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FOREWORD

America has a long history of sharing,
particularly in times of economic hardship.
Small rural schools face a long, up-hill
battle in their efforts to offer their
students comprehensive educational
experiences in a time of dwindling fiscal
resources, Sharing available resources and
forming consortia are ways such schools can
combine to accomplish what they cannot do
alone.

The history of the Mid-Missouri Small
School Consortium is an excellent example of
how public schools, universities, state
departments of education, and regional
educational laboratories can collaborate to
idencify and solve problems. In the final
analysis, however, it was the small schools
that made the consortium work. The result
was that several small rural schools had
teachers and administratcrs more skilled in
technology, computer equipment was more
fully utilized, and students had zreater
opportunities to move into--and become
participants in--the computer age.

This publication is offered iu the
belief that other small schools can learn
from Missouri's example and use the same or
similar strategies to accomplish their
goals. Situations and needs may differ, but
the concept of banding together to do what
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W

one sSchool cannot do alone is a viable
concept and merits further exploration
wherever needs cannot be met by more
traditional solutions.

Betty Rose D. Rios
Asgsociate Director
ERIC Clearinghouvse on
Rural Education and
Small Schools
New Mexico State University
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INTRODUCTION

This publication describes the efforts
of five rural school districts in central
Missouri to incorporate microcomputer
capabilities into their school systems!
operation and curriculum. Like most small
rural schcol districets, they waited to
enhance their instructional capabilities but
were operating on a budgetary shoe string.
The method they employed--a consortium to
share services--is not new, but their use
of the consortium concept to provide teacher
in-service training and curriculum applica-
tiocns of microcomputers was innovative. The
Mid-Missouri Small School Consortium {MMSSC)
is also distinetive because of the coopera-
tive support relationships established with
the Missouri Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education (DESE), the University
of Missouri (UMC), and the Mid-Continent
Regional Educational Laboratory (McREL).

Some of the technological approaches
implemented among these small m:ral schools
Wwill be reviewed in an effort to learn from
their experiences and draw relevant support
for the methods of the Mid-Missouri Small
School Consortium. Initiation and history
of the MMSSC will be described in order to
lay a fouridation for its later collaborative
efforts. From the MMSSC experience several
conclusions will be drawn about necessary
features of small school consortia that
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contribute to the successful sharing of

services. The computer in-service training
program of the MMSSC will be outlined
including its development, delivery systenm,
and methods of instruction. The program
description concludes with an evaluation of
the in-service program, an explanation of
the post in-service use of computers in the
consortium schools, and an enumeration of
the suggested principles of consortium
operation.

This publication is directed largely “
toward small school administrators and
school boards--those seeking to improve
their curricula in cost-effective ways. It
should also be of interest and relevance to
those charged with assisting rural schools
in meeting this objective--intermediate
agencies, state departments of education,
and the colleges and universities that

=
provide professional education research and i
consulting. %
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ROLES A CONSORTIUM CAN PLAY

The experience of the Mid-Missouri Small
School Consortium suggests that a consortium
is an effective way of expanding the capa-
bilities of small rural schools and that the
consortium is strengthened with the active
involvement of other resource agencies.

What is a Consortium?

As applied to education, the formation
of a consortium involves the banding to-
gether of a small number of usually, but not
necessarily, adjacent school districts for
the purpose of pooling resources-~financial,
conceptual, instructional, or personnel--
in an effort to address a common problem or
initiative. The organization of such a
consortium can range from a formalized legal
entity with a hired staff to a totally in-
formal agreement among superintendents (or
others) to work together to a common end.
Purposes for formation may range from a
single problem that any one district by
itself cannot adequately handle, usually
because of financial constraints, to a
generalized goal such as improving the
instructional capabilities of the schools.
Joint involvement may span any length of
time-~the lifespan of a consortium may be
only long enough to realize an immediate
common goal or a consortium may address
multiple problems or initiatives simulta-

N

,,
A . [
< Vg S0l VR Y

N

¢

Pk a S sk w2,

"
S son

i
A
&

H

5

e
Ly S

¥

\"/
o

2,
3,

",

¢ b

\E WY
L hda

2

N

1o
1.5, A

S

-
G
s, B

2

P
Leueld e

.
oot
A

:
S

,.
o
Tl
L e,

Sk

Yon X

i
LG




s
il
-
Y
¢
K

neously or consecutively over an extended
period. Consortium members may enter or
leave the informal arrangement at any time
or member districts may band together in
different combinations depending upon the
problems currently identified.

A consortium usually operates under the
Joint direction of the superintendents of
member districts. The agenda may call for
the joint hiring of staff to carry out the
intentions of the consortium or it may
entail the Jjoint allocation of specific
duties to each member district. Consortium
meetings are usually dictated by the peri-
odic need to "work things out™ or decide on
the next steps.

In the Missouri experience, the role
of intermediary that has been assumed most
often by area college or state university
personnel and/or state department of educa-
tion and regional education laboratory staff
usually involves initiation of the con-
sortium concept and the offer of resource
staff from which cconsortium members may
draw. Because it is not yet a common
occurrence for districts still gun-shy from
consolidation battles (or the threat of
them) to collaborate in a way that may again
stir up old wounds, an intermediary has been
necessary in the birth of many consortia.
As more consortia emerge and rural dis-
tricts--as well as rural communities--see
the benefits of educational collaboration
for the small school, an intermediary may no
longer be needed to initiate the consortium
concept.
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An Alternative to Consolidation:
Transporting Education Instead of Students

There are some educational problems and
approaches that are unique to small rural
schools. Small schools have followed the
lead of the nation's urban schools for
years. Cocnventional wisdom among earlier
educational leaders and planners leaned
strongly in the direction of consolidating
rural schools to make them large enough to
economically justify a comprehensive school
program. Consolidation was viewed as a way
of eliminating one feature--small size--that
made rural schools unigue.

However, there are practical limits
to consolidation and in many parts of
rural America--especially the Midwest,
West, and Southwest--these limits have
largely been met. The costs of further
consolidation generally outweigh any
potential benefits from larger student tayaiy
numbers. Even in places where further m
consolidation might be feasible there
is little public support; few communities
having a school are enthused at the prospect
of losing it. Previous consolidations
demonstrated to many rural Americans that
losing a school was a blow from which many
comunities didn't recover. Whether for
economic or social reasons, then, school
consolidation seems to be an idea whose time
has passed. Thus many small rural schools
will continue to exist, either because they
are "necessarily existent," or because of
public preference.
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A ma jor impediment to further con-
solidation is what some have termed "the
friction of space.! Whatever rationale may
have justified earlier waves of consolida-
tion, that rationale ceases: to make either
educational or economic sense when children
spend 3 or more hours per day on a bus
going to and from school. New technology,
however, provides possibilities for over-
coming some of the friction of space. New
telecommunication and computer technologies
make it possible and feasible to gain access
to some of the benefits of educational
specialization without the need for further
student travel.

Some educationally relevant technology,
such as television, has been around for
years, and has done little to alter tradi-
tional methods and concepts of education.
The chalkboard still commands a more
prominent role in most classrooms than
television--even among those rural schools
where television could supplement otherwise
sparse curriculum offerings. So it is not
the educational potential of technology
alone that seems responsible for the current
wave of innovation among smaller rural
schools. For whatever reasons, there now
seems tec b~ a greater willingness among
small .al schools to experiment with new
educa..onal methods and media. Perhaps the
potential of video, telecommunications, and/
or computer technology has excited creativ-
ity, or perhaps innovation in small rural
schools is attributable to increased public
attention to education in recent years.
Perhaps it is a continuation of growing
public expectations of schools coupled with
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budgets that have generally stabilized or
even declined in constant dollars. Perhaps
it is attributable to more scholarly and
policy attention to rural schools in recent
years, or perhaps, when speaking of creative
uses of computers, it is just a response to
the question, "What do we do with them after
we have 'em?"
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MICROCOMPUTERS IN RURAL SCHOOLS--
PROBLEMS OR SOLUTION3

The problem is not one of coaxing rural
schools into the computer age; it's how to
make use of the computers they've already
bought. Whether donated by the bank, bought
from PTA fund drive earnings, or purchased
with "special ed" monies, most rural
schools have one or more TRS-80, Commodore,
TI, IBM, or Apple computers. Having
computers, however, doesn't necessarily
bring a school into the computer age. Even
in those districts blessed with an
innovative administrator, incorporating
computers into the curriculum often falls .
shert of potential.

Because of a steady decline in price,
the easiest step toward entering the
computer age is purchasing a computer. To
some extent computers have become an educa-
tional fad--parents have got the message and
are anxious to have their children "learn
computers.” To some extent computers have
become a status symbol. While computers in
schools are here to stay, we are generally
still at the stage where the quantity of
hardware, rather than the utility of it,
conveys "progress.”

As schools progress beyond the
"acquisition of hardware" stage, rural
schools may find more applications for
computing capabilities than their largey
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city counterparts. Computers have the
capability of "extending" the instructional
capacities of overloaded teachers and/or
"extending" the curriculum offerings of
schools whose size and budget do not allow
for much instructional specialization.

The National Commission on Excellence in
Education in its report entitled "A Nation
At Risk" (1983) calls for us to equip
graduates "to understand the world of
computers, electronics, and related
technologies." How can rural schools
successfully implement the technology of
the "computer era" as they pursue this goal?
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Computers are products of a unique
technology--they are not quite like any-
thing experienced before. Other electronic
technologies like television, radip, etc.
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typically have only one application. In i
contrast, computers are being used for 8
hundreds of very different applications, e
and the number of applications can only in- . %
crease. Computers can serve administrative e

or instructional purposes; teachers can
teach about computers or teach with them;
computers are applicable to first grade
writing or to calculus; students can "teach"
(program) computers or be taught by them.
The many ways in which computers will be
used in education are still evolving
although there are literally thousands

of "educational" software packages now
available. But how "educational' some of
this software is and how the software, the
classroom, and the teacher will interact is
still very much in the experimental stage.
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The Computer and the Rural School

We have implied that smaller, rural
schools may be in a better position to
take the lead in educational uses of micro-
computer technology than their large school
counterparts. Because the small school
often does not have the economic means to
provide as many and as varied curriculum
opportunities for its students as the larger
school, the small school must either be
content to offer its students a narrow
selection of courses or seek ali r~natives
to the traditional teacher/classroom ccurse
in order to expand the curriculum. Micro-
computer technology offers one viable
curriculum alternative. A microcomputer
and a telephone can combine to bring to the
smallest community the information, refer-
ences, znd educational resources of a well-
stocked library. Microcomputer technology
offers the promise and potential that access
to pertinent educational materials need no
longer be denied because of remote location.
Computer technology is a bridge to re-
sources. It won't guarantee learning but it
can contribute to an economical solution to
one of the traditional problems of small
schools-~insufficient numbers of teachers
and inadequate educational resources.

