42-43,44
45-46,47

48-49,50
51:52.53

54-55,56

S7-58
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I

62. During thilolution selection stage, was there a formalty constituted imgv.-other than

the faculty as a,whoIe- -specifically
empowered to make decisions or carry out tasks

1111 related to solution selection? (CIRCLE ORE) .

IliPCORTAXT: The group should sett the following criteria:

- It MUSt.4v* a label (eIthougNrthis may be informal).

It must include at least too distrittAr school staff.

It rust include at least one 'Potential implementor.*

Yes . . 01

Missing data . . . .,
.1

Conflicting data
- : -2

Cl-

NO . . .

I Not applicable . . . . ,.
-3

- ,

,

P TO QUESTION 68

4

63. HOw many members of the group you described in Section Y were alsoimembers of this'iroup?

None
01

Few (less than 201) -. . . . 02

Some (20-49%)
. ." 03

. A large proportion (50 -79%) A 04

All or most (over 80i)
OS

Missing data -
-I

'Conflicting data
-2 .

Not applicable -.
...

-3

In 222LopinionEcto What extent was this 4roupictivel involved in the solution selection

process i.e., lo what extent did its members, act no as a group, participate in discussions,

matceldelisiamr. or.errying out tasks related to the process? (CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent
i i a

To some extent
4

... e
, * 02

to a great extent '
03

fo a very great extent
04

Missing data
.1

Conflicting data
-2

Not applicable
-3

. s `4:
1 '

In mr 'pinion. how much influence did this group have over the major decisions in the

solillZh selection process? (CIRCLE ONE) J
-.

'IMPORTANT: Use the,sthe guidelines as for Question 58.

None or very little . . . . ,
01

-Sane - . -..' : .... :4,, to, 02

. A great deal
0.0'

s '03

Missing data
, A ' -1

.4' Conflitting data
-2.

,.- .

Noe applicable ,
r L3

1.
'

0.*.+011

1

70



86.' On what level wet this group organize and focused during the solution selection stage?

(CIRCLE 5w)"'

This school alone

Several schools '02

The,district as a whole 03

Mother level . . 04

Missing data i 1

Conflicting data 2

Not applicable 3

67. Was the principal or other'school administritor a member of this group during the solution
selection stage. (NOTE: Answer 'yes. if he/she was at least nominally a member, iiirrr-

he/she was not very active.) (CIRCLE ONE)

A

Yes 01,

No 00

Missing data 1

Conflicting data -2

Sot applicable -3

68. In our opinion, to what extent were the school's solution selection activities congruent
witound problem-solvinoipractices7 Use the criteria listed in wart 1 of the memorandum

on an 'ideal' problem-solving model. (CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent, 01

To some extent 02.
-

To a great extent 03/

To a very great extent 04
-

Missing data A -I

Conflicting data -2

TA's applicable -3

Please write the letter (from the memorandum on an 'ideal' problem-solving model)
corresponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately .et by the school's

solution selection activities.

a

69. In opinion, to %Nat extent were the school's solution selection activities congruent
with sound group decision- mating practices? Ust the criteria listed in Part 2 of the

memorandum on an "ideal' problem-solving model. (CIRCLE,C(E)

To little or no extent 1 01

To some extent 02

To a great estent 03 -

To a very great extent 4
04

Missing data -1

Conflicting data
,

Not applicable

Please write the letter (from the memorandum-co an ideal* problem-solving model)
Corresponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by tir school's solution
selection activities.

21

71-

/11

'1

1;2

r

1 2

1 ,2

1 2

ARD 8C(cont.,

)

72-73,74f

78-79,80

CO 9

9-10,11
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70. what is nursassessment of the level of effort devoted to the school's solution selection

ietivitiii-by local school or district iiirsonnel? Use these criteria as guideljnes for

responding, but make a rough ts te i,f necessary.
,*7

Low: less than 10 person -days

Medium& XI to 30 Persons-days

Ham: over 30 'person-days

(CIRCLE ONE)

Low
01.

Medium
02

03

Mission data
..

, -1
.

Conflicting data ..
'i -.2

v1P apmiicable r ..).
-3

's

, 1 %

VIII. PRODUCT IMPLEMENTATION FACTORS AND OUTCOMES

eltirrriPlorr*************IrtleIrriltir***************rrrirfirrralririrriretrirrarreikre-sirre **4

IMPORTANT: Your answers to these questions on product implementation factors and :

: outcomes should continue to focus on the one product referred to in Questions 47-56 :

: above. If no externally developed product was selected, skip to Question 114.

*****Irelpirr-sirer*******Irdrillirelrihrirtrlreirrirtrirrirrirtir-***************rIr141Pr

71. Is the product currently being used at the school-A.... as of the tied of the most recently

available 'intonation, was it be g used? (CIRCLE ONE) 4

, $ a
Yes- _.

k. 03 . 1.,2

. Mo. they are still planning for implementation
02 4

No. plans' to use the product were abandoneetefore implvrentation . . . 01 .

.
SKIP TO QUESTION 86

No, use of the product was disdontinurd after irolementition
pal

SKIP TO QUESTION 77 4

10

1 2

ti

4,...
.

I

72. what proportion of the pupils and staff affected by the problem are directly involved in use

of the product? , 4. A

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)
liO,' Z"

ttl;
4.* . CV.

C.
N. 4XN e e '..

69 W.... CI 0 04 444

4' tb? ".. :\/". 4 k C.el.M %.. 04 '''..

...

qh.

i k4k/ g ;;:e r q 4 ?. 5? Cell
6.4,
b

a. Pupils 01 02

b. Teaching staff Or 02

.73. Moo often is the product used?

J-

(CIRCLE ONE)

/

03 04 05 -1

03 04 05 71

e

'+ Onetire only (e.g., an inservice program)
01

6 Less than once a mopth. but on ',continuing basis ... ... .. . . 02

At least once a month
i

. . . 03

At least once a week t.
04

Daily or all the time 1 V'

Missing data ..
-1 '

Conflicting data . . . .

* 1

,-2

-2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1/4

1

CARS 9

1'(c12-73:1);4

15-1617 '

16-17,20

21-22.23

24-25.26



_ .

= .

7'. thethe flays the product IS used, what percent Of the &rift affecteefor pupils who are

directly involved? (CIRCLE ONE)

Less tham 201 4 01 1 2

10-493 ...... , -- .*. 02

50-79: ..
03

80: or more a . 04

Missing data e -1

Conflicting data , s
i

Not applicable, pupils are not directly involved

SKIP TO QUESTION 76

75. Approximately how puny hours (plus additional minutes) in a typltal week are affected by thk

uSe ofIpe product, for pupils una are directly involved?

(ENTER NUMBERS) .P* 4

s
-

hour) ...L.. 1 2

- "s

----\
76. Is the product being used 14 more-than one

.

school in the district as a result of RDU?

(NOTE. A yes swer does not necessarily imply that other schools were implementing the

product under the ROU aegis, it may instead indicate natural diffusion, or spread,)

(CIRCLE ONE) . -

Yes . .

No

Missing data

Conflicping data

Not4pplicable, the product is not used within schoo4ls

77. In your opinion, to Whit extent was the develciper's original desig of the product mod fled

before and after implemegtation? (NOTE: A product may be codified by adding to, del ing.

ERXITng, oFiriborati upon the original product objectives and ilosophy, perfo nce

requirements (e.g., mate als content, se(uencing, intended trea rou i place-

ment, length of exposure, teaching techniques, etc.). management characte sties g:,

administrative support, s 1 or classroo organization, staffing or leadership ire-

gents, etc.), or training renal ts.)

(CIRCLE, VC RESPONSE ON .r
-wax a

"447

.. .
-..*S'

. t5'
:I' e 4.6. es

A. Is ;"`ef -r C . .. 41, 6.

A .1: 6 4,0 ..1. ,1/412 ., . .. * f
ce s.4. r 4' .46 't ,31' t.. 1,6 0 . edt a

01

00

-2
-3

1 2

'a, .8efore implementation 01 02 01 04 -1 -2

b. After implementation 01 02 03 04 -1 -2

If the product was modified to little or no extent . .

. . BEFORE IMPLIMITATICti---) SKIP QUESTION 78

AFTER IMPLEMENTATION ---> SKIP QUESTION 79

:,..

CARD 9

(Cont.)

27-28,29
4

Y."

30-31
32-33,34

,1000.

35-36.37

38-39,9

41-42,43

\
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1

...
,

'4.

7t., What were the reasons for the modifications that were made before implementation?

(ON EACH LINE, ENTER A ots IF /HE REASON APPLIES AND A '0' IF IT DOES NOT. ENTER l'...1° ONLY

IF MERE IS MO INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION. IN THAT CASE, ENTER "-I' ON ALL

LIKES a-c.)'

a. To accomodate the product to existing conditions (e.g., curriculum,
materials, approaches, philosophy, staffing, organization, space or

facilities, budgets, etc.)

b. To improve the effectiveness of the product in the local context',

(given pupil or staff characteristics, for example)

c. Tc; improve the dnhertnt effectiveness of the product

79. What were the reasons for the modifications that were "rite after implemtntationT

(GIN EACH LIKE, ENTER A '1' IF THE REASON APPLIES AND A '0' IF IT DOES NOT. ENTER " -1" ONLY

IF IMEREJS M0 INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION. IN THAT CASE, ENTER -1' ON ALL

LINES 4

a. To orcommiate the proouct to existing conditions (e.g., curriculum,

mate als, approaches, philosophy, staffing, organization, space or

.4 facil budgets, etc.)

b. To improve the effectiveness of the product in the local context
(given pupil or staff charakteristics, for exampje) -

c. To improve the inherent effectiveness of the product

80. According to school personnel, to what extent was adequate guidance for implementing the

product provided by the developers, either in writing or through training and techr?ical

assistance? (CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent Al

To some extent Oi`

To a great extent
a 03

To a very great extent 04

Missing data
.1

Conflicting data -2

,7--

81. According to school persopnel, to what extent was the product difficult to implement?

(CIRCLE CKE)

To little or no,extent 01

To some extent . ce

To a great extent 03

To a very great extent . . . 04

Missing data -1

Conflicting data

74--
24

1 2 56- 57,58'

1, 2 59-60,61



$2. Lingtoilinicas what are the 'revelling current att tlides of the following groups toward
>0-

4111

the product that was cM2ssal

(CIRCLE cat aurcasEsa EACH LINE)

COd

a. Superintendent/Asst. ion. 01 02

b. Other district-level staff 01 02

c. Principal /Asst. 02

d. Teachers involved in ROU 01 02

e. Unidentified 01 02

4.'be

03 04,.; 05

03 CA ,.65

.04 e05

04 .05
03 04 05

1...
6)

%
C.

I. N.41...

Odd

r% .h.c

-2 -3 ' 1 2

42 -3 1 2

-2 -3 . 1 2

-2 -3 1 2

-2 -3 1 2

83. Have formal plans for evaluation and feedback On tfili product been drawn up? (NOTE. A

formal plan should specify at least the following. who will be responsible, what success

criteria will be wee. and how data wil# be catheed. it snowid also be a little more formal

than laying teachers will react verbally, for example.) (CIRCLE ONE)

84.

Yes-.

ib

Hissing data

Conflicting data

01*- -

-1

SKIP TO QUESTION 85

To what extent have the formal plans for evaluation and feedback been implemented?

Not at all 01

Sore, but not all. parts appropriate to this point in tire

have been implemented ih 02

All parts appropriate to this point in time have been implemented . . 03

Kissing data -1

Conflicting data ' -2

85. Over the next few years, which of the following possibilities do you think isliost likely to

happen with respect to the use of the product among teachers at this school? (CIRCLE ORE)
.

The product will bit dropped. or has already been dropped ..

Some or all of the teachers will use the product.

but not extensively

Some or all of the teachers will use the product.

and it generally will be used quite extensively

Missing data . . . .

Conflicting data

.1.

25

let

01

02

03

-1

-2

4,

1 2

12

CARD 10 I

9-10,11

12-1304

15-16,17

18-19,20

21 -22.23

24-25,26

27-28,29

1 2 30-31.32

5



41110 IX. PUMING FOR IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS .

a

I*tr4*.4**vv******:
: IMPORTANT: It may be possible to answer some of the questions in this section even :

: if the planning for implementation process has not been c eted. Skip this section :

: gat if the planning for implerenUtion process has not yet un.

frerviP11.11114141*************Irallr********************** irlrfrilreirtig*******1;11.1414li ,

iha86. In mr.opinice, to t extent were la of the listed roli groups actively involved

in the planning for molementation process--i.e., to what extent did they participate
in

discussions) making rcisiOns, or carrying out-tasks related to the process?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE 0! EACH LINE)

IWARAING: This scale As'
'different from rating fore.

/ %
6". ..., ,:

11." ,e, 1 ,..s..,. R.4,
-Rx., N1. .6

R b
0 c. 0

4
._41

a
'1'
,

Cd

i,le Pe 'ki''
co e, i,0 4.. ,, ..5,-,,o 0, 4,..-..",

c.

a. Superintendent/Asst. Suit. 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

b. Other district-level staff 01 02 03 04 -1' -2 -3

c. Princili41/Asst. Piincipal 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

d. Teachers 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

e. Other school-level staff 01 02 03 04 -1 -3

87 tp r opinion, how each influence_didlmanembers of the listed role groups have over the

major ecisions in the pliErTMTSF implementation process? Use these definitions as guide-

' lines or responding.
'

None or very little: Had little or no input into decisions, and little or

no influence.

Some: May have had considerable input into decisions, but was not a I'

strong influence.

A great deal'' " Strongly influenced the decisions; pay have made the final

decisions alone.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LIME)

O 1%t4 V
.... %I %.

0 4.7:. 0 ...t% 14#N.
.0

C.

lip 4, 6, ... e * kir
-1. ., "!,.." t. 1 41b *S b

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. 01 02 o -1 '-2 -3

b. Other district-level staff 01 02 03 :1 42 -3

c. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 , 02 03 -1 -2 -3

d. Teachers 01 02 03 .-1 -2 ' -3

e. Other school-level staff 01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

- .