Computer applications for small schools
are still evolving. Although there are many
pertinent software applications, small
school administrators and teachers generally
have their hands full with existing work
loads and don't have the tise to acquire the
technical competence necessary to pick out
the "™est" systems and apply them to the
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educational needs of the school. Further,
small schools may nave need for applications
of computer technology _ifferent than those
of large schools (large schools with 500
employees may find a payroll program a
valuable addition, but a district with 20 )
employees may find it more trouble than it T
is worth). There is nothing inherently
beneficial in performing a task by
computer--it depends on the size of the task
and the alternatives for performing it.

Learning from the Literature
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The application of microcomputers in
education has become widespread and varied,
extending beycnd the bailiwick of urban
schools. Indeed, Fletcher (1980) argues that
the smallness of rural schuols makes them a
uniquely promisirg setting for developinz
electronic technologies, and further states
that specialized programs offered through
electronic technology could be ultimately
more cost-effective than either consolida-
tion or specialist staffing.
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Through microcomputer use in the
Educational Telecommunications Sor
Alaska rroject (1981), remote students
use individual programming to learn
native languages, legends, and
traditions, as well as conventional
5'bJjects. Electronic mail service
4vailable through the Administrative
Communication Network (ACN) helps to

oo

bridge the gaps between many remote and

isolated districts. The Alaska Knowledge
Base System (AKBS) provides teachers and
administrators with rapid access to
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information banks on a variety of
instructional materials, research
documents, and curricular development
resources.

Both Pennsylvania and Arkansas have
established electronic information networks
which provide public schools with valuable
and timely information on meetings, events,
and pending education legislation. An
electronic mail service has been set up in
Kansas so that school districts across the
state can deliver messages, discuss issues,
and share ideas. National information
services such as Newsline and ED-NET now
serve many districts. The Alabama
Association of School Boards uses an
electronic mail service to send daily
legislative information to members (Lloyd,
1983).

Hofmeister (1984) notes that many rural
education problems are related to communica-
tion and may be overcome by electronic com-
munication technologies. Electronic mail
systems, electronic bulletin boards,
computer conferencing, wire services, and
database searches are several videotex
applications which schools can use to their
advantage. Hofmeister believes, however,
that the notion of achieving universal
excellence in instructional deiivery through
computer-assisted instruction has faded
somewhat .

Educational Operations Concepts, Inc.,
in its Guide on Successful Uses of
Technology in Rural .Schools (McCormick and

McCormick, 1982), concludes that the use of
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various electronic technologies can overcome
some of the financial, personnel, and curricular
limitations of the rural school district.
Among the kinds of electronic technology
being effectively and efficiently used in
rural school systems are computers, instruc-
tional television, videodisks, audio tapes,
radio, telecommunications systems, pro-
grammed instruction, video tapes, and inter-
active video. The guide further states that
organized and interested teachers anu staff
who are provided with specific technological
pre-service and in-service training are
essential to the effective utilization of
technology in the classroom.

Conboy (1983), in reporting on the
Charlton Country Education Pilot Project in
Australia, describes the two-way audio con-
tact initiated among seven rural secondary
scheools and other outside resource agencies.
Achieved by way of an experimental terminal
and teleconferencing system, the goals of
the project were to increase the level of
interaction among small rural school teach~
ers, administrators, and outside information
sources and to use communications technology
in an educational setting. Difficulties
encountered in this audio system, as Conboy
reports, were the design of the remote
terminals, the variable quality of the
transmission reception, the inappropriate-
ness of the instructional medium for some
sub jects, such as art, and the lack of
opportunity for student participation in
discussions. Teleconferenced lectures were
found to be more effective.
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The Educational Kesources Information
Center (ERIC) database contains approxi-
mately 130 items on rural technology that
cover a variety of sub jects related to rural
education including new technologies, new
uses of technology, and case studies.
Technology applications described in ERIC
materials include in-service training,
international rural development, employment
training, health education, career educa-~
tion, special education, gifted education,
and adult education. Technical reports in
ERIC cover communication satellites, mass
media, educational television and radio,
mobile c¢classrooms, computer-assisted
instruction, and computer-assisted testing.

Using computers for drill and instrue-
tion in the classroom has become relatively
common. Howaver, the instructional use of
computers in rural or isolated schools
sometimes lags behind that of their urban
and suburban counterparts. Zakariya (1984)
further points out that affluent schools get
more computers than schools located in low
socioeconomic areas and the ratio of
students to computers is lower in more
affluent districts. Poorer schools are more
likely to use their computers for remedial
instruction and for drill and practice in
basic skills; little time may be allowed for
enrichment activities via computer.

The development and/or implementation
of technology specific to the needs of rural
schools and the concomitant costs tGc those
schools is an issue of vital concern. Three
papers were commissioned for the National
Institute of Education's 1980 "Workshop on
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Telecommunications in the Service of Rural
Education" (1980). Fletcher (1980)
suggested using rural and small schools

as developmental sites for rural education
technology to ensure that this technology
does meet the needs of rural school systems.
Bransford (1980) noted that while rural
education is often a focal point for govern-
ment. aid, proJjects seldom survive beyond
their initial development funding largely
because (1) money is usually provided for
capital (hardware) expenditures and seldom
for the software that makes the technology
useful; (2) institutional and personal
problems arise; (3) the need for individual
programming develops in the face of econo-
mies of scale; and (4) institutional fears
of telecommunications technology surface.
Filep (1980) reviewed newer communications
developments in his paper and described some
rural education applications of technoiogy.
Workshop participants were offered several
suggestions and outlined a practical strat-
egy for implementing technology in rural
education systems. Participants at the
workshop defined the most immediate need

as getting available information into the
field as soon as possible, especially
information on applications and potential
funding resources.

With respect to the funding of techno-
logical innovations in the rural or small
school setting, Monk (1982) feels that
existing cost indices are flawed in a way
that discriminates unfairly against rural/
small school districts. He proposes that
states use a service-specific cost index
which takes into account the service cost
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differentials as well as input cost differ-
entials, thus providing a more equitable
means of compensating for differences in
the costs of providing educational services.

Filep (1980) notes that a variety of
communications technology is both affordable
and essential to the rural school district,
especially if a sharing of technological
costs and benefits between different groups
in the rural community can be achieved.
Filep provides a number of recommendations
on planning, needs assessment, organiza-
tional aid, and potential funding sources.

The two case studies cited next have
particular relevance to the project under-
taken by the Mid-Missouri Small School
Consortium.

In a rural school case study in Kansas
(McDonald and Gibson, 1982), three micro-
computers were initially purchased with
no comprehensive plan for acquisition,
training, or maintenance. Major problems
encountered were the misuse of equipment
by uninformed users and. the hoarding of
equipment by informed users. The school
later provided in-service training to
reduce the seriousness of the problems.

.

Kelly and Vanvactor's (1983) analysis
of data from Project SPECTRE (Special
Education Curriculum and Training for
Regular Educators), a federal in-service
training program for teachers in rural
Nevada, cites several methods for train-
ing remotely located teachers including
instruction by independent study, by

16
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school distriet "master teachers," and

by university instructors on campus or on
site. On-site instruction by university
personnel or by master teachers appeared
to be both academically and fiscally more
effective than instruction on-the univer~
sity campus or through independent study.

Several other sources cast the efforts
of the MMSSC in an interesting and innova-
tive light: Rottier, et al., (1983) found
in a survey of 348 teachers in several small
Minnesota schocl districts that significant
numbers of teachers appeared to be person-
ally dissatisfied with teaching. While
certainly not an isolated finding, the
impact of widespread dissatisfaction--
especially among male and experienced
teachers--may lead small schooi adminis-
trators to embrace technological advances
in education as a way of reinvigorating
frustrated teachers.

Brown and Jackson (1983) offer the
U.S. Cooperative Extension Service as a
model for cooperative activity between
state universities and surrounding iocal
education institutions, thereby linking
the rural or small community to the larger
resources of the university

Sher (1983) states matter-of-factly
that small schools face higher per pupil
costs unless resources are shared with
other schools.

As these experiences show, the use of
computer technology in the educational arena
is not new, nor is the concept of in-service
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training. Both, however, when applied to
a consortium of rural school districts--
such as the Mid-Missouri Small School
Consortium-~and with university and state
department of education assistance, offer
a new horizon to districts with limited
resources and plagued by problems of
restricted curricular range, financial
contraints, and inadequate specialist
staffing.
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INITIATING AND MANAGING THE MID-MISSOURI
SMALL SCHOOL CONSORTIUM

The important thing about forming

a small school consortium is that it get
started with a clearly defined purpose and
sufficient support to enable it to achieve
its purpose. The Mid-Missouri Small School
Consortium is an example of how one such
group identified a purpose and established
a support system to achieve that purpose.
This section includes elements of the MMSSC
experience that may be useful to other small
schools considering a consortium approach,

An important feature of the MMSSC
experience was the role played by support
organizations--notably the Mid-Continent
Regional Educational Laboratory (MeREL),
the Missouri Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education (DESE), and the
University of Missouri (UMC). The role
of each organization will be included in
the account of the MMSSC experience.

Preliminaries

McREL has been ir'rolved in various
small school projects in the Plains States
for several years. Although Missouri is in
the region served by MecREL, there had not
yet been a McREL-involved small school
project in the state. In 1981 and 1982 a
McREL representative discussed possibilities
for a rural/small sc¢hools project initiative
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with various DESE and UMC personnel. The
participants in these discussions agreed to
hold an exploratory meeting with a repre-
sentative group of small Missouri schools to
hear their problems and to determine if a
project could be organized. During the
summer of 1982, DESE and UMC personnel co-
operated in selecting seven central Missouri
small school administrators to attend such a
meeting.

The initial meeting was held at the
DESE offices in mid-August, 1982. During
the first part of the day, the McREL
representative met with officials of DESE
and the seven administrators to explain
McREL's purpose and how McREL had worked
with other groups of small schools in the
region. For the remainder of the day,
discussion was devoted to problems unique to
the seven small schools. Those participat-
ing in the discussions included the seven
invited administrators, the MecREL represen-
tative (Paul Nachtigal), the Director of
Curriculum Supervision of DESE (Richard
Phillips), and a rural sociologist (Daryl
Hobbs) from UMC. Most of those
superintendents and the resource agency
representatives have continued to function
as the core of MMSSC and its support group.

Although the McREL representative
highlighted some of the problems of small
schools in the region and some of the
approaches being taken to address those
problems, subsequent discussions failed to
produce any interesting ideas. For the most
part, discussion centered on regulations of
the DESE irritating to small schools and
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budgetary and teacher hiring problems. Near
the en. of the day the YcREL representative
asked if the greup would be interested in. - )
another neeting to discuss further the ... ..
possibilities of a project. Since the&h
meeting up to that time had produced :.. =
few fresh ideas, there wasn't much i
enthusiasm for another meeting.
However, one of the superintendents
volunteered that he might be inter-
ested in meeting to discuss small .
computers and their potential for the
instructional programs of small schools.
He stated that his school, 1like many others,
had some small computers but was not making
. much use of them because few of the teachers
) or administrators knew much about them.
That statement 7'as the key! Since several
other superintendents indicated that they
had the same problem and interest, it was
agreed to hold another meeting in October.
During the discussion, the Director of
Curriculum Supervision (Phillips) stated
that the DESE also lacked computer experi-
: ence and expertise. The UMC representative
(Hobbs) volunteered to organize a program
on small computers at the UMC campus if the
group would be interested in meeting there,

WLty Tt 2
o

The Beginning

meeting met at UMC on October 20, 1982 to
hear presentations by various UMC computer
specialists on the state of the art and
applications of small computers. As each
presentation was made, it became clear that
there was a great deal of interest among

i All those in attendance at the August
t
' the superintendents. The presentations were
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often interrupted with questions and inquir-
ies about applications. These interruptions
often served as an occasion for further
discussion among the superintendents-about
problems unique to their small schools. As
the combination of discussion and presenta-~
tion continued, one problem kept surfacing--
providing computer in-gervice training for
teachers and administrators. As superin-
tendents, they were keenly aware of their
faculties' time limitations and their
probable lack of enthusiasm for acquiring
computer literacy on their own time. They
knew also that they had few incentives to
offer their faculty, but one superintendent
asked, "Would it make sense for the schools
to go together and generate a sufficient
amount of money to hire a computer special-
ist on a full-time basis to provide the in-
service training on location at each
school?" That idea and lunchtime coincided,
but when the afternoon session began, it was
clear that the idea had grownwrapidly.
During lunch, the superintendents as a group
had agreed to form a consortium to implement
in-service training if a qualified special-
ist could be found and conditions of employ-
ment worked out. The afternoon presentation
on classroom computer simulation exercises
proceeded, but it was clear that most of the
superintendents were preoccupied with think-
ing about the details of their soon-to-be
consortium.

As soon as the presentation was com-
pleted, the new "consortium" got down to
details. One of the details was finding a
person who had the skills and might be will-
ing to go to work for an as yet non-existent
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organization. One schovul's former math
teacher was working in a computer store and
emerged as a possibility; one of the super-
intendents agreed to determine if he might
be available.

The superintendents found little value
in delaying the start of their "organiza-
tion"; agreement was reached that they would
begin operation as soon as a qualified and
mutually suitable person could be found and
employed. They informally agreed to an
operational date of December 1, 1982. They
roughed out what it might cost to hire a
computer specialist and how much each school
might need to contribute. They agreed that
one school should serve as fiscal agent.
They agreed that in-service training should
be provided on location at each school.
They agreed that their "employee" should
divide his/her time equally among the
schools, a full day at a time. They were
uncertain about what kind of contract would
be needed, what kind of insurance coverage
would be required, how the in-service
training program should be designed, how the
training would occur, how much their
"specialist™ would be paid, ete. They did
agree that each school would work out its
use of the specialist on its own terms--the
specialist would have to be an adaptable
person. They also recognized that they
would need to discuss the idea with their
school boards, and that they r.ceded another
meeting to work out the details~-providing
approval had been obtained from each school
board.
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During the discussion, the McREL RS
representative agreed to determine whether e
McREL could contribute to such things as L
travel expenses for the consortium employee. e
The Director of Curriculum Supervision ﬁﬁﬁ
encouraged the group to proceed and offered ﬁ?;
administrative support from his office. Tk
The UMC representative offered to provide
meeting space at the University because
of its central location in relation to the
new consortium schools. Because of the
potential need for technical support, he
also offered to continue to work with the
consortium in a support role. Feeling that
they had accomplished a great deal for one
day, the superintendents adJjourned to
accomplish their agreed-upon tasks.

After the superintendents left, the
representatives from McREL, DESE, and UMC
remained to discuss the accomplishments of
the day. While there was considerable
enthusiasm at the prospect of the new
consortium, the Director of Curriculum
Supervision expressed concern about the lack
of expertise and emphasis on computer
technology in the state department. He
suggested that many of the schools were
already well ahead of the state department
in entering the computer age. The idea
surfaced that perhaps the state department
could become a "member" of the new consor-
tium; if a specialist were employed, the
state department could share in the time
of the specialist to provide opportunities
for the staff to zcquire computer literacy.
The idea seemec potentially workable, and
the McREL representative agreed to look into
the possibility that McREL could pick up
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that share of the cost for the state
department's participation; the state
department lacked flexible funds at that
time for such experimental activity.

The reaction of other consortium
members to the possibility of having the
state department participate as a member was
obtained by telephone. There being no
dissent, plans were made for a meeting on
November 19 at UMC to work out procedures
for the full consortium. The computer
specialist (and former math teacher) who was
discussed at the October 20 meeting was
indeed interested in being employed by the
consortium, assuming that satisfactory
conditions of employment could be reached.
He agreed to attend the November consortium
meeting to "interview™ for the position.

The consortium met November 19 at
UMC along with the McREL, DESE, and UMC
representatives and the applicant computer
specialist. At that meeting the following
events occurred:

(1) all districts reported that they had
obtained consent from their boards to
proceed;

the participants agreed to jointly
hire the computer specialist;

although the district farthest away
from the others reported that it had
decided not to participate, the
attendees agreed that DESE would
become a member, bringing the
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(5)

(6)

(7

(8)

(9)

consortium back up to seven
financially participating entities;

participants agreed that one of the
schools would serve as the fiscal
agent for the consortium and would
carry the contract of the specialist;

the McREL representative reported
that McREL would contribute to the
consortium an amount sufficient to
cover travel expenses for the
specialist and to cover the DESE
portion of participation;

participants agreed that the
superintendents would serve as a
board and meet at regular intervals
to review work of the consortium and
plan future activities;

participants agreed that each school
would be individually responsible for
how it made use of the specialist;

they agreed that the consortium would
be named the Mid-Missouri Small
Schools Computer Consortium (the name
would later be changed--leaving out
the word "computer"--to allow for
ideas of the consortium that went
beyond computer applications); and

they agreed that the consortium would
become fully operational with the
beginning employment of the computer
specialist on December 1, 1982,
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Consortium Funding

Whilebrought together initially at
the request of McREL, the superintendents
involved were made well aware that
financial support from MeREL would be
modest, covering only extraneous costs such
as travel, meetings, etc. Any initiatives
taken by the schools would require either
their own financing .or acquisition of other
outside grant dollars. The participating
school administrators-decided that. joint
hiring of a computer specialist would be
sufficiently cost-effective that each
district could absorb its portion of ‘the
salary and expenses. Therefore, the schools
sought no outside dollars to fund the in-
service training program for their facul=-
ties. During the first semester each-con-
Sortium member absorbed an equal portion of
the consultant's salary and travel expenses.
While one school served as the :fiscal agent,
each consortium member agreed to pay $1,000
at the beginning of the semester and another
$1,000 on March 15th. 4 total of $14,000
was therefore budgeted for the first semes-
ter of operation, December 1, 1982 through
May 31, 1983. Because the State Department
of Education had no flexibility in allocat-
ing money for such purposes, ‘McREL funded
its portion of the cost. During the second
year of operation, the consortium divided
the cost six ways with McREL again funding
the state department. Each consortium
participant agreed to allocate $4,500 for
consiltant salary, benefits, and travel.
The $4,500 was payable in four equal
installments to the school serving as fiscal
agent, thus totaling $27,000 for the
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11{-month contract from July 1, 1983 through
May 31, 1984, 1Insurance costs as well as
teacher retirement were covered *y the
contract with the fiscal agent. Travel
expenses paid to the consultant for use of
his personal car were limited to commuting
between districts and the State Department
of Education. Expenses associated With
outside conference travel were not
reimbursed.

Reflections on the Beginning

In the space of 1 month the MMSSC
had progressed from an idea to a fully
operational consortium. Little of what
transpired had been planned. The reason for
the initial meeting in August was to explore
in general terms the possibility of some
kind of "proJject” involving small schools
in Missouri. No thought had been given to
a computer project; there was no "up front"
offer of money; there was no overt recommen-
dation of a consortium approach. Everything
that happened resulted from ideas coming out
of that initial discussion. Since nothing
that occurred was specifically planned, it
seems pertinent to reflect on some of the
factors that contributed to the fruition of
the consortium idea. We suggest the
following as some of the factors con-
tributing to MMSSC's start:

(1) Official recognition that small
rural schools may have unique
educational problems AND potential--
In retrospect it seems pertinent
that the initial meeting was held at
the DESE and at the call of the DESE.
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(2)

(3)

Regardless of what followed, this
fact alone has important symbolic
value--it suggests that it is
legitimate and reasonable that small
rural schools should have problems
and interests different from schools
in general.

An outside organization (a neutral
party) served as a catalyst
for the exploratory meeting--

This freed either the districts
or the state department from having
to establish an "agenda® for a
meeting., It would seem that such
a setting is more conducive to the
exmergence of fresh ideas. It
establishes the frame of reference
for the meeting.