* Throughout this section, answer "not applicable' If: (1) there were no members of

a particular role group at this site; or (2) it is too early in the process to

antwer the question.

a,

26

41%.40.

I

1 2

1 '2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2-

"1 2

-S

CARD 10'

(cont.)

33-34,35

36-37,38

39-40,41

42.43,44

45-46,47

48-49,90

51 -52,53

54 -55,56

578.59

60-61,62



4 y
In M opinion, what was the prevailing attitude amtung all setbeeCof the listed rate
groups towards the local project during the planning for implementation process? Use

these criteria as guidelines for responding.

Active opposition: Takes steps to undermine,or ttneinate project. liithholds
assistance when requested, and may even divert project resources to other ,
activities.- Promotes criticiseLgr opposition to project by dthers. If attends
meetings, expresses strong reservations about project.as a whole.

Passive opposition: Shows unfavorable or skepticalattitude toward projeCt.

Does not protect prOject from critics. Gives assistance grudgingly, If attends

settings, expreSsts mildly negative attitude. i -

Passive support: Expraset favofible attitude toward projectbut does not
take steps to assist or coordinate. May protect project from detractorso_but
does not go beyond passive defense. Promises assistance but rarely or never

diliars. If attends meetings, does not participate in discussion.

Active Support: Encourages project members to do a good job and shows own
comaitment. Actively responds to requests for assistance or resources. Defends
project before critics and helps to coordinate with other projects or personnel.
If attends settings, participates In discussion and may even lead discussion.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE On EACR LINE)\
c°'

44.6.. 6 1, ft 4, C! 141. ir
1....4.1Z" a-1411Z' '1;1 1.7,11 Z.. ,1$. ii; 141`

40' 't 47 41 4 o c ,P .1 r rip
4.4" cibe 4.4i% e..... i'i-

b ap

=

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. . Ill 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

.b. Othir.district-levt staff CH 02 03 04 % -1 -2 -3

c. Pri iptl 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

d. "fathers 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3-

e. Other school-level staff 01 02 03 04' -1 -2 -3

89. In PM! 0Pinion,,to what extent was the faculty QS a whole actively involved in the lannin

for1lenentat1dn process - fine., to what extent did the faculty as a whole participate
discussions.9decisions, or carrying out tasks related tO3he_Proctss2- ZOO

To little or no t 4 . . , 01

To. some extent
.

02

To a great eaten 03

To a very great tent 04

Missing datt . -1

Conflicting data
4.. -2

Not applicable . . . -3
.

at
-

" e

90. In opinion, how each influence did the faculty as a whole have over the major decisions

in the planning for loplerntation process? (CIRCLE ONE)

'IMPORTANT : .Use the same guidelinei as for Question 87.

None or very little . 01
.

Some . 02

A great deal a 4 03

Hissing data -1

Conflicting data

Not applicable

I

.3

2Y 77

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

-1 2,

1 2

1 2

CARD 10
(cont.)

63-64,6S

66-67,68

69-70.71

72-71,74 ,

7S-76,77

78-79,80

r ti

CARD 11

4



1110 91. During the Planning for implementation stage. was there formally constituted lims- -other_

than the faculty as a whole--specifically empowered to make decisfons or carry out tasks

related to planning for implementation? (CIRCLE ONE),

IMPOITAKT: The group should meet the following criteria:

- It must hart a label (although this May be informal).

- It au* include at least two district or school staff.

- It 'MSC include at least one "potential implementor.'

Yes

No

01

00

Missing data

Conn ictini data
.2

Not applicable
.3

J/

sxri, TO QUESTION 97

92. Mow many members of the 4746p you describec in SictIon VII ware also members of this group'

(CIRCLE ONE)

None . s 't 21 -

Few (less thin 20S) 02

Some (20-445)
03

A large proportion (50-79%)
04

All or most (over 80%) 05

Kissing data

Conflicting data s -2

Not applicable -3

if

93. In our opinion, to what extant was this group activel involved in the planning for

lb:ayen tit TOW Vectefs=-1-.e., to iffal-ilteht di ts meer-s-,--ati--6k-as---a-grotw . par MI Dm

In discussions, making decisions. or carrying out tasks related to the Process?
.

(CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent

To some extent . .1r

To a great extent .",o.

To a very great extent

Kissing data

Cpnflicting data

Not applicable

94. In opinio% how much influence did this group have over

pip-is-Wig for implementation process? (CIRCLE ONE)

IMPORTANT: Use the same guidelines as for Question 87

None or very little

Some J.

A great deal

Missing data

Conflicting data

Not applicable

01

02

03

CA

-1

2
.3a

decisions in the

28 8-

Ll

01

. 02

03

-1

-2

-3

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

ICAO. 111

(cont.)

12-13.14

15 -16,17

18-19,20

21-22,23*

ti
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95. On what level was thtt gro6p organized and focused during the planning for isiolementation

stage? --UMW OK)

This school alone r .. 01

Several Schools 02

The district as a whole 03

. Another level 04

'Missing dita. . . . -1

Conflicting data -2

Mot applicable ; -3

t 96. Was the principal 1 or other schoofadministrator a member of this group during,the planning for

hmplementat on stage? (NOTE. Ardwer 'yes' if he/she was at least nominally A *ember, even it

),e /the was not very active.) (CIRCLE OBE) .
),e /the

. )
Yes .

.
01"

NO «4 00

Missing data
1 . -1

Conflicting data % -2

m3t applicable . -3
'

97. In ME opinion, to what extent were the school's planning for implementation activities

congruent with sound problem - solving practices? Use the criteria listed in Part 1 of the

memorandm on an 'idea' ' problem-solving model. (CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent . 01

To sore extent * , 02

To a great extent % 03 )*

To a very great extent 04

Missing data. -I

Conftttitng-iata--

Not applicable
A

Please write the letter (from the memorandum on an 'ideal" proble-solving model) corre-

sponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by the school's planning for

implementation activities.

-3

1 2

1 2

1 2

CARD 11

(coot-)

24-25,26

27-28,29

30-31.32

98. In 222E opinion, to Whit extent were the school's planning for implementation activities

congruent with sound group decision - making practices? Use the criteria listed in Part 2

of the memorandum on an 'ideal` problem-solving model. (CIRCLE ONE)

To little or no extent 01

To some extent .. 02

To a great extent 03

To a very great extent 04

Missing dfta -1

Conflicting data .. 1 t
-2

M ot applicable
-3

Please write the letter (from the memorandum on an `ideal' pralem-solving model) corre-

sponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by the school's planning for

ipplementation activities.
1

1 2 33 -34,35

to

29 79-
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99. Whit is xour assessment of ttte level of effort devoted to the school's planning for

implementation activities bylocal school or district per,sonnel? Use these criteria as-

guidelines for responding, but make a rough estimate if necessary.

Low: Less than 10 person-days

(CIRCLE ONE)

Medium: 10 to 30 per days

hisly over 30 person-de

Low
01

Medico
02

High .
03

Missing data
-1

Conflicting data
-2

Not applicable
-3

1. -IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

*******************1.***********************r********************Ire.*********************V***
: IMPORTANT: If the product has not yet been implemented. skip to Question 114.

Irareirramrirellr****Vris eirrorrimpirreire4irr irlrf.*******Iriript111-01r*1p ritirirlivilrilmitylrairelrre ilrelr****Irelre-ro

IMPPITAXT: The types of activities to consider as part of the "Implementation process" :

: are monitoring, evaluation. administration, coordination, and group discussion--not

Actual use or implementation of the product.

100. In our opinion. to what extent were 122, members of the listed role groups actively involved

amentatiCa4rOuii-A.A.,ASAlat extent did the _participate in discussions,

,makin4 ecisions. or carrying out tasks related to the process?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)
s t'%

-

11..
`... r t

16 e .;- 6.5.t..
... .....

1... 42,- r_ 44 t ,.5... .44; Cr

1. 49 t- 1. t 1p 04 *.
41 CP .1) 4, /%0 S .0,0 e .t!e CP ;" A9,4

c , 0 et 1?
. ..

,
0 ,

a. Superintendent/Asst.. Supt. 01 62 03 04 -1 -2 -3

b. Other district -level staff 01 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3
14

.

C. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 02 . 03 04 -1 ..ri -3 ..
...I

IIIR

d. Teachers ti Al 02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

e. Other school-level staff 1 01 02 03 .94 14 -2 -'3.:'',.

o
t...

t

ni.

WARNING: this scale is.
different from ratingform.,

Throughout this section, answer 'not applicable" if (1) there were no rembers of

a particular role group at this site: or (2) it is too early in the process to

answer the question.

39 SO

-CARD 11'
fcont. ) '

1 2 36-37.38

1 2 39-40,41.

1 2 42-43,44

1 2 45 -46,47

3 2 48 -49,50

r 2 51-52,53



5

/4

81

4

0101. in Yiklopinion, how much influence did !ambers of the listed role groups have over the
maj5i7Tecisi6ns in the inplTnirtfe-.6011 process? Use these definitions as guidelines for

0.responding.

None or very 1iiile: Had little or no input into decisions, and little or
no influence.

52m: May have had considerable input into decisions, but was not a
strong _influence.

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

decisions. alone.

(CIRCLE -ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)!
.

01
'IS o

.1. ....

ci: .47
-.. ...

b
- ,...0 Q

4-..-v
ap

a. Superintendent /Asst. Suot. 01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

b. Other district-evel staff 41 02 03' . -1 -2 -3

c. Principal/Pt. ?rincipal 01 42 03 -1 -2 -3

4. Teachers 01 0; 03 -1 -2 -3

e. ,Other schoolrlevel staff 01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

102. In nel opinion, %gtat was the prevaiking
.

attitude among all members of the listed role groups

towards the local project during the implenentatfOn process? Use these criteria as delines

tfor responding. .

...

Active opposition; Takes steps to undermine or terminate project. ,Withholds
assistance when requested, and may even divert project resources to other activities.
Promotes criticism or opposition to project by others. if attends meetings. expresses

Strong reservations about project as a whole.

Passive opposition; Shows unfavorable or skeptical attitude toward project. Does

.not protect project from dritics. Gives assistance grudgingly. If attendvmeetings,
expresses mildly negative attitude.

Passive support: Expresses favorable attitude toward projects buf does not take

steps to assist or coordinate. May protect project from detractors, but does not

go beyond passive dkfense. Promises assistance but rarely or never delivers. if

attends meetings, does not participate in discussion.

Active SupPOrt. Encourages project menbers to do a good Job and shows own commitment.
Actively resPonds to requests for assistance or resouellet.. Defends project before

critics and helps to coordinate,with other projects 'or personnel. if attends

rettings, participates in discussion and may even lead-discussion.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH'LIKE)

.1e

. ,

cv. e
.e., ... 4. - k, . . th

.... . 4, ..I. %,. ;, ,:.x 4. i..."'

q91 49 Ir 4 ,,
. 4," (h 4 44 .i- .,7,70 4, 41 b

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.' 01 02 03 04' -1

b. Other district-level staff 01 02 03 04 -1

c. PrinCipal/Asst. Principal '01. 02 03 04 .1

d. Teachers 01 92 03 04 -1

e. Ottper school-level staff 01 , ;2 03 04 -1

31 8I

.1 -A
-3

-2 -3

2 -3.

-2 -3

-2 -3

CARO ii

(cont.?.

1 2 5445.56

1 2 .57-58,19

1' 2 60-61t62

I 2 63-64,65

1 2 66-67,68.

CARD 12

1 2 9-10,11

1 2 12-13,14

1 2 15-16.17

1 2 18L19,20

I' 2 21 -22,23
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103. In opinice, to watt extent was the faculty as a whole actively involved in the'" _

tmplekentation Process- -I.e., to whit extent 44a the faculty as a.whole participate in

dTscussions, eattng decisicasi or tarrying Out tasks related to the process? (CIRCLE ONE)

' T0 little or no extent ... ."-.40

.

To some extent T

., , 22

To a Pretteiteat .-. . . , , 23

To a very.greatItent '
a . . 34

.

llissingkAata . . : . ..-
.1

Conflicting data .
.,

-2

lel Not applicable
. -3

,..

104. In our opinion, how much Influence did the faculty as a whole have over the major decisions

in t '-implementaticot process? (CIRCLE ONE) . ,

,.

Done or very,,little
,

,
.

,, . 01

Some '
, 02

.

A great deal' 40; . . ."3., :" .. 03
.

'Kissing data .
-1

Conflicting data . ,. .. -2
et

.

''' ' Not applicable -au . . . .

105. During the imolenentation stage, was thert a formally constituteeirouO.- -other than the

fatuity as a *tole- -specfficalty empowered to make decisions or carry out tasks related

imoPle9entation? (CIRCLE ONE)

IMFCCANT: The group should meet the following cfiteria:

- It must have a label (although this may be informal).

- It must include at least twoiaistrict or school stiff.

- It mot ipclude at least one `potential implementor.'

Tel

. So .

.

4.
s

Kissing diets , t 1

.-
.

Conflicting 'data '. . . . .

o

.

Not applicable . . . .

'01

00

-1

-2

-3

SKIP TO QUESTION llt

'fr#
How many of the group you

(CIRCLE ONE)

to

described in Section IX were also members of this group?

Scat . 01

Fee (less than 20t) .'02

Some (20-44%). f ,
03

A large PrdiP4rti!ft (S0-79%)
t

.
1 04

All or most (over'803)
05

Kissing data ... . -1

Conflicting data . . . a z : -2

412t appliCable .'. . . ', .

.

'Ng -3

lt

I

.. 82
32

3

1 2

0

1 2

T
CARO 12
(cont.)

24:25,26

27-28,29:,

1 2 30 -31,32

1 2 33-34,35

I
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107. In our o ianion, -to what extent laas this group actively involved in the irmlement tom'

riffreisgs:11:;Ont? or LtrnoltInngt

dill itsskrillars, ac_ot epees a enroustp, rteiticipvtel;in discussions,
to the process?

ie. i. , . . i
,* TO ?title or no extant . .-, - 1 01. . 1 2

. .
. To a great enteric . . . 4,. v .

/
Ato

AI

c

\ 02

03 e
To. scut,exunt

?). To a very greft.ixtent 04. 4 ''

. , 4 Itiissil'4 dAta.. .L. ) . I r

--. Conflicting data (9. : $
-2

:

: ..-, Not applicable .0 e ). - -3
---,I ..

....c, -.4 . .

108. In your opinion,:ihow much influence did this group have over the major decisions in the
implirentation process? .° (CIRCLE ONE) , .

IMPORTANT: Use the same guidelinesas fbr Question 101. '0 .:,, 4 . tc.

None or very little - , 01. ...)

...
- Se-4 ,./.: ..... 02

I. A greet deal : o ' ... . . 03

-N, Missing data
-

conflicting data -2 I
4 f Not applicable -3

-

109. On what level was this group organizid and focussed du
(CIRCLE N-17 '.

Go

iw3 the imp lementation stag]
'I.'

P

This school alone

Several school's

,e
°:2

.4

The district as a meg, 03

Another level
Plfiking data

..d,

tigiflicting data 4 ..... ... ,.. .e.

, 4
.

Not applicap)e i '. . . . , -3
.. , .."

:
,

110. Was th e principal or other school alednistiitor a merber'of this group during the
implerentaron stage} (NOTE:. Answer ayes' ff he/she was at least nceinally a meter, even

'if he /she was not vergeactiree (CIRCLE ONE)

air l 4 .... I t ii
11 '.1.

Yes : 01 " a
if()

4
$

Missing data \ -1.

0 A
04

o .1

pinflfeting date
able

o`

r1 1

l )
S 4.

k .

0:

-3

ry

1.41 4011

';

; 33 8-3
.

1

1 ?

1 2

1 2

Ate.

r.
CARD 12
(cont.)

36-37.38

39-40,41

42-43.44

a

s

4 -
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111. In , opinion" to what extent_were the schoOl's i lementation activities congruent with

sound ro len -solvi practices? Use the criteria st n a t 1 of the memorandum on an

'ideal p eo.so v ng model. (CIRCLE,,,OHE)

en

T o extent 01

To soei',extent
02

To a great extent

To a very great extent .

Missing data
.1

. Confticting data

Hof applicable' I
a3

.' 03

C4

1
. -2

Please write the letter (from the memorandum or( an "ideal" problem-solving modeli corre-

10 sponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately met by the school!s implementition

activities.

1

.

112. In Asir opinion, to what '-vtel. were the bkhoal',7 activities congruent with

sound group decision-taking practices? Use the criteria listed in Part 2 of She memorandum

onto "ideal" problem -sod ring model; (elcLE

To little or no extent-
. 01.

To some extent .
, '02

.To.a great extent :- .
. 03,

t4
To a verrgreat extent

04

missing data '

1

'Con(liCting data
-2

w.

Not applicable'
. .3

.
.

Please write the letter,(from the remoranan on an "ideal' problem-solving model) corre-

sponding to each criterion you feel was not adequately net by the school's irplementation

activities. .

.$1;
0

113. Whatis mr assessment of the level of effort devotCd\to the school's implentation

activities by local school or dirt7MTOWilil? Use these criteria as guidelines for

responding, but make a rough estirate if necessary. h

Low: less than 10 person-days

440' Medium: 10,to 30 person-di's

Nigh: over 30 person -days.
a

(CIRCLE Oa)

.

MedlLow

. . . . . , » 01

in

t

1
02

1 .

RIO- A i... . e . 03._ -

Missing data . OP.
-1 ,

It...
2

Conr)icting,data , .

,

4 '1 -2

got applicable .. .\\ 4
. :

. ,

0 A

1111!

#

h
4

.1.

. .4:a ..
...

4 .
ili,

0 .1 ,

. .A$4 .

I
. . 34

ff

CARD 12
(cont.)

1 2 40-49,50
a

1 .2 51-52,53

ti

#t

1 21 54-55,56

L



II:: INTEML STRATEGIES ARO TACTICS

114.. Were any school staff provided training in group Process, probleatsolving. or decision- making

'skills and techniques? (CIRCLE ONE) ...

- ,

Yes". . , ..' . -..
01 57-66.59

,

:,- No 00

Missing data . .t. . . . . -1
-

,

sat

;1:. ;K. ...

Conflicting data

b
.

,

115. In our opinion. was there at least one individual at the school'or district level, who was

a strong and effective 'intitrnal change agent' for this school - -i.e.. was there anyone who

sort Of took charge, kept things poring, resolved minor problems, and was ablevta whip up

motivation amoung'the,staff? (CpCLE.ONE)
,

Yes .

.
.

i
Wo I As

....

Mitsing,data ' -

ConflictingConflicting data .
ft

4.
, '2 41

01

00

.M..ol Ai1A. A, ...AA.

SKIP TO QUESTION 117

116., istat served as the 'internal change agent' for this school? (NOTE. There

say have been rare than one, but probably no more than three.)

(ENTER A '1' IF AM INDIVIDUAL T$ON THE CATEGQRY SERVED AS AN 'INTERNAL CHANGE- AGENT" AND A

"0' IF NOT. ENTER "-I" ONLY IF THERE IS NO INFORMATION RELEVANT TO THIS QUESTION. IN THAT

CASE, ENTER '-1' CM ALL LINES a-f.)
0

a. *Superintendent/Asst. Supt ,
.

b., Other district-level staff 04 A 1' A. .....
. A

c. Orincipal/Asst. Principal

4. Teacher . .
e. .Other .school-level staff

,
F. Clair (please specify): I' .

. ,,

. ,
.

aw .

. Is _!': opinion, was there any group which served as a strong and effective 'internal change

agent team' or this school - -i.e., was there any group which, as a unit, sort of took ,charge.

kept things *loving resolved minor probler.1, and was able ta.whip up motivation ar.oung the

staff? (NOTE. This group may have existed in Addition to or instead-iof individual 'internal

qhange agents.') (CIRCLE ME). ,

its v. . 3.
w

.

01 .
.9-10.11

Missing data

Catiffictitp data
. - . : . . . -1

. 1 41

,
No

--, ...

.
... ' SKIP TO QUESTION 119 ..

94

63-64.66

66-67.68

6940171.

72-ii,74

75-76,77

76-79,14

)

ICARD 13]

I-

4

. .
. . ,,,,,,

, )

Marc this sro4 forAilly established or empowered 10 make decisiods of carry out tksks related

to the ROD proltct? (CIRCLE Cie) , '
,

40":1'
'

.

' Ores . . . - 1 01 111 :\) , -

.

"ssini data . d` I . ... - I
..

a........ 1,.. . -1
a -2 ,

,

Conflicting data

.

4
:35,

L.
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XII. EXTERNAL STRATEGIES AND TACTICS

*****/****1-********--
IMPORTANT: If there has been any turnover in linking agents, answer these questions :

: differently on a particular item, answer it only for the linker whose tenure over-
:44 c as if they were the same individual. However, if the-linking agents behaved very

: lapped with the school's participation the longest.
**.,

IiriorfirrirdrIr************IreiriPfrirerlair11.011,
1"."1"1"1114.194 IF

: IMPORTANT; Each and every xi in the program had a linker assigned to it. Just :

: because a linker had no con t wi site (this happens in a lot cases) is no

: reason to mark these questions not applicable." .......*,.............
.4 I

, ,..

rir

119. In opinion, to what extent has, the linking agent performed the following services or

furiFLyr kr this schCall

(CIRCLE GCSE RESPONSE CM EACH LIKE)

... t..t.. c.

- , k-- . e,
f t. ..., ..,,

.. cr... , 4 . C. .C ,..C;.... itt

... ,9 49 k. * k 'IP _!.. ....F., C. ,

1.. cf. .6% * 4. ar etc, ..t., c.9,9
e,

0 ".- O. : 0 4" 0, 0 '

C. b

a. Observing/documenting activities ' 01 02 03 04 P-1 -2

b. Orienting school staff to the
RDU project

Progiding (not arranging for)
training in' 5Fablem solving or

group process 01 02 03 04 -1 -2

d. Pioviding (not arranging for)
training in a curricular area

facilitating the group process --

. e.g.. tly resolving conflicts.
guidigdiscussions, helping to
set goals 01 02 03 04 -1 -2

-
f. Coordinating/lining up resources .

(human or material) 01 02 03 04 -1 - -2'

I. 9. Providing expert counsel/technical
assistance related to:! Os .

- diagnosing the problem 01 02 03 '04 -1 -2

- Assessing the match between
innovations and Probless 01 02 03 : 04 ' -1 -2

)
- beementing an innovation 01 02 03 04 -1 -2

- Evaluating solution trple- -%

eentation or effectiveness CU 02 03 04 -1 -2

h. Providing assistance such as
. .

interviewing,belpinswith
proposals, etc, .01 - ,02 03 04 -1' -2,

i. Serving as a communications link
liaison between.school and project 01° 02 03 04 -1 -2

wARhiVI. This scale is
different from rating form.

C.

01' 02 03 04 -1 -2

.

01 02 03 04 -1 -2

r--t--.-&4Ir,,*,.:
, IMORTAiT: For Questions 120-122. answer "mot applicable' if the partitqlar ..

.

: stage had not beta reached. Also answer not applicable' for Question 121, if :

* : there weal no meetings. "

:4-******-r******111.***-****:********Irfe4444:
. %

4

4

a

8 Pe

1 2

1 2.

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 '2

a=
1 -2

1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

I

CARD 13

(cont.)

4-16,17,

18-19,20

21-22,23

24-25.26

27-28.29

33-34,35

36-37,38

39 -40,41"'

4243,4i

45-46,47

48-49,50

4.

,
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12Q. sow frrvrent were-the 1,V-related fact-to-face contacts between the linking agent and the

school ing each stage of the prop em771-17ov ng process?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE 01 EACH LINE)

4
4.4`',it

4,
<

.04
tf.

Oti
°4'

4.1t.

a. Prange identification 01 \ 02 03

b. Solution selection 01 02 03

C. Planning for implementation 01 02 03

d. Dept orientation 01 02 03.

e.14. ;,,m,r
(It 4-*t$ ;946 o,

443 # AID #
%.

04

04'
04

04

144

C.?

05 -1 -2 -3

05 -1 -2 -3

05 -2 -3
05 -2 -3

121. that proportion of the meths s of the decision-making group were attended by the linking
agent during each stage

(CIRCLE ORE RESPONSE 01 EACH LINE)

$

a. Problem identification

AP

01

4,4P

02 03

C.?

04

Nt) v)

05

-b.. Solution selection ,0l ' 02 03 ' 04 05

c. Planning for implementation 01 02 03 04 05

d. Implementation 01 02 03 04 05
7 lei

s,c
:.`

14.
so(

1,

It.
,.:.t4

N.
:1

AP qel' 41a

-2

-2
-2

-3

-3"

-3
-3

se f
In general. how much influence do you feel the linking agent decisions made by the
school during each st/Wrli these definitions as guidelines r/sponding.

' ft11

hone or very little: Had little or no input into decisibns, and little or 4

no influence.
Some: May have had considerable input into decisions, but was npt a
strong influents.
A great deal: Strongly influenced the decisions; slay have made the final
decisions atone. 1 .

(CIRCLE ARE RESPONSE 01 EACH LIRE)

I

4. Problee identification
b. Solution selection,'
c. Planning for implementation /
d. Implementation

123. In opinion. which of the following responses best descrtbds the rote the linker
r

ass in htglier dea%Ings with' this.schooT? (CIRCLE MY

4

41.0

API4.1 " et,

yl

01 02 03, -1

01 02 03 -1

01 02 03 -1

01 02 03 -1 -2 -3

t.
Ncadfreciive responder: The linker reacted to the initiative of
the site, lett 'Ing the system draw upon him/her at its mire peed 01 .

Indirect structure: The linker was active behind the scents,
structuring the situation to increase the likelihood of success.
but getting the school grou0'to assume responsibiljty for the
project. In Public, the lintel; was usually a.nonparticipant 4
oblever or passive parts pant. 02

pirict intervenor: ,The linker was hear volved in-the local
ant assumed direct leadership of the rotas. He/she , -.

US Tly initiated activities, chaireemeet . and followed up'
on tails, while the sitd responded in a passive way 03

`NtiStrig data -1'r

Conflicting data 8 7.
1.

1 2

l
1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2'
1 2

1 2

-1 2

1 2

1 2

"1 2

2

1

C10177.71
(cont.)

51-52,53

54-55,56

57-58,59

60-61,61

. ,

63-64.65

66-67.68

69-70.71

7?-73,74

CARD 14

9-10,11

12-13,14'

15-16,17
1849,20

21-22,23



0. In amour opinion, which of the following responses best describes the linker's relatIonship

WW1& individual who played thi role of 'internal change agent' for this school? (Set

atietion 116 above.) (CIRCLE ONE)

The linker and the internal change agent had little contact

with one another
01

The Pinker and the internal change agent had a conflicting

or competitive relationship; their roles were not cceplerebtary 02

The linker supported the.work ofthe intern.al change agent; the

internal change agent took a more active coordinating role than '

the linker
03

The internal change agent supPortid the work of the linker;

the internal change agent took a less active coordinating role

than the linker .. s . 04
4

'The linker and the internal change agent worked Closely as a team;

they were equally active in ctordinating the project in this school

Missing data 11.

Conflicting data
m' -2

. Nat applicable, there was no pfe.who played the role of 4

'internal chant agent' for this school
, .

- _
to

1111. PROCESS OUTCCMES
,

12:. According to school personnel, how i ortant was the linking agent in helping th lool to

accomplish its problem-solving activities? (CIRCLE ONE)

-3

WARMING: This scale is
different from rating form.

,

Not at all or not very int rtant

Somewhat important',.

Important

01

q5C4
. . 03

Very irportant

w
.04

-Miss44 data
, .4. . . -1

CoRflict 0 . -2

126. Overall, how satisfied were members of the listed role groups with the assistance, Services."'

or support provided by the linking agent?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH UNE)
.

... ch .
... ..