Superintendents were present as
the representatives of the schools
districts--

Perhaps no single factor
contributied more to the fast action
of this group of schools in response
to an important idea than the fact
that the superintendents were
involved from the very beginning and
that the ideas around which the
consorbium was built came largely
from them. Superintendents are the
authority tigures in schools-=
especially smaller schools--and they
have the power to make decisions
(with board consent). They can move
very quickly from interest in an idea
to active consideration and to
adoption. The initial meeting could
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not have accomplished what it did had
the superintendents not been involved,

Inside source of ideas-«

The participants in the meeting
came up with the idea around 'which ¥
MMSSC formed. Their personal contri- )
butions to the idea had a role in
their rapid adoption of it. People
tend to be more committed to pro-
Jects, programs, and ideas that they
have developed.

The quality and pertinence of the
idea, i.e., the purpose--

The idea of small computers,
their educational potential, the
problems of teacher in-service
training, the incorporation of
microcomputers into the curriculum,
and the excitement of new technology
contributed to the eventual outcome.
The meetings among superintendents
resulted in the definition of a
problem--microcomputers and what to
do with them--and a solution--jointly
hiring a specialist to solve the
problem. The problem was important
(and somewhat exciting) and the I
solution-~the consortium--was
pertinent. The solution made sense,
it was practical, it met local
conditions, its cost was affordable,
and it wasn't the product of some
organization or agency that evoked
suspicion or distrust.
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something to contribute--

The active participation of
McREL, DESE, -and‘UMC added to the
project but each organization also
had something specific ‘to contribute.
McREL offered the catalygic seed
money, DESE provided legitimacy for
the project, and UMC acted as a
resource base to which technical and
other questions could be addressed
(see Table 1).
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Managing the Consortium, Spring 1983

After initial organization of the
consortium, the superintendents agreed that
meetings should continue to be held at
, frequent intervals--at least once every 6
: weeks--to monitor the project, to attend «
programs on computer applications, and to o
develop further plans for the consortium.
These meetings were most often held at
the University of Missouri because of
its access to resources and its central
location. All meetings were attended by
the DESE Director of Curriculum Supervision,
the UMC representative, and the jointly
hired computer consultant. Several of the
meetings were attended by the McREL Rural
Education Project Director as well. While
the primary purpose of the meetings was to
monitor progress of the in-service training
program, discussion often led to considera-
tion of other issues pertinent to the
schools. Ideas being tried in one school
were shared with the others. Information
was shared concerning the acquisition of
hardware and experience with software.
Issues often surfaced which had a bearing
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Table 1

Outside Agency Rsles in the Development of the
Mid-Missouri Small School Consortium

MIdClontinent Regional — Department ot Elementary “UhIversity of Missouri-
Educational Laboratory and Secondary

Education Columbia

Initiated contact with represen- Selected districts and Office of Social and Economic
tatives of DESE and IMC regarding invited them to attend Data Analysis provided data
the establishment of a rural the initial exploratory used In.selecting districts
schoois project in Missouri. meeting with McREL. invited to initial meeting

with McREL: )
Finarcially contributed to Provided the organiza- Organized and staffed workshop
consultant travel and DESE's tiomal legitimacy for on WMC campus fof school person-
share of consultant salary. the consortium, nel on the state of the art and

spplication of computers. .
Met regularly with the Met regularly with Provided meeting space at the
consortium board. other ment:i ers of the University.

consortium.

Acted as a resource base into
which the consortium could tap.

Met regularly with the
consortium board.
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on DESE policies and the presence of tha
Director of Curriculum Supervision allowed
for contructive discussion and..sometimes
resolution of these issues. Of special
interest was the operation of Instructional
Management Systems (IMS) since these ‘had
been promoted by the DESE; consortium
participants saw small computers as a
technology pertinent tc IMS.

On several occasions during the spring
of 1983 resource persons from the University
were asked to make presentations or provide
demonstrations to the consortium superinten-
dents at their meetings.. These presenta-
tions served to sustain the superintendents!
interest in the technology and to Keep them
informed on the rapidity of new develop-
ments.

The last meeting of the consortium in
the spring addressed specific plans for the
1983-8Y4 school year. At this meeting,
participants agrezd to continue the
consortium, to rehire the consultant, to
continue meeting on a regular basis, and to
begin discussions of other activiiies the
consortium might pursue.

Managing the Consortium, 1983-84

The consortium began regular meatings
shortly after school started in the fall of
1983. Having successfully brought computer
literacy to a large proportion of their
respective faculties, consortium members
began discussions toward more effective
implementation of computer technology in
the instructional program. The consultant
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reported that the demands on his time in
each school were beginning to increase as
individual teachers encountered technical
problems or sought assistance in incorporat-
ing computers into their classrooms.

At the October meeting of the con-
sortium, the McREL representative arranged
for a visit from Stan Pogrow, a faculty
member at the University of Arizona and a
nationally known authority on instructional
use of microcomputers in the eclassroom. The
emphasis of this presentation/demonstration
was on teaching writing/language skills with
microcomputers. This presentaticn inspired
a major supplemental activity of the consor-
tium during 1983-84,

In late October, the McREL representa-
tive brought to the consortium's attention a
Request for Proposal (RFP) from the Apple
Foundatior for projects that would emphasize
creative use of computers in instructional
programs in schools. Those submitting
successful proposals would be awarded
computer rardware and software necessary
to implement the proposed idea. McREL
suggested that the consortium might wish to
submit a concept paper for the initial round
of evaluation. Concept papers were to be
evaluated and from these some were to be
chosen to submit full proposals. The
consortium agreed to devote effort to
producing such a paper.

With the assistance of the repre-
sentatives from McREL, DESE, UMC, and the
computer consultant, the consortium produced
a concept paper that was oriented toward
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"writing across the curriculum" with an
emphasis on word processing technology
and accessing external databases for, -,
use in the classroom. The frame of:
reference for the writing portion:::
of the concept paper was the Bay ' ..
Area Writing Pro ject which had KN
been successfully implemented

at the University of Missouri by
Dr. Ben Nelms., Dr. Nelms met with . 'WyqESpEN.
the consortium to further develop MDA -
their idea. The added wrinkle to this“. "z ’
program was that teacher instruction and
subsequent student instruction would be

by microcomputers and word processing
programs. An additional innovative feature
of the paper was the implementation of the
project by way of the consortium, an.
approach oriented toward enchancing the
instructional capabilities of smaller rural
schools.

The concept paper was submitted as
required by the RFP to the Apple Foundation
through the UMC College of Education in
November 1983. Of the 1,400 concept papers
submitted, the MMSSC was notified that its
paper was one of 90 selected to prepare a
full proposal. Work therefore began in
earnest in early January 1984 to prepare
the proposal. As a part of the proposal
preparation, negotiations were undertaken
with Dr. Nelms and the UMC College of
Education to sponsor a writing project for
the consortium in the summer of 1984, Since
the grant would not provide for any expenses,
it was necessary to obtain funding for the
Wwriting proJject from other sources. Dr.
Nelms was sufficiently enthusiastic about
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the potential of the proJject that he sought,
and obtained, supplementary funding from
other sources.

The consortium superintendents
demonstrated their continuing commitment to
the overall concept by agreeing to provide
stipends t.o the participating teachers and
to pay the tuition to the University for
their participation in the course. The
proposal (and the writing project) 'specified
that six teachers from each of five
consortium schools would be trained. In
addition, each school would provide the
microcomputers for the training and the
writing projecet would involve preparation
meetings with the teachers and follow-up
meetings with them during the following
school year. Prior to submission of the
proposal in late January, all of the above
commitments were obtained and the teachers
to be trained were identified in each of the
five distriects.
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If the proposal had been successful,
the Apoie Foundation would have added
significantly to the hardware and software
inventories of the consortium schools;
however, the consortium was informed in
March that its proposal had not been chosen
for funding. A consortium meeting was '
called following receipt of this information
and after some discussion the attendees
agreed to proceed as planned. Arrangements
had been made and both Dr. Nelms and the
schools had made commitments to the project.
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The summer writing project, carried out
during the summer of 1984, proved to be
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highly successful. One of the consortium
schools was asked to present the writing

B project experience to the American

: Association of Schools Administrators
Conference in July 1985, 1In addition, two
other writing proJject courses were offered
on the same basis and with the same concepts
to other small rural schools during the
summer of 1985,

From this overview, we turn now to a
description of how the computer consultant
worked with the Mid-Missouri Consortium and
how methods of operation for the in-service
training program emerged.
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DEVELOPING THE COMPUTER IN-SERVICE
TRAINING PROGRAM

Common interests and geographic
proximity, more than homogeneity of
districts, were the cohesive bonds bringing
six districts of the Mid-Mis3ouri Small
School Consortium into a working partner-
ship., Linked by a perceived neea to educate
their faculties in computer use, the
districts decided that the highest-priority
use of their jointly employed computer
specialist would be to provide teacher
in-service computer training. Decisions
regarding method, scheduling, and content
were left to the administration of each
individual district end the computer
consultant, Tony Sander.

The First Semester, Spring 1983

As a first step in his new job, the
computer consultant contacted each school
and set up a meeting with the superintendent
and principais to work out an agenda for the
semester. At the initial meeting with each
school, the consultant asked the question:
"What is it that you would like to accomplish
with computers within the rext few months?"
Responses from five of the six initial
schools were identical: to have as many
computer literate teachers as possible, to
make teachers familiar enough with computers
to be able to use them in the classroom, to
be able to use the computer for grading, and
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: to use computers in the Instructional 5
= Management System promoted by the Department ¥
of Education. The administration of the NG

sixth school indicated interest only in B
programming. While the administratorst o
perceptions of specific needs in their own
schools varied, the goals listed above
became the basis for setting up training
sessions with faculty in the member schools.

IS e Tt e L o

In dealing with the individual needs of
participating teachers and distriects, the
consultant divided his time among technical
assistance to teachers and district
administrators, individual and group teacher
instruction, computer introduction to
elementary student classes, and regional
conferences, workshops, ete. (as sources of
computer hardware and software informztion).