, ..4, 4, , Ai e ... -
4 6 4'.4. Cr '0

tiZ 4.1. e ...
....-

.0,

. .. -- 4. ... i... , 4.4 , ... 4,. t....,
. 4,p, A.,!* 4., 4,0 $ AP" 41:- s. cl3 .;,- Aii71"',

. .

a 4. g, 0, t? b
>pi

I

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt. Al 02 , 0) 04 -1 -2 - -3 1 2 30-31,32
. i

b. Other district-level stiff 01 02 03 04 -1 . -2 -3 1 2 33-34:35

t. Principal/Asst. Principal 01 92 03' 04 .l 4 -3 .
1 2 36-37,38

d. Teachers inn:eyed in ROU '01 02 03 : 04 -1 -2 -3 1 2 39-40,41

a. Unidentified ' 01 02 93 04 :1 -2
1 '-3

1 2 42-43,44

.
46.- . ,

4

1 2

1 2

AM,

CARD 14
(cont.)

24-25.26

27-28.29

-S

*For Questions 126 -128, answ,r not'APP1icehle" if the irldividual(s) had so little

knowledge of the linker, knowledge base, or process that 10 opinion was possible. Also

answer not applicable' if there wet% no members of the role group at this sita..

ty

, 4
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127. Overa11,hcw satisfied tor; webers df tht listed role groups with She assistance, services,

or SW1Cort.provided by the knowledge base?
-.

(CIRCLE ONE ESeCHSE ON EACH-LIKE)
\1/4,

a. Superintendedt/Asst. Supt.

b. Other district -level staff

c.. Principal /Asst. Principal

d. Teachers involved in RDU

e. Unidentified

- .

'

45.4"
4:?C't ...P

--8 47 4

4 . 4-- et

01 02

01 02

01 02
.

01 02

01 02

z a ..,
dr .15*8 'ea

Qv l, .4.

c....."

tr tt, k*

03 04 -1

03 01' -1

CO ...C4 -1

03 04 -1

03 Ot -1

c.
..

.. .

-2

-2
k

-2

-2

.

.

tt
.0

128. Overall, how satisfied are members of the listed role groups with the proceSs they bent

S
through - -i.e., tne stos that Ware :Ares^ and how orctsions were race/.

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE CH EACH LIKE)

gh%if ? , °a et ::....."'
........ .

a....".r e,. St.. at tir e N.
...

4. ...:fr

a 0 * mi a, o w! itl- o 4,-. c. 14 4
4... 4. ..... 1- 4.. 1- 4.. (- t? de *4

...
o 0' la s

. .
01 02 03 04 -1 -2 . -3

Or 02 03 ' 04 -1 -2 -3.

01 02 03 Ot -1 -3

01 '02 03 04 -1 -2 -3

01 02 03 Ot -1 - -3

a. Superintendent/Asst. Supt.

b. Other district -level staff

PnncipalJAsst. Principal

d. Teacher; involved initiDU.,

e. unidentified

129. In lout opinion, how different was this process from the school's previous attempts to solve

. problems or to adopt new.programs or materials? (CIRCLE acE)

To little or no =teat
.i.

01

., To some extent ca.

,.. To a great extent 03

,To a iery great extent ... , Ot

data'Missing da . -1

,Conflicting data
ii

-2

;
130. Looking at the five statements belcw, choose the'one statement that best describes the extent

tb which this school has subsequently used the same process to deal with other school prob-

lems (CIRCLE ONE)

They areilpeating (or have repeated) this prlocess,to solve at leasthave'repeated)
other problem in the school 01

They are adopting (or have adopted) some parts of eh! piocess "to -

solve another problem in the School
.

02

They have not used the process to solve another problem, but. they

are planning definitely to use It in the future . 03

They have not used the process% solve another problem, but they
probably will in the future %

Oti

It is unclear blether they have used the process again or whether

there are plans to use it in the future 05

Missing data 4
.

I

,Ccoflicting data , -2

1

r.

f 39 89 4..

.

1 2

CARD 14"
(cont.)

is-46,47

48-49,50

51- 52.53'

54-55,56

57-58.59

1 2 60.61,62

1 2 63- 64,65

1 2 66-67,68

1 2 69-70,71

1 2 72-73,74

1 2

1 2

4

75-76,77

78-794E0 .



31. Orval% that art the current attitudes of the listed role groups toward the school's

participation in the Parialict?

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE CM EACH LIME)

a. Suotrinlindent/Asst. Supt.

b. Other district-level staff

c. Principal(Asst. Principal

d, Teachers involved In ROO

kt. Teachers in general

f. Unidentified

. *c *
i..

.., ..,

.1.4'
* * ..P 41,4% L.Z.

N.

.. e,

ii 4%. 0 ire -441%." ir 6 6%.
t

s :,.

ctri 1 471 l'R4 4, (11514" *Pe
4P Or 4..

o ..!

01 02 03 04 05 . -1 -2 -3

01 02 03, 04 05 -1 -2 -3

.01 02 03 04 05 '-). -2 -3

01 02 b3 04 05 '-1 ftst -2 -3

01 ' 02 -03 04 05 -1 -2 -3

01 02, 03 Ms 05 -1 -2 -3

w 1

132. In mil opinion, to whit *...Lent 41d the teachers tao were innlveo in AMP at the school

regithis effort as a special *project'
--Le...something out of the ordinary? (CIRCLE ONE)

Tt littli_Dr-oo extent,.
01

To some exkint

To a great extent
. '03

To a very great extent
04

Missing data
.1.

Conflicting data
A

.2

133. In your opinion, to,tihat extent did
the teachers who were ihvolved In RD.) at. the school

understand that this effort was part of a larger program at-he state or national level?

(CIRCLE ONE)
t

. or ^

_

To little or no extent .
...', 01

To soTe extent ..: ..
02,

To a great extent
. 03.

To a very great extent... .
04

Missing data
P .J1

0
rr. .

Conflicting data . . /
'2

Ai

134. In 22Er opinion, to whaextent did the teachers who were involved in RDU at'the school

understand what'thi/ were expected to do and low (CIRCLE ONE)
_

.

To little or no extent
01

To 'Stift extent (
A 02

c
To a great extent

.

,

.
03

To a 'try great extent
04

Missing. data .

..."'y
1

-1

.
Ccaflictinq

.

data
/ -2

5.

CARD 15 1

9-10.11

12-13.144

15-16z17

16-19,201

21-22.23

24-25,26

27128.29

30-31.32

'tc

6

-33

9

, Answer 'not applicable' if the individual(s) had so little knowlidgeof the project

that no opinion was passible. Also answer
"not applicable" if thorrwere no renters

. of the role group at this Site.
_

_I__ , 0
.

P :
90



CARD 15
( COM

lea

A

. *

ORGANIZATIONAL GUTCONES'AND ClITCCNES FOR PARTICIPATING,STAFF

What is aur assesSmentof the ways in which the following char4tristics 0/ the school have

clianget result of the school's involve?eht lit the Ri1 proj

(CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ON EACH LINE)

;

a. Staff aowledge Of
problem - solving practices

b. Staff awareness and acceptance
of RID products

c. Pupil performance and behavior

d. Teacner mor4c

e. Frequency of interstaff
communication

_J. Curriculum and/orMateriais

;0

:leaching methodologies

h. Organizational structure

i. Teacher participation
in decision-raking

J. School's image in the district

k. Severity or scope Of the problem

1. Nth, of spelitlists

R4 Community or parent my lyement

n. Clafsroom organization
or management

o, _Other (specify):

I

4

A

$

. s. ...*°'
.1:6. ...4 if go, .i.

y, / Se.. I s. y
* t' tr. 4:- ; Irr ,..6 dr. ,4%... cr. ,:,

41 4' " 46 ''4 .k't? cic) .-
.....t?.

01

01

. 01

01

01

01

01

01

01

Of
'01

01

01

. 01

.

02

02

02

VL

03

03

03

40,1,
V.

04

04

04

C04

02 03 04

02 01 04

02 03 04

02 03. 04

.02 03 04

02 04

02

.1,03

.03 04

02 03 04

02 03 04

02 03 04

03 ,04

F. ,

4
4

440
4

41,

I.

.

91
41

OS -1 -2

OS -2

05 -1 -2

'OS -1 -2

OS -1 -2,

05 -1 -2

OS -1 -2

05 .1 . -2
,

'OS -2

OS -1 -2

OS -1

OS -1 -2

OS -1 -2

05 -1 -2

OS -2--

--"""'":--

15 2

1

36 -37.38

1 2 39-40,41

1 2 42-43,44

1 2 45 -46.11?

1 2 44-41.50

1 2 51 -52,53

1 2 54-55.56

1 2 57-5,8.,59

1 2 60-61.62

1 2 63-64,65

1 2 66-67.68

1 2 6910,71

1 24 72 -73,74
L4'

1% 2 75 -76.77

1 2 I 7849,80

to.
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FEDAC NO: S 47
Expiration Om: Aug. 30,1980

A

'LINKING I4,-CS WITH SCHOOLS
PS

Study of the R&D Utilization Prpgram
Teacher Questionnaire

Fall 1979 ,

Dear Educator:
.

. .
.

Your school had recently been part of a nation-wide prIogram sponsored by the National

In;titt.,:d of EdUcation. The prop !ril b calico use Researcn and Development Utiyzaticm

(RDU) program, although you may kn w it as the Florida Linkage System (ELS). An e

important part of thisprogram was to h p teachers and administrators clarify and solve

local problems more sectively. A major feature of the program jn most schools was thi .

involvement of a local planning team or steering committee composed of teachers and

administrators. This team frequently worked with an b * to identify a ...___

particular problem in basic skills and then to select an implement one or m rch

based programs or materials** to solve it.
,

One goal of the National_ Insiitute of Educatipn,in3upporting 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 more effectivf, To this end, Abt Associates In a private

social research firm, was awarded'a contract to conduct a study of the RDU p gram
. \ I.

A major 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 needt and successes of schools as they attempt to solve locally de-

fined problems. It will take approximately 30minutes to complete this questionnaire, o
t.

which you may then return directly td us in the enclosed postage paid envelope. The in- t.

. formation 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.
,

001

Sic rely,

Karen Seashore Louis, Ph.D.
Project Director

According to our records, the linking /tent who worked with your school was

Our recoils indicate that your school adopted the folloving reseatCh -based program or materials
. .

4
/

r 92

I



Abt Associates Inc., an appliCd social research firm, has yeenrtmployed
::.-..:tutc ...L.f Cdr:: :a to cor.thnt 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 externally developed programs and materials

caripiay.
.

. ,

Please be assured that your participation in this study is entirely volun-

' tary. Although we urge you to complete the questionnaire in the inter-
esrs-of the study, your participation or non-participation will in no way
affect your standia or your employment in die school. No merritier.of
the school distriewill have access to your responses at any time. To .

protect your anonymity your name does not appear-on the question-
rake. 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

professional personnel so as to,respcct your privacy and the confidenti-
ality of.the data you have given us. You may, of course, omit any
questions which you consider to toe objectionable, Your answers to all

questions will be placed on a codputet tape withdufyour name, along

with answers of other relpondents.

Data being collected under authority of Section 405(b) (2) of the Gen-
eral Education Provisions Act, as amended, 20 USC 1221e(b) (2).

r

A

, 93
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Scfiool Setting

1. Please indicate the type of school in which you are employed. (Please check one.)

2:

Primary/elementary school

Middle school

Junior high school

,Senior high school

If some other kind of school, please describe

Not employed in a school

4

What is your position? (Please check one.)

Classroom teacher

School administrator

r

School level specialist (Please describe ) tt

.

Other (Please describe )

you are a classroom teacher, what grades are you teaching this year? (Circle all the grades you currently

teach.)

PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

R&D Based Materialsior Programs

4. Has your school or district selected an R&D based program or materials as a result of pirtkipation in the

Florida Linkage System (FLS)? (Please check one.)

Yes -44.Z.LTowir
No, We are still in the Process of identifying the problem

No, we have identified shf problem but hive not yet finished searching for the

. best solution ' - "I' it --- .,,
materialsNo, we havesearched for a solution but the programs or materials we have looked at

don't seem to meet our nerds

.M1),MI

' . .
' Don't know

.
.. ''''
w

4,

. .. . I.

S. Did you personally participate in the decision to adopt the R&D based program or materials your schoo4is

using? (Please check one.)

. .i'
Yes

. ..

4No
,,, :k.

0
$

IiWm

.10

If No or Don't
'Know, skip to

Q. 1.3
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4.`.` ir'PV4, 4-*-- ::- .r!'

Mk.

6. Thinking back to the form or content of the R&D based program or materials, to what extent were any

modifications required to use the program and materials in your school' (For example, were different

materials or approaches substituted or added?) (Circle one on the scale below.)

. TO A TO SOME TO A GREAT TO AVERY DON'T KNOW/

NOT AT ALL LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT GREAT EXTENT CAN'T RECALL

2 3 . 4 7

IF NOT AT ALL OR DON'T KNOW/CAN'T RECALL, SKIP TO 0.8

7. To what extent did the fol lowing groups or individuils participate in decisicins concerning modifications of

R&D based program or materials in your school ? (Circle one on each line.)
.

'I TO A DO NT4, l
. TO A TO A VERY KNOW!

NOT AT LITTLE TO SOME GREAT GREAT CAN'T
ALL EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT' EXTENT RECALL

a. You, yourself

b. Other teachers

0 Z. The principal

d. A school or district specialist

e. The developer(s) of the R&D based
programs or materials that your
school adopted

;
f. The linking agept

g. Other individualsassociated with FL&

h. Other experts from outside your
district

0 1 2 3 4
err

0 1 2 3 4'

o 1 2 3 4

o 1 , 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 .4 ?

. .

0 1. 2 a .4

0 1 2 .3 4
.

1 2 3 4

8. Do you personally use any of the selected R&D based programspr materials? (Check one response.)

No, I have never used it and do not expect to use it in the future

No, but I have used it in thelalst . -
No, but I will use it uture r

Yes . a .

(Please name the program(s) you are.using)

.

if YES Pleaie answer the toitomrig questIons If you. use mote then.cine program

or sat of rnaUneis, antNer for the one you use Me MOO

4 t
2

95

a.

ti



p

.
' . .

_ ' r
. 1

. .
.

A. If YgS, approximately what month and year did you fint begin to use the program of materials ? -_
.

, . ... -
, , / , 4 , ,

-

. . Month Year 19 ,.
.

B. If YE with approximately what pireent of,your students do you u the rxogram or materials?
i es 40

ti

. -

?
.

. . .

Check here if not applicable because the prograni Is not u a

directly with studehts . . ;*,
.. . , ,.. e

C. If YES, on the avenge, how rriany,days per week do you use the program ormaterials? .,', .
,i.;. . 4 ; 1 .Days- ;

. .-

. , #

,c. Check 11,-;::: d noreplicable bent.setprogiam is hotused oh
,

a rep la1/4riss) it' - s U
:. -/

4z4-,4414

0 '

D. If YES, on the days when you use the program or materials, approximately how many "minutes per day

do you use it? (Please respond in minutes.)

Minutes ,

L
4:

3, Do you plan to continue using the selected R&D based program or materials in the-future? (Check one.)

Yes, with little or no modification.,

Ye;, but with some modifications

Yes; but with major modifications

No; I will not use it beyond this year'

Not applicable, the program or materials are designed to be used only, once
, p

10. Please give us your opktIon on the follOwing characteristics of the R&D based program or maierials by

circling the most appropriate response. (Circle one on each line.) :
.

4 TO A DON'T -
TO A TO A WRY NOT KNOW/

NOT AT LITTLEe TO SOOE GREAT GREAT 4PPLICe CAN'T

ALL EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT, ASCE, RECALL

4.

C

To what extent do the selected . ,7 ,
1. t '- (se

program or Materials ...

a. Sam directly relevant tq the II

most pressing problem of tr. b.,/

, - - A .
need la your school? . 0 . 1 2 3 4 N/A ?,

.. li Meet a need in your /'
. 0

I

classroom? ; 0 12 3 4 ' N/A ? . .:
, ,

c. Provide adequate guidance . %el '
%

fat implernentationt , 2' .. 3 4 N/A ' ?

or d. Provide "hew" ideas and
not just ideas you.aiready - 4.

' knew of were using? (71 1 2 3 ' i 4 N/A 4 ?

i .) , Q .

. 9 6 . , V

el

-,
, , ,
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C. Require substantial change
fromour previous
teaching style?

f. Require change in the
way your classroom is

TO A
TO A TO A VERY

NOT AT LITTLE TO SOME GREAT GREAT
ALL EXTENT' EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT

..
v i .

0 1 2 3 4

.

0, 1 2 '3 4

. .
1 2 3 ,.. 4

T

..4
0 .' 1 2 3 a

.

.

0 1 2 3 4
. i

.
.

'.t
, A l 1 2 3 4

'. w

.
' 0 1 2* 3 ( 4

n0 ' 1 2 3 4

.
.

0. 1 2 3 4
r

a

organized or managed?

g. Require substantial addi-
tional record keeping on

, your part? 0

o what extent
_._

.
1730klas it been difficult to ,

implement this program
or materials?

i. Has implementation of
the program or materials,
helped solve the most
pressiiig problem in your

_ schobl?

J. Was it necessary to use
materials from several
R&D bastd programsdn
order to meet your
need or solve your
problem? .

lc. Was it necessary to develop
. ' addition( materials locally

in order to iniEet your '
Jte'ed or solve your
Problem? .

I. ~Has pupil achievenient 11
. improved as a result of .

the toe of the progam 4
or materials? .

.

et
m. Have pupil attitudes or

Jbehavior improved as i
, result of the use of this
program or materials?

,

. .

4

,97

I
DON'T

NOT KNOW/
APLIC CANT

ABLE RECALL

.
N/A ?

r

N/A ?

N/A ?

N?A , ?

r

N/A .

I V f
N........"

;
N/A ' . ? ..

4

..NA ? e .

N/A
.

.
p
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11. About ho # many hours of training sessions (lectures, workshops, or meetings) did you attend?
(Plea* cl*ck one response for each time period listed below.) -

, 0.

A. BEFORE YOU BEGAN USING THE PROGRAM[ 4
OR MATERIALS IN YOUR CLASSROOM 'IS OugING 'FIRST YEAR OF IMPLEMENTMTION

None

Eight or fewer hours .

Nine to 24 hours

25 to 40 hours . .

More than 40 hours

None

'Eight, or feWer hours

Nine to 24 hoins

25 to 40 hours

. More than 40 hours

12.A To what extent was the training or assistance you received for the use of these materials ever provided by
the following individuals, (Please circle one response on each line.) ti

NOT AT TO SOME A GREAT
ALL EXTENT EXTENT

.
a. A specialist in your district or

school 0 1 2 ,

b. Other staff members in' your , 4
district-or school .. 0 1 7 2

e: The developer of the . ,
product 0 1 2

.
d. The linking agent, - 0 i. 2

e. Other individuals from -

FLS 0 2

f. Other consultants outside your
school district 0 1 2

...

B. How ,useful was the trainintor assistance provided by each? (Please circlie response on

each line.)
. .

A. NOT AT ALL EXTBEhlfLY
USEFUL , USEFUL,---,___

1
,.,

a. A specialist in your district or

, school 0 1 2 3 S 4 N/A . . r
/ b., Other staff members in your

e, .
..

. district or school p 1. 2 3 , 4 N/A

NOT .APPLICABLE'
DID NOT OCCUR

c. The developer of the . C. .
product ... 0 1 2 .

d. The linking agent ... 0 ' 11 2

e. Other individuals frpm
.. FLS 0 1 2

',-t. Other consultants outside your ih.
school district 0 '1 - 2

JIM

.% le etc
,

.1t *.r.
". e

,

le . 9 8

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

N/A

N/A

icliA

N/A-

I

II

t



Problem Solving Activities

mar remIIIIIINCart

".....
13. A Major feature of FLS is that it attempts to engage school staff in problem solving activities. In your

pinions- did the following activities take the appropriate amount of time? (Please circle one response for teach activity listed) . . . ,
A BOUT- . ....

. THE
. TOO TOO RIGHT DID NOM DANT KNOW/ ..........4......

...

SHORT LONG. AMOUNT OCCU,R DON7 RECALL-a .:
I. Identifying the most C' to

important problem(s) or '
need(s) I , 2 3 N/A ?

b. Establiihing criteria for
selecting a solution 1 2 . 6 3 . N/A t. '

c. Searching for an R&D
(IP-

*

basid program Tar .
, materia : I 2% 1 N/A 7

. . d. Selection of an R&D
based program or
materials 1 2 3 N/A ?

e. Planning for implementa-
tion of the R&D based
program r 1 2 3 N/A . ?

\
14.,In the first year of the FlS project, what percentage of participating teachers would yo4, say were italhly

committed to the problem solving activities in the FlS project?

15 What proportion of participating teachers are presently highly committed to the type of problem solving
activitjes used in the FlS project?

16. How would you describe your princtarl's current attitude,towud the problem solving activitt used in the
"FLS project? (Please circle one num .)

VERY
' UNFAVORABLE.

1

NEUTRAL

2 . 3 4

y ,VERY
FAVORABLE

,17 Many,of the problem solving activities within the EIS are' suriposed to be carried out by a local planning
* , team; stewing committee or decaionmaking group. This team or Committee may be based in your school

or at your disuict level.
. .

Are yoti awars of the activities of this team at your school or school district? (Please check one.)

Yes, ,and I have berinformed of mostof Its activities

Yes, burl have only limited information about its activities

No, I am not aware of its activities

No such team existed 4

40/ 6 $

.
.49 9
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. .
IA. At any "time during the past 3 years, have you persppolly been a member of the local team or committee?

-Yes

No
-744Q1f,,N2o0, skip to

19. During .which phases of the program *ere you a team member? (Please check all that apply.)

While identifyingthe problem or need

While searching for and choosing an'R&D based program or materials

While making plans for how to best implement the chosen programeor materials
in the school

While actually implementing the program or materials

\_Y
.20. Are you aware of the role of the FLS Headquarters arid' other groups in the FLS? (Please.chtck one.)

Yes, and I am aware of most of their-responlibilities and roles

Yes, but I have only, limited information about their roles and responsibilities .

No

1.11...

I.

21. Are you aware of the role of the linking agent in the F1S? (Please check one.)

Yv, and I. have been informed of most of histher.activities

Yes, Ikt I have only limited information .--..
No so Q. 2S

t If No, skip

4

,
t. .

21 How much} contact have you personally had With the hnking agent name d on the cover of the questionnaire?
(If you have had ,contact with more thanpne linking agent, please answer this question and queationsa23 and 24
for the individual vrith whom youpad the most contact.)

. . . .
. A lot .

.
.i

Some r, -
,Little '

- If Von'.
None skip so Q. 2S

. . i

"4
.

a. .
)/ .

ma -' .. .

i

.
. I * , e 11-

t
.1

1

1 7
i :

-........ ,.
e
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23. lf.you have had any contact with the linking agent, please rate him/her on the following items. Remember that no
individual can perform all aspects of his/her role equally well, and please try to discriminate between his/her
performance in the different areas. (Circle one response for each activity or attribute listed.)

LINKING AGENT
ATTRIBUTES

OR ACTIVIIIES '

a. Ability, to explain clearly
'the purposes ancrservices of
the FLS

b. Helpfulness4'n specifying,
analyzing and diagnosing
our particular problems or
needs e

.c .H,..i....r.o... :., ,ityrinri.q
Criteria for se)ec::-4 the
solution best suited to
our needs

. d. Helpfulness in locating
alternative solutions to our
problem'

e. Helpfulness in finding the
best match between our
problem and a solution

f. Ability to help us under.
stand how the R&D pro
gram or materials could
be used

g. Helpfulness in adapting the
R&D program or materials
to our school or school
district

'h. Helpfulness in implementing
the new program or
materials .

i. Assistance in locating
additional technical resource
persons'

j. Availability to us when we
need to talk to him/herb,.'k. Ability to resolve conflicts
fairly '

l.. Skills is an organizer or
coordinator

Assistance in

POOR
/

EXCELLENT
010 NOT
OCCUR

.

OONT
RECALL

1 2 3 4 5 N/A 7

f

.1 2' 3 4 5 / N/A ?/ /
_._ /.

t /
b 2 3 4 5 / N/A

.

% 1 2 3 4. 5 N/A ?

.

1 2 3 4 5/ ' NjA ?

I 2 3 4 15 N/A ,..

: ..../ -

I 2 3 A N/A ?

,

1 2 .5 N/A

.

1 2 3 5 N/A

1 2 3 4
J

5 N/A
.

.
...

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

m. evaluating our -

program . I ----2 3---4 ----,S--- N/A

101
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24. Linking agenis may vary in the dtgree to which they take an active role in assisting a 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 Check one.)

Frequently

Sometimes

Rarely .

Never

Don't Know/Don't Recall

.

25. Overall, how satisfied were you with the assistance, services, or support provided by the (Mowing individuals
or groups in the FLS? (Please circle one response in each line.)

.

a. The local school team

. b. The linking agent

C. Other staff of FLS

d. Product developers

e. Other organizations or
. consultants from outside

your school or
district - I' -

;

P.

NOT
SATISFIED

VERY
SATISFIED

CAN'T
JUDGE!
DID NOT
OCCUR

DON'T
RECALL

1 2 3 4 5 N/A ?

1 2 3 r. ' 4 5 N/A ?

1 ' 2 3 4 5 N/A

.. 1 2* 3 4 5 PIA ?

1 2 3 4 5 N/A

26. To what extent do you feel that you personohy have benefited from your school's involvement in the FLS

in the following ways ? (Please circle one response for each line.)

.
.

a. My teaching *ills have
improved

b. My leadershipokills have
improved .

c. I,have !pined about curricu-
(um development

U. 1 have more self.
r confidence I

; Other sclioill personnel rely
on-me more .

f. Ithave
f.

npw resources for help.
ing other staff Members .. .

r `
,

. ,

4

NOT A.T
ALL

TO A
LITTLE
EXTENT

TO SOME
EXTENT

TO A
GREAT
EXTENT

TO A
VERY

GREAT
EXTENT

0

0

0

0

- 0

1

1

1

1

1

.

2

2

2

2

2 .

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

.
4

4

4
______,

0

.

wV

I

4,

2 . 3 4

9

1 61,4(
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g. I have learned more about the
problem solving process

h. I have learned more about dye
, availability of R&D based pro-

gams or materials

i. My job is more satisfying

j. I have been given more .
responsibility or have been
peomoted

NOT Aj
A

TO A
LITTLE
EXTENT

1

SOME

,
2

TO A
GREAT
EXTENT

TO A
VERY
GREAT
EXTENT

TO
EXTENT

0 4

i

0 1 2' 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

0 1 2 3 4

27. We are- interested sn your opnwon of the ways in which the following cla-racteristics or faCtors changed in your

school as a result of your school's Involyernent in FLS. (Please 'Circle one on each line.)

VERY VERY

MUCH SOMEWHAT NO CHANGE SOMEWHAT I MUCH
- WORSE WORSE AT ALL '-BETTER BETTER

a. Curriculum` 1 2 3 4 5

b. Available materials 1 2 3 4

c. Teaching methodi you use
in your classroom 1 2 _ 3 4 5

d. The way yotir classroom is
organized or managed 1 2,

e. The way your school is
organized or managed 1. . 2 . 3 4 ., 5

.

f. Degree of participation of .

teachers in making deci- .
sions about this , 4.

school 1 2 3 , 4, t 5 ,

g. Frequency of communica-
tion among teachers about
curriculum, teaching

.

.

-
1.

.
. wt.

techniques and lesson .1,

. I
.