For the spring semester of 1983, the
five schools interested in the wider range
of topies followed the foliowing format:

(1) Computer literacy

Participants spent roughly
1 hour learning the terainology
assoclated with computer usage:
CPU, diskettes, disk drives, etec.
Within 1 hour, participants were
given hands-on experience in turning
on the machine, inserting and
removing diskettes, becoming
acquaintad with the keyboard, etc.
The MECC (Minnesota Ecucation
Computer Consortium) demonstration
disk was then used by participants,
With its menu of introdactory
programs, participziits learned to
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(2)

(4)

respond to computer instructions,
use the return or enter key, and
move the cursor., Participants used
the utilities disk to initialize/
format disks, copy diskettes, etc.
Handouts were provided to
participants to aid in their
recollection of these processes.

Software Use

The consultant discussed
support materials provided with
MECC, which included teacher utility
programs, etc. He guided
participants through the software
and encouraged them to use the array
of MECC programs in their
classrooms,

Software Evaluation

The consvltant introduced
software evaluation as a procedure
similar to textbook seiection. The
consultant introduced five software
evaluation instruments using various
nethods and degrees of evaluation,
The first instrument he introduced
was a forced-thoice instrument; the
other instrumeuts allowed the
faculty increasing options with the
fifth instrument being completely
open-ended. The consultant advised
the faculty in defining its software
needs and rating software available
to meet those needs.

Word Prucessing
Faculty participants had the
opportunity to learn one of the
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a several word processing sof*ware
packages available. The consultant
5 assisted the faculty members

‘ individually or in small groups.

(5) Programming

; Those faculty members

; interested in learring the rudiments
’ of programming received introductory
programming instruction. Those
interested in further programming
instruction were encouraged to
enroll in a 5-day summer workshop
provided by the computer consultant.

The rotating schedule set up with the six
participating schools allowed the consultant
approximately 13 days in each school during
th2 spring 1983 semester and was handled
on a rotating basis, with schedules being
rearranged to accommodate varying days per
month of consultant time. Time spent .by the
consultant attending conferences, workshops,
etc., decreased by a small amdunt the total
number of days of direct contact with the
districts, but these activiti:s were essential
for accumulating information on hardware and
software on the consortium's behalf,

The consultant held two 2-day workshops
on the IMS Mastery Management Program and a
5-day workshop on programming at one of the
schools. Faculty members in all consortium
districts were invited to participate. A
total of 45 faculty members/administrators
were enrolled in the 2 IMS workshops; 27
were enrolled in the programming workshop.




In-gervice training with the faculty i
the sixth distriet, whose administration ha
indicated an interest only in programming
instruetion, consisted of a neceassary
introductory session on computers, followed
by small group sessions (of two to five
teachers) on introductory programming.

! Activities in which the consultant

. assisted the State Department of Education

& during the initial semester (spring 1983)
included the following:

(1) Conducted six 1-day introductory
classes for staff members in the
State Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education; these were held
in microcomputer labs at the
University of Missouri and in a
public high school in Columbia.

A total of 125 DESE staff members
participated in these literacy-
oriented introductory courses;

(2) Presented informational sessions on
the computer consortium at three
microcomputer conferences across the
state; and

(3) Provided technical assistance to
DESE staff already using
microcomputers.

Delivery System

While the role of the computer con-
sultant varied somewhat with the individual
needs of each consortium district, there
Wwas greater variation in the in-gervice
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training delivery system. While ohe
district administrator had significant
expertise in educational computer use, the
others' knowledge was limited; commitment to
the use of computers in schools ranged from
a wary reluctance to genuine enthusiasm.
The admini-trators' degree of willingness to
free teack.»s for in-service time varied as
well. Variations in the availability of
hardware and software among the consortium
schools dictated not only the delivery
system used in reachinz teachers but the
extent to which teachers could continue the
learning process on their own.

As the computer consultant
began his scheduled visits with ’ ‘
each district, it became obvious e ’
that a great degree of flexibility ﬁ -
would be necessary in order for him N '
to serve as many teachers as wished M
to participate. With the constraint e o e
of district budgets affecting the MR A
ability to hire substitute teachers
to cover classes or to buy additional
computer hardware and/or software, flexible
scheduling was essential to the success of
the training program. While some adminis-
trators were comfortable with providing
substitute teachers for those faculty
members interested in participating in the
in-serivce training, this a~rangement
limited to some extent both the number of
teachers involved and the amount of time
devoted to in-service training. Other
schools' faculties were asked to use
conference hours for in-service training;
some faculties were asked to attend in-
service sessions before or after school
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hours. Because participation of faculty
members was voluntary~-the districts felt
they could not pay extra compensation to
participating teachers if attendance were
required--all faculty were not involved in
the training program. Participation of
faculty ranged from a low of approximately
60-65% in two distriects to a high of 100%
(plus a Jjanitor) in another district. While
the faculties' entusiasm (or lack of
enthusiasm) for participation did not always
mirror their administrators', administrative
support seemed the critical issue in the
success of the in-service program. In

those cases where administrators gave

vocal support for use of the computer

for instructional purposes or for serious
implementation of the Instructional
Management System, faculty members actively
sought assistance in computer use.

Method of Instruction

The method of instruction also varied by
individual district need. Classes of 15
teachers, small groups of 2 to 5, individual
assistance, and combinations of all 3 were
used in providing faculty members with
computer instruction. In all cases, however,
the aim was for teachers to have hands-on
experience with computers during each phase of
instruction. Instructional methods emphasized
putting the teacher in a position of operating
the computer as soon as possible. While the
consultant used handouts in some cases,
instruction covering the five in-service
topics was mostly verbal, accompanied by
immediate application on the computer. The
consultant geared individual instruction to
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‘ prior knowledge of computers, 10% reported
having good or very good nrior computer
knowledge, and the remaining half reported
either fair or poor prior knowledge of

i 23
£ 3
! meet the specific needs of each teacher- G
: participant within the parameters set by the |
: administrators for the-in-service topics. §§
3 . N
X The consultant adapted the level of 3
E sophistication of the in-service program to P
: the individual teacher's experience with 5
; computers. As determined in a follow-up Aﬁﬁ
: survey of in-service participants, 40% of ‘gﬁ
: participating teachers reported having no iﬁ%
I

computers.
Again, because of _he voluntary nature

of the in-service program and ‘because of 7]
class conflicts and time contraints, the éﬁ
number of actual hours of in-service =
training varied by teacher. Of the 235 i
participants across the 6 districts during v&%
the spring semester of 1983, 66 (28%) were o3
involved in only 1 to 5 hours of computer g
in-service training; 101 (43%) in 6 to 10 N
hours; 33 (14%) in 11 to 15 hours; and 8 ]
(3%) in 16 to 20 hours. (Twenty-seven '§
participants (12%) did not report their e
at tendance on the follow-up evaluation ‘a2
f‘or'm.) .'l:’?.
{
Perhaps as important as the amount of g
time the teachers spent in in-service -1
sessions was the time they spent outside the gi
training sessions practicing and perfecting «%@
their computer skills. More than two-thirds Z%
of the teachers reported spending additional P
time outside in-service hours. While 36% Yk
spent from 1 to 5 additional hours; 18% G
45 5
_**"i:
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spent from 6 to 10 extra hours.
Approximately 15% (34 participants) spent
more than 16 hours on the computer outside
in-service training time.

Individual Instruction. Beginning with
computer literacy and proceeding through
software use and evaluation, word process-
ing, and programming, the consultant met
with each teacher who was interested in any
or all phases of the in-service program. If
any interested teacher could not participate
in a particular group session or required
additional individual assistance, the con-
sultant arranged to meet with that teacher
at any mutually convenient time, usually
during scheduled conference hours of the
school day. In one school this meant the
informal replication of each workshop topic
six to seven times during each of the
consul tant's scheduled weekly visits.

Group Instruction. Because of greater
efficiency in the use of the consultant's
time, group instruction was arranged
wherever class scheduling, teacher substitu-
tion, mutual conference hours, or block time
allowed. Further restrictions on group
instruction included the number of computers
each district had available and the
restricted use of "special~purpose"
computers, which eliminated their
multipurpose use as training machines.

Technical Assistance
The computer hardware and software

varied greatly in type and quantity by
district. The consultant first inventoried
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what computers, peripherals, and software
each district had accumulated, where they
were physically located, and how they were
being used. Some districts had taken
advantage of vocational agriculture and/or
special education monies to purchase
equipment. Others, seeing the coming of (or
being caught in the middle of) the computer
age, had purchased equipment for various
other or multipurpose uses. After
determining each district's availability of
hardware and assessing both faculty and
administrative hardware needs given the
immediate goals of the district, the

consul tant recommended additional purchases
to the superintendent. The computer

consul tant's knowledge of various systems
and recommendations as to exactly which
brand and model of hardware best fit the
individual district's needs greatly
simplified the selection process. The
breadth of the computer consultant's
knowledge and his ability to quickly acquire
information also greatly aided participating

districts in choosing software to meet their
specific needs.

The consultant also offered technical
assistance to those few teachers who had
some programming capabilities but needed
help in overcoming programming barriers,
debugging programs, perfecting programs,
etc. He served as a ready resource person
to anyone using computers in the
participating districts.

The consultant offered advice in
setting up computer labs for both teacher
and student use. He stressed the mobility
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of machines as a prerequisite for classroom
use and recommended that machines be set on
mobile carts. He suggested check-out
procedures be established for equipment
stored or located in libraries or other
centralized locations.

He provided technical assistance to
teachers on special«~purpose computer
programs--such as vocational agriculture's
spreadsheet and accounting programs--and to
secretarial and administrative staff on
computerized class scheduling, student
at tendance, library circulation, achievement
test analysis, student databanks, sports
data, student records, fiscal accounting,
payroll, budget planning, bus scheduling,
and special-purpose word processing.