Y

planning 1 2 3 ..11 . 4 5

h. Morale of the staff , 1 2 3- 4 5 ... . :

I. The way specialists arc . t
used in your school I I. 2. 3 ,:c.. 4 y,,:' ..' 4.: ,5

k 4

i .
..t

.,.. ,

.1 '
- "P'.- :4, ,t. f

e"j. The ways in which prob .
lems are solved in your . , , 4t.: '4. be
scqpol 1 2

1
.o. 1 ; -.., 4 : ., - 5

.
k. The image of the school in e,. . 111L 6

ili

the community 1 2 3 .4 4 5 ,t

3 .4 5

42
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28. Overall, the FLS invorved 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 school to solve problems or to adopt

.new programs or materials? (Circle one.)

NOT VERY VERY

...
bIFFERENT DIFFERtliT

1 2 3 4 5

. .
13. Looking at the five statements below, please choose the one statement 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.)

,-

0

We are repeating (or have repeated) the approach to solve at least one

Other pro'iem 54.41w;

We are adopting (or have adopted) some parts of the approach to

solve another problem at our school

We have not used the approach to solve another problem but we

are planning definitely to use it in the future

We have not used the approach to solve another problem, but we

probably will in the future

We will definitely not use this approach to solve another problem a

in the future

I don't know whether the approach has been used again or whether there are

plans to use it in the future

'...k.

Ttiinking about the goals of the FLS project at your school, approximately what percentage of those goals

have been achieved?

..171=

r

MJ t

K
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111.

30. In thinking about your school aril the ways in which teachers interact with each Other and partiVpate...in
.

. itschool decisions, please Indicate youf opinion of how true or false each of the statements Wow is in
descsibinethe current situation at your school. (Wise circle one choice 'on each line.) t

,.. .
- /

a

a. Our school is open, to change or
innovation

b.,Teachers call upon each other for
1',7, C:', 4e :. i.;i......n
problems

S

c. Teachers cooperate with each
other to achieve comn)on
personal and professional
goals

d. Teachers call on administratois
for help or advice in solving
problems

.e. There is tension between
teachers and administrttgrs in c',0

this schgol

f. There is tension- tietvoen soups
;of teachers in this school

g. The school has a favorable image
R

in the community ..,. g

It The principal ofthis,scho'al is a
source of new materials, Ideas

.and methods

L Our principal spends most of
'higher day handling,administra
tive concerns and discipline,
rather than with issues of

k curriculum and teaching .

methods ...A
j. I have many close friends among

the staff members in this
0,school ..

k. Recent innovations ig this school
have Been more trouble than
they are worth

I. Most educational inriNations make_
5the teachers job more

rewarding g ....
I

-DEFINITELY
FALSE c

.
c MORE OFTEN

FALSE THAN -

TRUE

MORE OFTEN
TRUE THAN

FALSE

4.

DEFINITELY
TRIJE

P' :a

./.

.

-.

4

. 1

ggg,

1

l

1

1
4

1

1

1

'..L.....

'1

1

.

t

11

' 4

g

,,

2

a
2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

...,

2

-

.f
.

.
.

.

.

.

3

.

.

..

4

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

'.

.

i

,

1,

...

,

. t i

- k

t

1.

-

'

'

/

4

4.

4

4

4

4

4

.

4

4

4

4

INF
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.

,-, 3L How;manyyears of fu teaching experience have you completed - not including the current year?

i ," (Enter,a number in each line. Enter "0" where appropriate.)
'......00,........,

Total years of experience. .

* .
Total years inpresent scbo91 i - 1

. Total yearslin present school district

t
.5/

4

32 In haw many 21ifferent school systems have you worked?
.

Number of School Systems

.
i Whit is the itisLest cuttsc one cnlyj

degve held ardently .;

Two year college diploma, degree or cenifdate

pacheriori Degree

Master's Degree I
- . .

, Education specialist or professional diploma based on 6 years of college 'study
,

Motor's Degree

34. What is yob; Sex?

Male

Female

35. Please indicate whether or not you are a member of any of the following professional orpnitations listed
below. (Check one response for each listed.) `-

,r

' National Education Association

American Federation of Teachers

State Educklon Association

Local Education Association.

Subject-matter or other professional special
'1 interest association

'MEMBER

4

NOT A MEMBER

0 , .
... 36. Other than inewtivs of a local education association, how many professional meetings did you attend in the e.

past year? (Please check, one only )
k

1

. ,
Norte..., Three

et : ;
I

.
One I.:: : Four

1

1

411 ** Two
-1 Five or more

/cd Thank you for your assistance:tilos:4 mall this copplered quaribtorralre
In the linclond iloggis paid envelope within un days.

J
.

13

106



ittit itskrs..

FEOAC NO: 5 47
Expiration Date: Aug. 30,1980.

LINKING R&D WITH SCHOOLS ,
A Study Of the R&D Utillzationirogram

Principal Questionnaire.
Fall 1979

Dear 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 :nronant r art ne tnes prov? :: was to help tee.i.i.crs and administrators clarify

and solve local problems more effectively. A major feature of the program in most schools

was the involvement of a local planning team or steering committee composed of teachers

and administrators. This team frequently worked with an outside linking agent** or facili,

tator to identify a particular problem in basic skills or career education and then to select

and implement one or more research-based programs or materials" twelve it.

One goal of thy National Institute of Education in supporting the program was to lear

more about the local school improvement process and the rote that externally developed

miterials 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 ROU program.

A major source of information for our study is a survey of principals and a sample of

teachers at each shoo' which has participated in the program. We are asking you to

complete a questionnaire this one time, providing inforthation which will contribute 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 complete 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 ect.

We Would like to thank you in ad'ince for your cooperation in helping us to learn about

the.RDU program in your school.

Sincerely,

trou may know the name of the Program as

4

Karen Seashore Lotas,fh.D.
Project Director

, .

**According to our records, the linking agent who worked with your school was

'

--enOurrecords-indieite-that-you folowin research-based program or materials

-1:1 U7 ,\
et.
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74,1..1 social rcsc:-4, firm, has been employed
by tne National Institute of Education to conduct a Study'of the R&D
Utililation Program. The information that you provide will contribute
to a better understanding of (low 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 en tirely volunz
tary. Although we tirge you to complete the qu,estionnaire in the fritc(
ests of the study, your participation Or norqiarticipation will in no way
affect your sanding or your employment in the school. No member of
the school district will have aciess to your responses at any time. To
protect your anonymity your hame does not appear on the question.
naire. The.number qn the lower right -hand caner of the cover is used
to record the receipt of your questionnaire. No information about any
individual respondent willte 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
profewonal personnitmso as to respect your privacy and the confidenti-
ality of the data you have given us. You may, ofcourse, omit any
questions which you consider to be objectionable. Your answers to,all
questions wilt be placed on a computer tape without your name, along
withanswersof_other respondents.-

Data being collected under authority of Section 405(b) (2) of the Gen.
oral Education Provisions Act, apmendek 20 USC 1221e(b) (2).

/
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Per6onat Characteristics11) : V,-1/ 4, , . 1 . .,

it-, ie. 1; ?lease irlercAtthe type of school in which you,ate einplOyed. (Check one choice only.)
,?

...: ; . "primary/elementary school
f .:4 .

Middle school ...... 8 '.. . , ,. . s .
Junior hip school'

. . .
-4 .

..

, Sehiar high sch&I . ,
.., "I

,..... .. ..

ft,

-. Other' (Pleasdescripe)...

HolempidYed inVschool

. r I

4

. . ,-
2 . What is your current jObtide? (check op} doice only.)

-.
,

,(1 .. . .

, e Pr nc p,
.

. . . .. . , .

. Assistant principal f
- . .

..6 1'

'
-,-' Other(*Pfease describe)

; . .1
. , I

Y., 1

8,

441

' -
# X 'I "

. .

3. For how many years hare you been in your current position?If this is your twit year lit 'this position, Please

enter a "1".
. IF

. .
. ' -

1
0

.
Years ,

4. For how rany years have you been ehpioyedat this.schooR If this is your fiat yea/ in this school, please'

enter a "1 . -
ari

4 Years

...m1111.

S. How many years of fulltime_teaching experience - not including this year - have you completed' (Please

enter a number for rich line.)
10

Total years of experience.

Total years. in preseia school system

V foul years in present school
A

4 0 .F

i
I

L

. . ,
. * 4

*

4. "
. .

1

1111E;

1.)
1

105
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0 6. How many yers of administrative experience not-including this year have you completed? (Please
enter a number for Inch

Total vas of experience

Treal years in present school system

Total years in present school .

7. in how many different school systems have you worked?

Nurpber of school systems

8. Please list any professional organizations in which you are currently inember.

a.

b.

C.

.

s,

A

9. During the past year, what newslettert, journals or magazines discussing educationil matters have you
read on a regular basis?

4111ii.

. -/
...

.
C. v *.-
d. -..

e.

1

'44

#o" th'
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Sr

School Characteristics

.4

I

Please answer estIons 10 and 11 either from your records or from your general know ge. Please enter "0" if

the answer is n e. It is not necessary to make a special survey to obtain this information. Indicate how certain

you are of your iwer by circlineone of the following for cacti response:

1 VERY CERTAIN
2 - -REASONABLY CERTAIN
3 ROUGH ESTIMATE i

ti

10. Please describe the following characteristics of your school's staff:

4

a.-Number of administrative

b. Number of schoolbased
specialise ...

c. Number of non-school based
specialists who work in your
school periodically; but at
least once t month

*

d. Number of full-time teaching
positions assigned to this
school

.11

as

VERY REASONABLY
CERTAIN CERTAIN

(CIRCLE ONE)

1 2

1

1

ROUGH
ESTIMAT

2 3

2 3

1 "2 3

Of tile NUMBER OF TEACHERS entered in Question 10d, whit percirrit

e. Are male?

f. Are teaching full-time for the

% 1 2

first time? 96 1 2

g. Are teaching full-time In your
school for the first time this .

rat? - % 1 2 1 4

h.-Have been teaching &time
for more than 10 years? * % 1 .j2

I. Hold at least a master's
degree? % 1 2

J. Are interested in trying out new
teaching ideas? % 1 2

.

a.

",

1 1
3

3

3

3

3

-3

3

sA

It

41,
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enrfalltd in your school?
.. a

11. Ho*.gtaniPlrl'ILSoTtsurren

, -
this

e

Of i NUMPER OF PUPILS, wbar

ar. Have IQs greater than 120? ...

. b. Have 16.Iess than 90';

c. Are one of more grades behind
their grade level inreiding
achievement'

J. Qualify tor.free or rediiced. v., cost luischts? , d 1 : d d%d d d

VERY
CERTAIN

# 1 .

.

ent: .

% 1

. % 1 i

1 ,

% 1

4

Please estimar.,04 PEP CF41" OF PUS"' c '-
. .

Whirpercent:

e.- Are itmerican Indian or
A

Ir

laskan [Native?

f. Are Asktri or.Pacific
Islanders?'

.
s. Are filipani

. . -

h. Are Big*, not of Hi c
. . °risk&

i. Are Olate, not of Hisp anic
'origin'

j..$1,1aze a parent who is i college
Ovate?1

,,,

k....Hie a parent who did not
- finish hig school?* '

' .
LI Hive a parent who iikwhite

collar,,vlotker? tc
- '

rn. Come from a family which ii; ..
not composed of two
parents? ''..

-

.REASONABLY ROUGH
CERTAIN ESTIMATE

(CIRCLE ONE)\ 2
.

3 .
.

..

2 3

2 3

2

2* 3

;n: groups on the basis of your present knowledge.

% 1 2 3

1 2 3

.
% 1 2 3

/
% 1 2 .3

....---

16 1 2 3

% 1 2 3

% 1 2 3

% . 1 2 3

1. . 0,

i %
1 2 3

"t*

12. How' would you describe tie community In which your school Is located? (Please check one trice only.)

A large city (over 250,0(0)

. 'A suburb near a large city t

A `mediiim-sized city1S0,600 -. 250,000) 1

A steall city or town (iinrdir S0,000) not near a large city

A rota/ area a... ... ,A
None of the above
I

.

r
*. t .., .
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13. During a typcal school year, many decisions must be made ot'all people influence any particular decision, and

the degree of influence of different persons generally varies 1th the practices being decided upon. Please

..sate, in your opinion, the degree offnfluence persons listed below has on the folIowirig decisions in

your,school. (Please insert the appropriate code numbser in each box.)

DECISIONS

0 - USUALLY HAS NO INFLUENCE
1° USUALLY HAS MINOR INFLUENCE
2 USUAt.LY HAS MODERATE INFLUENCE
3 USUALLY HAS A GREAT DEAL OF INFLUENCE

SUPERINTENDENT PRINCIPALI TEACHERS

a. Selecting texts and other ((medals. ED
S

'rb. Establishing the objectives for each course.

G. :%'-'-g

d. Adding or dropping courses.

e. Wiring of new teachers.

f. Deciding whether to renew a teacher's contract.

g. Making specific faculty assignments.

h. Planning new facilities or major changes in use of
existing facilities.

4 '
L Establishing salary schedules.t
j. Identifying types of soot wide dynes to be

implemented.

k. Working out details for implementing school
wide chahges.

e_
0.

ED .

.

5 113
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11-84 D Utilization Project Activities and Outcomes
.

14. A major feature of the RDU project is that It engages school staff in a series of Problem solving activ Using

the scale below where 1 represents no involvement and S represents high ilivolvement 4Tease dicate the
level of your persdnal involvement in the problem solving activities listed. (Circle one choices ach line.)

a
3,

a. Idegtifying the most important
progierns(s) or need(s) .

b. earchinefor and choosing an
R&D based program or material{

' c. Making plans for how to best
implement tier .roser. juKt.,
based program or materials

d. Actually implementing the
program or use of materials and
monitoring its effectiveness

p

NO
INVOLVEMENT

3

3

3

3

1.
HIdH

INVOLVEMENT

"I

i

.

I ,

1

1

I.

2

2

2

2

.4

4

4

4

4

,

/

5

05

5

S

OT
AP LICABLE/

At NOT DON'T
dURRED :,KNOW

'

NA ?
..

.
. NA ?

NA ?
is

NA ?

I,

IS. The problem solving activities associated with the RDU project, such ay those described In Question 14, are
usually carried oul by a focal planning team, stkefing committee or doefision making group composed of teachers
and administrators. This team may be based in pour school or at the District level.

4
Does (or did) such a team, group or committee exist in your school or district?

1 Yes

No 4.,
1-1.-Don't Know.... 1-.

If No or
Don't Know,
skip to Q. 17

' a. If YES, at any time during the past tfiree,years, have you personally been a member of the local team,
groups or committee?

Yes

s No

16. Overall, how would you describe your attitude toward the kind of problem soging activities that the team in
your school or* engaged in?

VERY VE ,BX

UNFAVORABLE FAVORII6LE

1 2 3 4 5

44

4114

4
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17. As part ofyour 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 oneorreach line.)

a. The local school team.

b. The linking agent

c. The RDU project staff
(excluding the linker)

1* d. DevelOpers of R&D basejl

c
programs or materials.

e. Other organizations or con-
sultants from outside your
school or district

NOT
SATISFIED .

VERY
SATISFIED

DID
NOT

OCCUR
DON'T
KNOW

b

1 2 3.' 4 5 AA

1 2 3 4 ;5 NA ,
,P

1

1 2 ,3 4.1 5 NA

1 2 3 4 5 NA

J 2 3., 4 5 NA

18. How much coma veyou personally had with the linking agent? (If you had contact with more thap one

linking :gent, please enthis question and questions 19 and 20 for the'individual with whom you had the

most contact.) (Check on of
Some

Little

None
If None,

skip to O. 20

19. If you had an'y corhact with he linking agent please rate him/her on the following items. Remember that no

individual can perform all aspects of his/her role equally well, and please try to discriminate between his/her per-

formance HI different areas. (arr:Ie one on

a. Ability to explain clearly th,e pur
poses 'and services of the RDU

each line.)

POOR EXCELLENT

CAN'T
JUDGE/
DID NOT
OCCUR

CAN'T
RECALL

program. 1. 2 . 3 4 5 NA ?
t ;

b. Helpfulness in specifying, aria
.4t$

lyzing, and diagnosing ourpanic-
ular problems or needs. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

c. Helpfulness in developing / 1

criteria for selecting the sofa- '.- '
tion best suited to our need;. 1 2 3 4 5 NA

d. Helpfulness in locating alterna- .
.

dye solutions to our problems.

e. Helpfulness in finding the but

1 2 3 4 S . NA ?

match between our problem and -, i

a solution. 1 2 3 '4 5 NA ?

f. Ability to help ticunderstand
how the R&D based program

- ..

or materials should be used. . 1 2 3 4 5 NA ?

kn.

a

115
7

Auk
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I

CAN'T
JUD.GE/

DID NOT 1 CAN'T-

rook . EXCELLENT OCCUR RECALL

g. Helpftilness ingdapting the
R&D product to our school or
school district

It Helpfulness in implementing the
new Program or materials.

L Assistance in locating additional -

technical resource persons.

j. Availability to us when we need ,

to ulk to him/her. .

k. Ability to resolve conflicts fairly.

I. Skills as an brganizer or
coordinator.

in. Assisunce in evaluating our
program..

I 2

1 , 2

2

.
, 1 2

1 2

1 2

1 2

3.

3

3

3,
3

3

3

4

- 4

4

4

4

4

5

S

5

5

5

5

NA

NA

NA

NIA,

NA

NA

NA

?

1

20. The linking agents may vary in the degrecto which they take on,octive role in assisting a school that is adopt
inarotram or materials. Please indicate bclovk the degree to which he/she took, initiative in
helping to direct the activities or choices of local staff members in your school. (Check one.) ,

Frequently
a Sometimes

Rarely

Never

Dm% Know

21. Has your school or district selected an R&D based program or materials-as a result o participation In the RDU
program? (Check one.)

4
Yes

No, we are still in the process ofidentifying the problem..

No, we have identified the probleni but have not yet finished searching for
solution

e best

4
If

No or

Don't
_moo, we have searched for a solution but the products we have looked at d

to meet our needs
't seem. Knott,

skip

to
Don't know .. s Q. 28

a

..>

22. Are staff members In youg school preStraly using the R &D based pro or materials? (Check one.)

t

a _

, Yes .......
Ncis

It No, ;kip

to Q.It
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23, The following questions ask you to report on the types.ofIndividulais and groups that may be affected by

the R&D based program or matertals that your kchoot is implementing. Please give your best estimate for

each of the following. , -

The PERCENTAGE of:
.,

a. Claisrooms in your school in which the prod9st is used , *94
_ Ib. Pupils in your school with whom the productsis used directly --,

c. Teachers assigned to your school who usei.he product S.
- d. Specialists based in your school who Use the product i A

e. How many schools in your district, in addition to your own school, are using the
program or materials? , . 0

Among those who are using the program or materials in your school: .
.

f. What is the approximate number of hours and fractions thereof (in minutes) in a typical
week that are affected by use of the program or materials. 4

I

teacher's

HOURS MINUTES

g. Whit I, :.,e aapoximate iit...mber bf hours and minutes in atypical pupil's week. that are affected by

the use of the program or materials, .
_

. . ,

HOURS MINUTES

C.

4

- r

2441ease-grve-us-your-opinion-on_each_ciLtheicaowingsharxte ristks of the R&D based program or Materials

by circling the most appropriate response. (Circle one on each line.)

TOA
NOT TOA TOA4 VERY NOT
AT LITTLE TO SOME GREAT GREAT MPLI. DON'T

ALL EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT EXTENT CABLE KNOW

To what extent «

a. Has pupil achievement
Impfoved as a result of the use
of the pedgram or materials? 0 1 2 , -3- 4 NA

b. Have pupil attitudes or
behavior4mproved as a result
of the useof the prdgam or
materials? E 0 1 2 4 NA

c. Has it been difficult to mple-
merit the program or materials? 0 1 3 4 NA ?

c
,

d, Has implementation of the '
program or materials helped
solve the identified problem? 0 1 2 3 4 NA ?

.
1 .

e. Would it have been too expen ' . .

sive to adopt the program or
materials without external.
funds? ,

14
.

ma
0 , 1 2 3 RA'

f Will continued use of the pro-
gram or materials be of N

'
d 4

or

reasonable cost to your school p
-1.,

be3dget? 0 , 1 '', 2, 1 4 NA ?

. .'
.. .;

. ,
, ti

. .. - .4 '
i 7

. ... , 14

i e1.4

. 4
4 1.1 7

..... . No
.,..}

7.
f

.. ,,.
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( 2.5.aease Indicate whether any of the following steps have already been taken or are planned to ensuri that the
R&D based program or material? adopted by your school will be continued. (Please circle one in each row.)

WILL.. , . .
DEFINITELY

A' WILL OCCUR IN rum
NOT MAY' 1, THE NEAR

OCCURRED
. AL READY

f
OCCUR OCCUR ._,I

a. The program or materials have
been formally incorporated into \
curriculum plans. 1 2 1. 3 4

b. We have developed written
guidelines for theuse of the
materials and methods from
the progrgm. t 9

2 3\ 4

;' .
c. New staff will receive training or:

orientation in the use of the R&D
oroeram mater'al nr methods 1 2 3 4

d. We will continue to have training
programs or inservice for current
staff members to maintain the c
use of the program, materials or
methods. - 1 2 3 4

e. We have purchased new materials
and supplies in order to main .
tam our use of the program or
materials. 1 2 3 4

f. Because of the use of the pro-
gram or materials written job
descriptions for some staff mem,
ben have been changed.

g. We have hired new staff members
specifically to support the use of
the R&D program or materials. t 1

h. Our budget now incluts a
separate line item to stfpori the_
use of the R&D program or
materials. 1

2

2

a.

5

3

4

4

3 4

26. Over the next few years, which of iht following possibilities do you think Is most likely to happen with
respect to the use of the R&D basedcmatenals or methods among teachers t this school? (Please check the
most appropriate response.)

The materials or methods will be dropped

Some or all of the teachers will use the materials or hsethods, but they will not be used
extensively ...S. 'LI

Some or all of the teachers will the the materials or methods and they will generally be
used quite extensively

1.

rd

10 118
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27. (e RDU approach is based on the use of R&D based programs or materials as a means of solving localT
.

,

school problems. Cinsidering what you have learned about R&D based programs or materials during your

school's Involvement with the program, please indicate how likely It is that you will try to use these in the

future: (Please check the most appropriate response.)7
We would turn to sortie R&D based programs or materials first, and consider adopting ..

other types of programs or materials as a last resort .

We would probably try to find R&D based programs or materials first, but would also .

look for other possible solutions either locany_or within the state ,

We would try to find some R&D based programs or materials to tiview, bitt would not feel
any preference for an R&D based solution over a locally developed program or materials

We would be unlikely to make a search for -kt&D based programs or materials in future

efforts to improve our program 0 rh

'ft
111111...la

a
28. Overall, the RDU Project involved a school planning team working with a linking agent on a series of

problem solving activities.
f

0, I

How different was t:-.is apptu.tch Hum previous attempts to solve problems or to adopt new programs or

materials in your school? (Circle one.)

' s-

4
NOT
VERY VERY

...DIFFERENT DIFFERENT

.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 dealistg with other school problems. (Check one

choice only.)

We are repeating (or have repeated) the RDU approach to so lve another problem in

our school

We are adopting (oricalie adopted) some parts of the RDU approach. to solve another

problemin our school '

We have not used the RDU approach to solve another problem, but we probably will in

the future i
We have not used the RDU approach to solve another problem but we are planning

definitely to use it in the future t

We will definitely not use this approach to solve another problem in the future

I don't know whether the RDU approach has been used agairror whether there are plans

to use it in the future

s

`.9

J
I1

ti

119
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30.. How likely Is it that your school will use the following aspects of the RDU approach to problem solving to

address future needs that may arise? (Tie one on each line.)
DID NOT

PERCEIVE A
DISTINCTIVE

DEFINITELY PROBABT PROBABLY DEFINITELY ROU
NOT USE NOT USE USE USE APPROACH

a., The ost of a teal or committee ..--, :, 1 of teachers and ministrators.

b. The use "orihe serve of an

1 2 y 3 ,
I.

;

4 . NA

' t xternal link er\
c. The approach tO\the process of

identifying and imprOVing.in

- 1 2 i 3' 4 NA

this school. '
d. The approach to identifying

1 2 ' 3 4 NA

possible solutions to our
..

problems.

e The aporoaci, te_, making a elle-

1 2 3 4 NA

:ion among alipailyc solutions
to a problem.

f. The approach to planning for
implementation.

1

1

,

2\
2

3

3

4

4

NA

NA

g. The approach to implementation
and feedback. -,.

1 ' 2 . /3 4 . NA /---
(i

. . .
31. We are interested in your opinion of the ways in which the following characteristics or factors changed in your

school or ichooklistncts as a result of your school's involvement in the RDU program. (Circle one on each

.

'1

line)

TYPE OF CHANGE. .

a, Curriculum

TeachingT ing methods
p r

c. Available materials ....

d. The way the school is organized

e. Participation of teachers in
making detisions about this

. school or school district

f. Frequency of communication
arriong teachers about cursic
ulurn, teaching techniques and
lesson planning

g. Morale of the stiff

h. The way specialists are used in
your school.

i. Theways ih whiCh problems are .
solved in the school \ .

,

J. The image of the school ihthe
community

....

VERY SOME.
MUCH WHAT
WORSE WORSE

1 2

1 re" 2

1 2

1 2
.

1 2

.

1 2

1 2

.

1 2

1 2

0
1 2

NO CHANGE
AT ALL

SOME.
WHAT

BETTER

VERY
MUCH
SETTER

I

i

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4-

4

4

4

.,...IL'4

4

4 .

4

4,

5

, 5

5-
5

5 , .

.5

5

5,

5 4

5

32. Thinking about the goals of the RDU program at your school, what percentage-of those goals have been

achieved?
toF

12 12 0
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Cost of Participation' in RDU Program .

33,-In 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 ipterested both in total personnel casts and in costs incurred during each

stage of the RDU process: 1) problem identification, 2) solution selection, and 3) solution implementation. It is
important to emphasitct that we are interested in your best estimates or approximations.

Your completed table might look like this:

r
L STAFF

TYPE EACH TYPE
It. NUMSElt OF

p

.

III AVERAGE ANNUAL
SALAR,Y

-.4

STAGES

IVPRORLEI4
forNIttiCATION

(15 Oct. . -Dec.
`2 YON TO MONTH

TOTAL UNSER OF

.%

Ajelnistrator

Srecialiet

2

3 s
12,000

, ,
2 5, 14,000 - S

s_ 19,000 -

.

6

7.5

V. SOLUTION
SELECTION
.S

VI SOLUTION
IMPLEMENTATION

Dec. Feb. Mire; June
MONTH TO mot494MONTH rout:oaf;

IOTA 'NUMBER
YS

TqTAL MUNRO OF
DAYS

IS

6

22.5

17

1..5

NOTES. 1. Lasuhelypes of school staff members participating in any stage of the RDU process,

by ibb title.

2. Enter the number of school staff members in each staff type.

Estimate-the-average mural saRry_of each staff type, e.g., enter $12,000 as the average

annual salary for the teacher staff typtif three teachers have annual salaries of $11,000,

$12,000, and $13,000, respectively.
,

:21., Enter theemonth in which each stage began and the month inwhich it ended.

5. Estimate the total number of days (1 day x(13 hours) spent by each staff type during

each of the stages, e.g., enter 7.5 person days under problem identification if three-

teachers spent 2.5 days each on that stage.

c

121
13

A
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i 0 is 5

o i i
: x 4, 1 Ilk, ..)' .= .

:1
A

STAGES

'

i

1 .0.' I
,

1. STAFF . 11. NUMBER OF 111. AVERAGE ANNUAL IV.- PROBLEM V. SOLUTION , VI. SOLUTION
TYPE EACH TYPE A SALARY 1DENTIFICAT104 SELECTION IMPLEMENTATION

.# ' - .
1111 ., =1011.

MONTH TIT MONTH MONTH TO MONTH MONTH' TO
.
MONTH

C 1 . TOTAL NUMBER Or TOTAL NUMBER, OF TOTAL,NUMBER OF,
r #

5,
- .DAYS DAYS , DAYS

a
,

4
,I,t

111=m

,111.

s

1.1.,.