Introducing Computers to Elementary
Claassroons

In one school, because of limited
teacher interest in using computers in
classroom instruction, the consultant
scheduled time to bring one or more
computers into each regular elementary
classroom. Along with an introduction to
the computer and a discussion of the
rudiments of how computers worked, each
class participated in a software program
which allowed each student hands-on time
with the computer. The consultant used
programs such as "Lemonade" in which each
student had a chance to input information
into the computer and to see the results of
his/her input.
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By introducing elementary students
to the computer, the consultant hoped to
create teacher interest in using the
computer for instructional purposes. The
exercise served to challenge some of the
preconceived notions the teachers had about
difficulty of use, inappropriateness of
computers to sub ject matter, durability of
the machines, and quantities of hardware
needed to allow all students access to the
machines. Because the consultant carefully
structured his demonstration to include the
entire class in some portions of the
exercise and set up "stations" that involved
individual use during other parts of the
exercise, many teachers quickly gained an
appreciation for the "station" learning
concept, which frees the teacher to devote
time to specific individuals or small groups
while others "self-direct" their computer
work. The consultant used the c¢lasses to
preview various MECC (Minnesota Education
Computer Consortium) software programs for
the appropriateness of subject matter and
class level; again, tnese exercises
contributed not only to students skill
acquisition-~ but nerhaps more importantly--
also contributed to teacher awareness and
acceptance. The consultant and elementary
principal saw an attitude change among the
elementary faculty with respect to computer
use in the classroom; the number of teacher
requests for computers in the classroom soon
greatly outnumbered the computers available
for use in the school.
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Accumulating Hardware and Software
Information

Being most familiar with Apple computer
hardware, the consultant made an effort to
gain specific information on other major
branis of computer hardware. Some schools
had previously made a commitment to a
particular brand while others had several
different brands and models on hand. The
consultant found it necessary to become
familiar with the different machines in
order to serve the needs of all districts.
While utilizing the considerable literature,
manuals, journals, and trade magazines
available, the consultant also found
regional conferences, workshops, etc., to be
a major source of information on computer
use in the school and related topiecs.
Taking advantage of proximity, the
consultant also sought advice and assistance
from various faculty specialists at UMC.
While the small amount of time he spent
attending conferences and following up on
information leads outside the districts did
not directly lead to improved district
computer use, it was nonetheless considered
an essential part of his role as consultant.
Conferences attended by the consultant
inecluded the MECC Conference in Minnesota
and the Rural Educatior Conference in
Kansas, as well as other in-state workshops
and meetings.

In-Service Training, 1983-84
Following the first semester's

in-service training program and suumer
workshops conducted by the consultant,
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the six consortium superintendents met to
discuss their plans for the coming 1983-84
school year. Five of the six districts
agreed to retain the consultant for an
additional year to provide continued
technical computer assistance and assist
in implementation of a computerized
instructional management system in the
schools. The sixth district, which had
earlier indicated interest in programming
instruction only, felt that its needs had
largely been served and--citing the distance
between itself and the other consortium
members--decided not to participate in the
Joint hiring of the computer consultant
during the coming school year. The State
Department of Education expressed interest
in continuing as the sixth member of the
consortium.

Goals for the 1983-8Y4 school year for
the remaining five consortium districts
included:

(1) emphasis on use of the computer for
instructional management purposes,

(2) word processing for teachers and
office staff, and

(3) classroom computer use with an
emphasis on MECC software programs.

The agenda with the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE)
included:

(1) consultant presentations at
microcomputer conferences,
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(2) technical assistance to DESE staff
using mierocomputers,

(3) assistance in procurement of additional
hardware, and

(4) computer training for secretarial staff
in one DESE section.

The consultant's schedule during the
1983-84 school year was as follows:

Monday  --Ashland (switched with Glasgow
mid-year)

Tuesday --Hallsville

Wednesday--Glasgow (switched with Ashland
mid-year,

Thursday --Fayette and Centralia (spent
two consecutive days in
alternating weeks)

Friday --Fayette and Centralia (spent
two consecutive days in
alternating weeks)

DESE --as needed basis

Time spent per day by the consultant in
each district averaged from 7 1/2 to 8
hours.
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EVALUATING THE IN-SERVICE TRAINING PROGRAM

As part of the evaluation of the
consortium, a survey was conducted at the
end of the spring 1983 in-service computer
training program with those faculty members
and administrators who had participated.
Various faculty members from UMC provided
assistance in design of the survey and
analysis of the data. Two hundred forty-
s8ix teachers and administrative staff in the
six schools of the MMSSC (more than 80%)
responded to the self-administered
questionnaire. Eleven of the 2Uu6
respondents were administrators who
did not attend the in-service sessions.

Participant Characteristics

Of those responding to the iIn-service
questionnaire, 26% were from Hallsville; 21%
from Fayette; 21% from Centralia; 13% from
Glasgow; 11% from Ashland; and 8% from St.
Elizabeth, as shown in Table 2.
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Table 2

Faculty Participation in
In-Service Training Evaluation

; District # %

Ashland 2 11.4
Hallsville 63 25.6
Glasgow 32 13.0
Centralia 52 21.1
Fayette 51 20.8
St. Elizabeth 20 8.1

Total 246 100.0

Of the respondents, 44% were elementary
teachers, 30% taught in high school, 20%
were middle school teachers, and 5% were
administrators or other staff, as shown in

Table 3.
Table 3
Faculty Status of Respondents

Status # %

Elementary Teachers 104 43,5

High School Teachers 74 30.1

Junior High School Teachers 50 20.3

Administrative & Other Staff 11 4,5

(Missing Data) (4) (1.6)

Total 266 100.0 %
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As shown in Table 4, 68% of the
: respondents reported having 10 years or less
teaching experience.
Table 4
Years of Teaching Experierce
Years # X
0-5 years 76 32.3
6-10 years 85 36.2
11-15 years 44 18.7 i
156-20 years 15 6.4
Over 20 years 15 5.4 g
( .,“.,s:,
Total 255+ 100.0 . I"%
R
*Non-teaching adninistrators were eliminated e
, from this table. K
;3
ppd
NI
: S
cemale respondents comprised 80% of the i
respondents as shown in Table 5. R
4
Table 5 k-
Sex of Respor.fents é
Category # %
Male 8 19.5 &
Female 193 78.5 s
| (Missing data) (5) (2.0) 5
r _25;,;}
Total 246 100.0 iy
&
i
3 66
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Obviously, participant characteristics
varied sorewhat by district. The variation
in the mumber of participants reporting
prior knowledge of computers by district was
particularly important. Participants who
reported having some knowledge of computers
ranged from 10% in one district to U43% in
another. Participants spending additional
computer time outside in-service hours
ranged from a low of 49% in one district to
a high of 100% in another.

Participant Rating of In-Service Sections

The five major areas covered in the in-
service sessions were evzluated separately,
as shown in Table 6. The "Introduction to
Computers" section was popular. Of the in-
service participants responding, 85% rated
the "Introduction™ section as "good," "very
good," or "excellent"; only 53% similarly
rated the "Programming™ section. Very
little difference existed among the
participants' evaluations of the "Software
Evaluation," "Examination of Software," and
"Wordprocessing" sections. They each
received positive responses from roughly
two-thirds of the participants.

Effect of Number of In-Service Hours Spant
by Teachers on Level of Satisfaction

The positive rating of all in-service
topics generally increased as the number of
in-service hours spent by participants
increased. The most marked increase was
seen on Topic 5, "Programming"; only U40% of
those spending 1-5 hours in training rated
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Table 6 1

Participant Rating of In-Service Topics

Topic Excellent vVery Good Good Fair Pooxr

oo ST

-
Ey

Topic 1:
Introduction to Computers 16.0% 32.9% 35.6% 13.7% 1.8%

Topic 2:
Software Evaluation 4.4% 18.6X 42.2% 28.9% 5.9%

ST
e, e 30 A G

ton'an Hgn

Topic 3:
Examination of Software 8.% 24.1% 31.3% 2.7% 6.7%

'
.
S T
o poante Lk A R

Topic 4:
Word Precessing 12.7% 24.9% 29.5% 23.7% 9.%

e

Topic 5:
Programing 5.8% 16.0% 31.4% 32.7% 14,1%
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the topic positively, while 88% of those
involved in 16-20 hours training so rated
it.

¥

pevpteey

Spending additional computer time
outside in-service training hours
contributed to a greater satisfaction with
all segments of the in-service training
program with the exceptior of 'programming,
in which there was a slight decrease in
satisfaction among those spending a small
amount (1-5 hours) outside training time
over those who spent no outside time with
computers. This may logically relate to a
greater frustration level with initial use
of the computer.
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P
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The peak satisfaction level for the
topics of software and word processing came
among those spending between 11-15 hours
outside in-service time, perhaps indicating
a lesser need for additional practice time
in these areas.

For those who spent the time necessary
to develop their programming skills, the
evaluation shows that in-service training in
this area met with a high level of
satisfaction.
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Effect of Years' Teaching Experience on
Satisfaction with In-Service Training

SN

Satisfaction with the "Introduction®
and "Programming® topics increased with
number of years' veaching experience. A

o ¥y 3k LS
e, KIRRERL e n

positive evaluation of the "Introduction"

topic was given by 80% of those with 5 or

fewer years' teaching exrerience, while 93% ,@ﬁ
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of those with over 20 years experience so
rated it. While the satisfaction level with
the programming topic was generally less
across all categories of participants,
nearly two-thirds of those with more than 15
years' experience rated it positively--
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"excellent," "very good," or "good." ;g

It is of interest that those with 5 or &
fewer years' teaching experience were vy
generally less likely to rate any topic ﬁﬁ
positively than those with greater oo
experience. An exception to this was the &
rating of the "Word Processing" topic in which ;i§
approximately 70% of those with 15 or fewer it
years' experience rated it positively, while %5

only slightly over half of those with more
than 15 years' experience so rated it.

The participant evaluation of each in-
service training topic broken down by number
of hours spent in in-service trainirg,
number of hours spent outside training time,
and number of years' teaching experience can
be seen in tables B-1 through B-5 in
Appendix B.
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The ultimate goal of the in-service
training program, of course, was to have the
districts utilize the computers and software
that they already had, as well as the items
that were purchased during the training
phase.

Computer Use in the Classroom

One measure of success of the in-
service training program is the extent to
which those involved subsequently used the
computer in the classroom. Table 7 shows
that of the survey respondents, 179 (73%)
reported that they had already used or had
plans to use the computer in the classroom.

Table 7

Teacher Use
Microcomputers in the Classroom

Have already used Plan to use

computers in the computers in

classroom the classroom
Responses # % # %
Yes 5 24,1 12 72.8
No 176  75.9 46 7.2
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After elimination of the 15 administrators
and nonteaching staff from the 246
respondents, the rate of past or planned
usage rises to 78%.