.

ti

4

_0 4

$

$

'$

t.

.

r

1
4.0.0

OP

Thank you for your assistance. Please mail this completed qu4onnaire
In the el6closed postatepaid envelope within teri'days.

4.22

,0.
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VT, Products Adopted by Schools in Six R86 Projects*

'Al

fte.

APPENDIX ,E

101

*

or !Data on adoptions were unavailable from the National Education

Association ROUhproject.

"7-

4
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Product RDU Project, by Spring, 1979

ti

111

Table 6

NAME OF PRODUCt

PROJECT

Florida Penn. NRC Mich. Georgia NETWORK NEA

CAREER EDUCATION,

Crisp Co. (Ga.) & Orange Co.

(Fla) Career Educbtion*

Basic Skills Through Practical Arts

Corgi
Caree Guidance

,/

It Works

Locally Developed Career
:Education Handbook*

Orange Co. (Fla.) Career Education
,

Free To Be You and,He ,ols

0

Careers: A'Supplemental
Reading Program ! 4

nnerchange

ProjectHEAR (1)

Livelihoods

My Bread dnd Butterflies

Career Book

224

I

2

3

2

3

'1

4

6

1p
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, Table 6 (continued)
ler

.4

maw or PROCYCT

PROJECT 441

Florida Penn. tIRC ilich. Georgia NETWORK NEA

S7AREMEDUCATION ,(,continued)/

Career Awareness\xplittion
./CurriculumKit

FreesttAC

Career Development Centered
Curriculum...(1)

.

Getting It Together

-

The Jo6 Ahead
,

The Magic Circle

EmfLoyibility ;11s.
,

AEL,Experience-Based Caret'.
'Edbcatioll Program (1)

.1. ,

.AEL

Career Decisionmaking

.Piigram

First Jo s\

Health: %Decisions Growth

Career Exploration in the!

Earth Scienced (2)

Michigan ACT-Career Planning

Piogalm

.. .

126
A

r

5

r

7

1

2

3

1

'6

3

1

1

A

127
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NAME OF PRODUCT

1:AREER EDUCATION (continued)

Working With Trees (2)

Introduction to Community

Centers

4

Table'6 (continued)

'A
PR63ECT.

Florida Peon. NRC

Career Opportunities Boxes

.I

.

1

1

2

Just lie (2)
1

4

Career Development for

.r Childrep

ExploringTareers

(Valuing Approach to Career

Education

Goofy Goes to. Work

Kangaroo Kit

.

Career Awareness K-6

Dose Kits (American

Guidance Assoc.)*

He and Others

; tit

me'

. ,

1

2

1

1

1

2

Georgia

t.

Li

am

NETWORg

/

NEA

129

I

....
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able 6 Icontinued) se.

.-

40YE OF PRODUCT

. .

i

.

' - PROJECT
. .

l'

Florida/
, .

.

Penn. fiRC

,

Mich. Georgia-

i

%- NETWORK NEA

R 'tADING
k.__,,--

.

.

,..-

i

. i

.

i

-

i

.

e

1

.

a

,

1

3

2

4

1

.

.

-

1

1

2

2

1

2

"
i

- .

.

.

____,

1 ..

0-

.

1

1

1

.
, .

(

.

.

.

.

a

.

,

-.

\...

.

4W

.

1-

(

..

-.

,

.

.

if
.

,

_

i

'

,

.

.

,

'
.

-

,

1 3
i

.

.

_

Continuous
Reading *. .

.

English/Reading Rotation -
. .

Program1(1)

Project PAL (1)

Secondary Reading Lab

Ipdividual Language Arts (1)

Hennes Pro*am, NY State
Coordinated Engligh,
Language Arts *

.

SHORT (1)
.

Sacajawea Plan (thru
Precision Teaching and SDR/

Perception Plus (1)

SCR (1)

Basic Spelling I* _

Wisconsin Design for

Reading (2)

u4t
Project )(ARC ,

0

Open Court
r''

Exemplary Center fort -

geadingjutrgction-- Ir

.

e

.

..
3 0
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Table 6 (cohtinued)

4AME OF PRODUCT
AY-

READING continued) .

Bernell Loft Skills

SRA -SchoolhoUse Comprehension

PROJECT.

Florida Perin. NRC
0.11-

FOCUS -- Reading Curriculum* (1)

Jfinior Great gooks*

,Content Reading Inservice
Package*

Communicatjon Skills Improvement .

'Center (1)

Intensive Reading Improvement

Center (1)

Dallas Basic Skills*

Nampa Communication Skills*

Miscellaneous Products
developed by the sites*

San DiegR2R

Pegasus-PACE (I)

Classroom Intervention

Project (1)

. 132
0

r.

Ca.

a

1,

2

.0

Georgia _NETWORK NEA

5

3

-I L

133.
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Table 6 (continued)

PROJECT

. ) i

' NA}[ or PRODUCT

4

,

rlorida Penn. NRC Mich.

_

Georgia

r
NETWORK

.

.
NEA

irtaFiTe7ET)wed
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

'

46

,

.

.

.

I

... '

4

5

1

1

1

_

.

.

.

.

,

.

-.

.

.

.

.

-

.

C

.

,

.

135

. ..

e
Systematic Approach to ....,

Reading Improvement- -SARI

Houghton-Aifflin Basal
Management System*

t

Spellscript* .

Parents Assist Beginning
Reading ManagementSy*

e

SWRL-Ginn Communication
Skills Program

.

Sustained Silent Reading*

, Reading Resource Center*

Development of a Language

Arts Scope/Sequence*
......

fhgleman-Becker Reading ,

end Morphographic
Spelling*

Columbia fiver, Developmental

Reading Program

'Bay Area Writing Program*

Holt Series and Mahagement
s

System*

134 A
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NAME. OF PRODUCT

4

I,

READING (continued) .

Table 6 (Z'6ntiqued) -

PROJECT

41.

Florida Penn. NRC Mich. Ceollia NE1WORK

. *

Hawaii English Program (1)

Individually'Programmed
Anstruelion(2)

.13r9jea Catch-Up (1)

Accountability.in.Primary

Reading Program

?obational Reading rower

Program (1) r
. f

Andover Individualized
Reading System

Concepts and Language (2,
.

."
Imftovement of Basic Reading

Skills (1)
'-

1976 Lippincott Reading
Text and Management System

MATHEMATICS

STAMM (1!;)

PRIMES
. , a

Keymdth
p

Proficiency Verification'
Program With Learning

Cehter besour55s

136

tk

1

4

1*

4

: dr; 4.

3 .4

1

I

1

1

1
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Table 6 (concluded)

.

.

NAME OF PRODUCT /

. .

,

.

-

.

PROJECT
. -

Florida Penn. NRC

.

Mtch. Georgia NETWORK NEA

.

MATHEMATICS (---1itIrt---)Jecod
.

%

3

1

1

i .

1

. ..

.

.

.

, 1-

,

2

.

.

,

r

.

L.,

.

..

% '

,

.

.

.

.

1

.

1

_

1

-

1

.

.

.

.

...d.'

.

.

.

.

.

,

,

.

.

,

.

4..'

.

.

.

N.

- , -

'
. .

.

.1,

. .

Brevard County LAPP

Math Learning Systems

SRA--Malhematics Involvement 1

SRAMastery Test
.

MISCELLANEOUS

Evaluation Workshop from the
Center for the Study of

Evaluation* (2)

SPECS--School Planning,
Evaluation, & tbmmunications
System* (2)

. .,

Wehauken Plan*

-

Positive Attitude Towards
LearningPAIL (1)

Guided Educat -ion (2)

.

KEY

. The NEA project did not keep a list of the products that Were adopted by the sites.

* Product not in knowledge base

(1) Product listed in the NDN catalog

(2) Product listed in the NIE catalog

138 -139
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APPENDIX F

Criteria for Judging the Quality of Problem Solving

Mit

I.

a

lb

A

10.



t

TO: RDO Steff a'

. FROM: Diane Kell

RE: An "ideal" Problem-Solving Model (Revised)

DATE: -10/24/79

This memorandum sets forth the criteria for judging the extent to

ich the ptoblem-solving activities of the RDO schools wercongruent with

und problem solving and group decision making practices.

.

The criteria-lot soundtproblem solving (Part i below) are different

for each stage, while the.criteria for sound group decision making (Part 2 :

'belir) are the same for each stage.

The criteria ray be glten 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 decide upon a rating, think of

each criterion as a possible debit. In general, a site should be given

a "4" rating only if it has 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 lig entification

a. Problem specthcationsai.e., searching for co ncrete problem indicators,

analyzing perceived causes, and assessing specific needs--precedes

search, selection, and implementation of a solution.

b. Alternative definitions of the problem are posed and considered.

.

c. Any special procedures that are adopted,(e.g.Needs_assessment
writing of problem statemepts, discrepancy_ana ysis) are carried out

fully and appropriately.

rt./Adequate evidence of the.pToble6 is obtained (t ugh, in some cases,

this may not require extensive documentation or new data collection

and

e. The level of effort devoted to problem identification is appropriate

to the circumstances. ' .
__

-

f. Definition df problem is acceptable to's substantial majority of

those affected by the decision).
t

g. Definition of problem is clear, manageable, and relevant to the situl-

tion; it is neither too narrow (trivial) nor too broad (grandiose).

4110
h. Definition of aroble4-is new, not a restatement of a priori

6 assumptions abotkneeds or th pet theoryof-a particular clique or

individual. -

th i4
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Solution Selection

a. Problem is referred to an agentiageriy for search of solutions (this

. may include, but should not be restricted to, members of the problem*

solving group)..

b. Conduct of search is objective, responsive to the problem statement,

techhically competent (i.e., "professional "), and thorough.
. 4

c. Clarification of problem is, obtained when necessary.

d. Delivery of alternative solutions is expeditious (within reasonable'

or expected time period).

- e. Evaluation evioence oi`sther criteria-of effectiveness or suithbility

are given'to the school. !,.

f. Selection piocess beings mainly after delivery of alternative solutions

from the appropriate agent/agency. If locally familiar solutions are

contemplated whale the formal search process (as described above) is

taking place, the final selection is postponed until the formal search

process is completed and all alternativesare'delivetede
1

g. Alternatives are carefully examined; they merits and demerits are
assessed according-to explicit criteria.

.h. Additional information about solutions is sought (e.g., through site

visits, consultation, etc.) or additional searches are ordired, when

questions arise about the outcomes of the original search.

i. The level of effort devoted to selectioq is appropriate to the circum-

stances.

j. Solutionis acceptable to a substantial majority of those.affected

by the decision.

k. 'Solution la new, i.e.e not a pi-actice or product that has already been

implemented in the target school.

1. Solution is manageable,,acceptable to administration or other external

parties, and cost-effective. /

m.- Solution is relevant to original problem statement, likely to have the'

intended effect on. students or staff, and in Wier respects high in

quality.

142
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Planning for Implementation

-

a. Conqtrainte that will affect implementatio. are realistically assessed.

. I
b. Administrative support and cooperation ar gained for implementation.

c. Formal plans are drawreup to..govern:

1. leadership and staffing'of implementatidn team

2. field trials
_

3. resource needsimoney, materials, equipment)

4. scheduling of treatment

5. distribution of treatment among students/schoofs/staff_

6. traimng or staff -deelopment
.

7. feedback or evaluation

8. public relations with nonparticipating staff and community.

d. External linkers/consultants/agencies are exploited as necessary.

e. Measures are taken to ensurt that4he chosen product/ program retains

its essential featdres and. goals Wthe course of implementation.

f. Adaptations Qf the product/prograffmade prior to implementation are

apprpriate, judged according to whether the adaptation responded to:

I., obvious defect'in product/program'

2. genuine local needs of student or staff

3. unalterable constraints in the situation

, 4. special opportunities or leverages in the situation

that allbw for enhancement of the product/program's

effect .

- . 1 f

(I. The level of effort devoted to planning for implementation is appropriate

to the situation.
. . N,

I

1

/
'14'3
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Implementation

44141MPF

4

if a. All elements of the implementation plan are borne in mind and realized

in some form.
.

b. This actual scope of implementation (number or proportion of students

.or staff,, frequency of use) is about eight or greater than intaided.

c. Difficulties in implementation are realisiticalk assessed.and efforts

are map td resolve them.

d. Administrative support and cooperation are gained or reinforced.

e. External linkers/consultants/agenciesrare.exploited as necessary.

f. Measures are taken to ensure that the chosen product/program retains

its'essential features and goals in the course of implementation. (\,.

g. Adaptatikm of the product/program made after implementation are mik,

appropri e, judged according to the stanbarda!listed ee'lter (under'

Planning or implementation).

44.
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Part 2: Group Decision Making.

41,

The criteria fop judging group decision making practices arethe same

at each stage, Theise criteria are:
,

a. A formally constituted grOuliis established or empowered to make the

decisions related to!that4stage. -

.
.

. ,

b., Meetings are held regularly (at least once a todth). 'r

c. Attendance at meetingseitlIgood, and level of interest seems high.

At. ,Composition of group represents those who will to directly affected

by decisions. t :,

e. Collection delAiberation takes place, and democrati n making

is engageein. ...
, v

.
. \

(

f. Conflict is managed well, and any teriiions within the group are dealt ,,

with openly and efforts made to resolve them.

ti

leadership is accepted a1d appropriate.

A h. Decisions are not sU6yerted or dictated by administration or other

external party ti.e.t the group h4s-both legitimaqy and poWer to make

decisions that are bindipg on local projeQt),;

i. Progress is made from one meeting to the next (i.e., am,the ge issues

are not, recurrently addressed without evidence of progress toward

theiresolution). .

For Alf:stages sUbseguent to the fiat stage, there is an additionil,

criterion:

j. There is sufficient continuyity in the membershi0 of the group to

ensure that it profits from the knowledge and experience of its

4 , members and to ensure that it is faithful tcrderiglOns made at

earlier stages.

.

*le

'

0.1
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