The likelihood of use of the computer
in the classroom increased with the number
of hours spent outside training time. Only
5% of those having.spent no computer time in
addition to in-service training reported
having used a computer in the classroom,
while 65% of those spending more than 15
hours outside training time reported having
already used the computer in the classroom.
Similarly, the percent of teacher-
participants planning future use of the
computer in the classroom ranged from 67%
among those spending no time outside in-
service training to 81% of those spending
more than 10 hours additional computer time.
It can be inferred that virtually all of
those involved in more thaa 10 hours
computer time outside in-service training
had used or planned to use computers as a
teaching tool. Cause and effect cannot be
clearly weighed here--those teachers having
a prior commitment to computerized instruc-
tion would be more likely to spend addition-
al time in polishing their computer skills
for use in the classroom; conversely, those
teachers spending additional time would
likely be more comfortable with the computer
and therefore more likely to use it in the
classroom.
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Extent of Post In-Service Computer Use Among

Participating Districts 4

; While all participating listricts had a R
; small amount of hardware at the beginning of %
v the in-service training--indeed use of that 5
' equipment was their reason for hiring a ;%%
collective consultant--use of that hardware =

was very limited in all but one school. )

Table 8 shows, by distriect, that computer ;jé

usage at the end of the 1983-84 school year wﬁg

VI

ranged from instructional use in the class-
room to widespread administrative use; from

gw*

¥
~

out-of-class teacher use to computerizing ’ﬁ%
library holdings; and from formatting school .3
newspapers to recording sports statisties. ﬁ%
e

Instructional Uses X
&

Instructional use of the computer in ,3§

the classroom varied from district to e
district but a significant increase in the %é
number of teachers using a computer in the 'é
classroom across all districts was N
attributed to the teacher in-service E
training. Courses in BASIC programming ok
language or introductory computer literacy *é
classes were offered in all five high 4
schools; PASCAL or FORTRAN programming ’3
classes were also offered in two schools. ?ég
Teacher Uses Out of Class %
3

Teachers made ample use of the computer _é

in other areas as well. Teacher use of P!
computers for word processing and for grade 4
record keeping was extensive across all <g

districts. Vocational agriculture teachers
in eacin district used the computer for
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Table 8

Post Inservice Use of Computers--
Hid-Missourl Small Schools Computer Consortium

COMPUTERS USED FOR Ashland Hallsville Glasgow Centralia Fayetts
Classroom instruction X X X X X
) BASIC/computer 1iteracy X X be X be
N class in high school
@ PASCAL/FORTRAN X X
i programming class
‘ Teacher Word Processing X X X X X
. (tests, etc.)
5 Teacher grade books X X X X X
Teacher programming X X
Ag. dept. spreadsheet/ X X X X X
data base management
Library
~-circulat fon X
~~overdue notices X

Administrative office use

--word precessing X X X X
—~mail merge X
~-acoounting X X X
~-payroll X »
--budget planning X '
--gCtivity accounts X P
Class scheduling X X X ?
Class attendance 1984-85 X 198485 B
Student dat ‘iles X 1964-85 ;
’ Student permanent. records X i
Camputer-printed X f
grade cards ~;f_j§
Instructional Management X X X X §
Bus scheduling x
Inventory control Ag. Shop f
only ) j‘
IEP records x X ‘
Achievement test analysis X X i
School newspaper X X ;
School sport statistics X b4 X i
153
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spreadsheet or database management applica-
tions, or both. Teachers in two schools used
the computer for programming. Teachers in
four of the schools began to use Mastery
Management Software in conjunction with the
Instructional Mangagement Program promoted
by the State Department of Education.

Library Uses

One school computerized its library
holdings and circulation activities; another
used the computer to keep track of and print
overdue notices.

Administrative Uses

Administrative use of the computer for
word processing was widespread in four
districts; three districts computerized
their accounting procedures. One distrint
made use of the computer for mail merge,
payroll, and budget planning; a second
district handled activity accounts and
printed grade cards via computer. Three
districts implemented computerized class
scheduling and recorded class attendance via
computer; one district used the computer to
assist in bus routing and scheduling.
Student data files were handled by computer
in two of the schools; one school maintained
student permanent records on the computer.

Cther Computer Uses

One or more of the schools also put the
computer to work tracking the vocational
agricultural inventory, maintaining
Invididualized Educational Program (IEP)
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records, analyzing achievement tests,
formatting and printing the school
newspaper, and recording school athletic
statisties.

Effect of In-Service Training on Hardware
and Software Acquisition

Computer hardware has increased greatly
since the beginning of the program both in
type and quantity, showing a substantial
commitment to educational computerization.
Starting with a combined inventory of 28
central processing units (CPUs) in December
of 1982, the seven schools had 97 CPUs by
the end of summer 1984, a period of only
1 1/2 years. This 350% increase in hardware
was accompanied by increased acquisition of
software and peripherals as well.

Diffusion of the Consortium Concept

Based on the success and enthusiasm for
the MMSSC consortium concept and program,
the DESE Director of Curriculum Supervision
arranged for a discussion of the concept at
a state meeting of school administrators in
August 1983. Interested schools were
invited to attend an informal discussion of
the concept. Approximately 50 small school
administrators attended the meeting which
included presentations by the Director of
Curriculum Supervision, the Director of the
UMC Office of Social and Economic Data
Analysis (the consortium's UMC representa-
tive), and the consortium's computer
consultant. Those in attendance were
encouraged to consider the idea further
and to let DESE know if they would like
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additional information. The Director of
Curriculum Supervision intended to use a
part of the computer consultant's time

commitment to DESE to follow up with any
nascent consortia.

By late fall 1983. two other clusters
of rural schools in central Missouri had
comnunicated an interest in organizing a
computer consortium. Subsequent meetings
were scheduled among those districts in
January 1984 to begin the process of
consortium formation. The focus in both
groups was on instructional applications of
computer technclogy. Both clusters
organized themselves into consortia,
employed computer specialists, and became
operational during the spring of 1984, The
two new consortia were composed of four and
six member schools respectively and included
schools with similar enrollments and
community sizes to those involved in the
MMSSC. As in the case of the MMSSC, some
assistance in consortium formation,
operation, and funding was provided by
McREL, UMC, and the DESE.

s
i3k

. A e~ R I PR
T e | " B et 4
" Spled s e

g,k SRR SN

T
873 o

g

Lok e
SR et

u e w8 T AN i AR

W EL

4

ey

-

One of these newly formed consortia
indicated an additional interest in a s
broader range of adaptive technologies for 3
smaller rural schools. These schools were
essentially concentrated in one highly
agricultural county. All schools were small )
and had severe curriculum constraints as a :
result of their small number of stuients and
teaching faculty. Following up on this
interest, representatives from McREL and UMC
spent 2 days in February 1985 visiting these
schools and holding subsequent meetings with
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administrators. Several innovations, mostly
involving shared services, were discussed
and some~-including a videotaped/independent
study Spanish course--were implemented
¢uring the 1984-85 school year.
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SUMMARY

We have drawn certain conclusions about
factors pertinent to the operation of a
consortium of small schools from the
experience of the Mid-Missouri Small School
Consortium. We offer these in a general
form although there are specific experiences
from the MMSSC that reinforce each of them.
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Principles of Operation Suggested From
Experience With School Consortia
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1. PURPOSE--A consortium may be orgi:nized
for any purpose where there is a clear
advantage to cooperation and/or pooling
funds. Consortia are also an effective
means of attracting supplementary
funding. Some kinds of consortium
arrangements sucn as athletic
conferences have been a standard method
of operation for many years.
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2. NUMBER OF MEMBERS-~Consortia seem to
work best with at least three, but no
more than seven or eight member
districts.

W

MEMBER LOCATION--The geographic
proximity of cooperating districts
facilitates more frequent meetings and
makes it easier to share a service or
program.
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4, MEMBER SIZE--Consortia seem to work best
if the member schools are of similar
\ size. Schools of approximately the same
Iy size in the same region tend to have
similar problems that might te
effectively addressed by cooperation.
Even if large schools have similar
problems, they tend to have different
methods and resources than small
schools.

e

5. ORGANIZATION--A consortium does not
require any formal organization; in
fact, it seems to work best when it
remains informal.

6. LEADERSHIP--A consortium does not
require a formal leader, but it seems to
work best when the superintendent

34 X,
ST, w:’»’- R  ~fea

represents each member school in the i
consortium. One superintendent might be gﬁ
"elected" to serve as chair or convener. f§
Even if other school personnel are e
involved in the consortium, the success f§§
of consortium activities seems to be gt
enhanced when the superintendent takes g
an active role and represents the school 2
at consortium meetings. &
7. FINANCES--If the consortium pools funds
from each school to hire a specialist, e%
purchase equipment, etec., it seems to i
work best if one school agrees to serve o}
as fiscal agent, employing district, :
| etce. Under that agreement each district §
; contributes an agreed amount to the .
| fiscal agent school, which then takes <
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responsibility for paying consortium
bills, accounting for funds, etc.

If the consortium hires personnel,
it seems to work best if one district
officially employs the person with an
agreement about how the person's time
will be allocated among districts.

FREQUENCY OF MEETINGS--Consortia seem
to work best if there are frequent
meetings (especially in the formative
stage) of the superintendents of the
consortium schools. Frequent meetings--~
providing there is an agenda to deal
with-~tend to reinforce support for the
consortium activity and maintain the
cooperative working relationship
essential to consortium effectiveness.

Meetings not only tend to keep the
consortium idea on track but also lead
to new ideas and areas of collaboration.

OUTSIDE RESOURCES--While not essential,
experience with several consortia
suggests that the consortium tends to be
more effective if it takes advantage of
outside resource persons from colleges,
the state department of education,
public agencies, etc., who can work
with the consortium toward accomplish-
ing its obJectives. Experience has
also shown that such resource persons
are often willing to work with a
consortium whereas they might be less
willing to work with an individual
school.
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Developing an ongoing relationship
with resource persons or organizations
seems to also contribute to consortium
longevity and better access to pertinent
information, programs, materials,
services, etc. :

Other Observations

A consensus in the literature and the
favorable experiences of the MMSSC tend to
support some of the following basic tenets of
the Mid-Missouri model: (1) the size of the
districts involved-~their relative smallness~-
may have contributed to their success in .
implementing electronic technology; (2) the
banding together of individual districts in a
mutually beneficial, collaborative effort made
the undertaking more financially and
programmatically feasible; (3) teacher in-
service training, as a first step in making
teachers comfortable and knowledgeable about
computers in an educational setting, seems
to be a prerequisite to the successful use
of technology in schools; (4) the Jjoint
hiring of a staff person to conduct the in~
service training onsite further contributed
to the extended use of computers in the
c¢lassroom; (5) while a small amount of
outside monies was used by the consortium,
it was the consortium distriasts which
undertook the financial obligations and
technological commitments, therefore
increasing their commitment to the project's
"success"; and (6) the availability and use
of university and other outside agency
personnel allowed the consortium widespread
access to valuable information and other
resources.,
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Costs in Relation to¢ Benefits
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In the end, determining educational costs
in relation to benefits most often must be
reduced to a subjective analysis of the degree
’ of satisfaction among the reciplents. Was it
: worth what it cost? While we did not
undertake a formal analysis of this question,
one can point to the continued satisfaction of
the districts with the concept and methods
employed, and the continued existence of the
consortium. As can be seen from the
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evaluation and post in-service use of the "iﬁ
computer, a demonstrable change certainly et
occurred both in the capabilities of the ’;ﬁ
faculties and in the acquisition and use LQ%
of ~omputer hardware and software. While we B
can't say that no one district could or would %
have undertaken the financial obligation of g
hiring a full-time computer specialist, the
collaboration of multiple districts made the
endeavor much more affordable to distriets of
limited means and allowed a much more timely
entry into the world of educational computer
technology.
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APPENDIX A

CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES
FORMING THE
MID-MISSOURI SMALL SCHOOLS CONSORTIUM

The seven schools represented at the
origiral meeting which formed the consortium
are located in the central Missouri area.
The two most prominent towns in central
Missouri are Columbia--home of the
University of Missouri (62,000 population)--
and 30 miles to the south, Jefferson City
(34,000 population), the state capital. The
Missouri DESE is located in Jefferson City.
Jefferson City and Columbia are the two
ma jor centers of employment in the region as
well. Interstate 70 crosses the state from
St. Louis to Kansas City and runs through
Columbia, Columbia is 125 miles from both
Kansas City and St. Louis. Agriculture is
prominent throughout the region although the
regional economy is fairly mixed.

The region is not sparsely populated,
although with the exception of Columbia and
Jefferson City, it is predominantly rural.
Small towns that once primarily served the
needs of farmers are located about 8 to 10
miles apart throughout the region. There
were once many more small towns but a large
number of these have diminished into small
villages with hardly any local services.
School consolidation 20 years ago was one of
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the factors ‘¢chat led to the decline of these
small communities.

Detailed information on characteristics
of the six schools that combined to form the
consortium appears in Tables A-1 and A-2.
The towns in which the schools are located
range in population from 302 to 3,537.
Among the comunities, only Centralia and
" wvette have populations in excess of 1,500,
g 3chools are all a result of past consol-
iaations and range from 326 to 1,157 in
K-12 enrollment. The number of teaching
faculty range from a low of 23 in St.
Elizabeth to a high of 70 in Centralia.
Stvdents per teacher range from 10 in
Glasgnw to 16 in Hallsville and Centralia.

Among the communities, Glasgow and
St. Elizabeth are best described as farming
communities. Centralia is a mixed farming
and manufacturing community. Hallsville and
Ashland are surrounded by farms but depend
heavily on commuting to employment in
Columbia and Jefferson City. Fayette is
also a farming community, but is the county
seat and has a small liberal arts college.
Acco:ding to 1980 census data reported by
rchool districts, per capita income in each
of the comaunities is slightly below the
state average.

It has been emphasized elsewhere that
proximity can be a factor in the successful
operation of a consortium. That has proven
to be the case for MMSSC. Of the seven
original schools, the one which did not
become a consortium member--Macks Creek~-was
located 60 miles to the south and west of
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Jefferson City and was at least that far
from St. Elizabeth, the next closest

consortium member. Aside from St.
Elizabeth, which is 20 miles south of the
state capital, the only other school south
of Columbia is Ashland, which is halfway
between Columbia and Jefferson City--15
miles from each. The remaining four schools
are much more concentrated north of
Columbia. It is understandable for distance
reasons that Macks Creek chose not to
participate in the consortium and that St.
Elizabeth did not continue beyond the first
year. The five schocls that continued into
the second year were in much closer
proximity, their athletic teams often
competed although they were not all of the
same size, and they had oft=n coordinat~d
activities in the past.
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Table A-1

Populations and School Enrollments of Consortium Communities

School Earollment

Community Population* Elem. Jr. High Sr. High Total
Centralia 3,537 443 332 382 1157
Hallsville 453 405 250 257 922
Fayette 2,966 249 217 243 709
Ashland 1,028 361 324 685
Glasgow 1,337 220 158 358
St. Elizabeth 302 164 162 326

*Based on 1980 Figures
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Table A-2

Number of Teachers and Student-Teacher Ratio in Consortium Communities

Teachers Ratio of Students
Community Grades K-12 Per Teacher
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Centralia 70 16
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PARTICIPANT RATINGS O IN-SERVICE TRAINING TOPICS #
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BY OTHER VARIABLES

Table B-1

P

Participant Rating of
"Introduction to Computers™ (Topic 1)
by Other Variables

vl SE
DS AEN

-————-Participant Rating------
"Excellent "

'y

Rt

"Very Good,"
or "Good"

"Fair®

"Poor"

Hrs. spent in in-
service training
1-5
6-10
11 - 15
16 - 20

Hrs. spent outside
training time

0

l1-5
6 -10
11 - 15
Over 15

No. years teaching
experience

0-5
6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20
Over 20

X
81.5
84.8
8.4

100.0

69.5
84.8
100.0
83.3
$5.2

79.7
86.5
8l.6
92.9
92.9

X
13.0
14.1
15.6

0.0

5.4
13.9
0.0
16.7
3.8

17.4
12.2
15.8
7.1
7.1

5.1
1.3
0.0
G.0
0.0

2.9
1.4
2.6
c.0
0.0
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Table B-2

Participant Rating of
nSoftware Evaluation" (Topic 2)
by Other Vvariables

----- -Participant Rating------
"Excellent,”
"Very Good,"
or "Good" "rair" "Poor"
Hrs. spent In in-
service training % . %
1-5 6.4 25.0 13.6
6 - 10 69.1 28.7 2.1
11 - 15 66.7 7.3 6.1
16 - 20 75.0 25.0 0.0
Hrs. spent outside 4
training time
0 54,0 32.0 14,0
1 -5 70.1 27.3 2.6
6 - 10 67.5 30.0 2.5 2
11 - 15 100.0 0.0 0.0
15 - 20 66.7 16.7 16." E
Over 20 65.0 35.0 0.0 1
No, years teaching R
experience "
0-5 57.8 34,4 7.3
6 - 10 68.1 24.6 7.2 &
11 -15 €8.6 8.6 2.8 ’-‘
16 - 20 61.5 38.5 0.0 ‘.,
Over 20 71.4 8.6 0.0 {
4
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Table B-3

Gios Ty

Participant Rating of
"Examination of Software" (Topic 3)
by Other Variables

g

3 35 1o

----- -Participant Rating-~---- LR
"Excellent,” S
"Very Good," ,f’
or "Good" "Fair"  "poor T4
Hrs. spent in in- B
service training % % X %%
1-5 58.5 %.8 14.6 B
6 - 10 64.8 30.8 4.4 =3
11 - 15 .5 31.3 6.3 &
16 - 20 85.7 14.2 0.0 75
Hrs, spent outside
training time
0 50,0 32.6 17.4
1-5 68.4 30.3 1.3
6 -10 75.7 18.9 5.4
11 - 15 93.3 16.7 0.0
16 - 20 6C.0 40.0 0.0
Over 20 55.0 35.0 10.0
No. years teaching
experience
0-5 S1.7 3%6.2 12.1
6 ~10 73.9 23.2 2.9
11 - 15 64.7 2.5 8.8
16 - 20 58.3 41,7 0.0
Over 20 58.3 41.7 0.0
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Table B-4

Participant Rating of
"Word Processing" (Topic 4)
by Other Variables

¢

"Excellent,"
"Very Good,"

or "Good" "air"

"Poor™

Hrs. spent in in.

service training % ¥

1-5

6 - 10
11 - 15
16 - 20

Hrs., spent outside
training time

0
l1-5
6 -10
11 -15
16 - 20
Over 20

No. years teaching
experience

0-5
6 -10
11 - 15
16 - 20
Over 20

%

66.7
63.6
.4
.4

57.1
64.7
7.0
83.3
75.0
77.8

68.6
69.4
70.4
54.5
386.3

31.4
23.5
18.9
16.7
2.0
16.7

21.6
21.0
18.5
45.5
33.3

13.9
9.1
10.3
0.0

11.4
11.8
8.1
0.0
0.0
5.6

9.8
9.6
11.1
0.0
8.3
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Table B-5

e

LN
L
A

T
[YRIIO®;

Participant Rating of
"Programming” (Topic 5)
by Other Variables

At

>
'y

N s
e KR

¥

! :_:stw

“
pd
Sy e

----=-Participant Rating-«----

"Excellent,n

"Very Good,"

or "Good" "Fair" 'Poor”
Hrs. spent in in- ‘

service training % % %

1-5 40.0 %.0 20.0 f
6 - 10 44.9 36.2 18.8 3

LBAG

& it

-
53

11 - 15 a.3 2.0 9.7 ;;g
16 -20 87.5 12,5 0.0 S

Hrs. spent outside e
training time

0 46.9 34,4 18.8

l1-5 42.1 43.9 14.0

10 9.5 27.0 13.5

15 60.0 40.0 0.0

16 - 20 50.0 0.0 50.0
20 88.2 5.9 5.9
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2,

No. years teaching
experience
0-5 50.0 ».l 1C.9
6 - 10 47.1 37.3 15.7
11 - 15 57.1 21.4 21.4
16 - 20 63.6 18.2 18.2
Over 20 &3.6 6.4 0.0
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