
INFORMATION TO USERS

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the 
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material 
submitted.

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction.

1.The sign or “target” for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is “Missing Page(s)”. If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating 
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity.

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an 
indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of 
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete 
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame.

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo­
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in “sectioning” 
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand comer 
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with 
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again-beginning 
below the first row and continuing on until complete.

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by 
xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and 
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our 
Dissertations Customer Services Department.

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we 
have filmed the best available copy.

University
Microfilms

International
3 0 0  N. ZEEB R O A D . ANN A R B O R , Ml 4 8 1 0 6  
18 B E D F O R O  ROW, LONDON WC1R 4 E J ,  E N G LA N D



8 0 0 1 5 7 8

|PETERS * LINDA SUE
! A STUDY TD IDENTIFY THE VARIABLES WHICH 

INFLUENCE THE IN S T IT U T IO N A L IZ A T IO N  OF 
INCENTIVE—FUNDED INNOVATIVE PROJECTS IN  |

> VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RELATED AREAS IN  i
I M ICHIGAN. ]
f ■ ^

MICHIGAN STATE U N IV E R S IT Y ,  P H . D . ,  1979

I • i
! I

I
IfWfcrdrams I

International m o n . z e e b  r o a d , a n n  a r b o r , m i  4b i o b

Universito
M icitxilms

International
300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR. Ml 48106



A STUDY TO IDENTIFY THE VARIABLES WHICH INFLUENCE 

THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF INCENTIVE-FUNDED INNOVATIVE 

PROJECTS IN VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RELATED AREAS IN MICHIGAN

by

Linda Sue Pe te rs

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to 
Michigan S t a te  Univers i ty  

in p a r t i a l  f u l f i l l m e n t  o f  the  requirements  
f o r  the  degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

College of Education

1979



ABSTRACT

A STUDY TO IDENTIFY THE VARIABLES WHICH INFLUENCE THE 
INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF INCENTIVE-FUNDED INNOVATIVE PROJECTS IN 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION RELATED AREAS IN MICHIGAN

by

Linda Sue Peters

Statement of  the  Problem

The problem in t h i s  study was to determine th e  v a r iab le s  which i n f l u ­

ence the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  incentive-funded innovations in vocat ional  

education.

The following research  quest ions were s e t  fo r th :

1. What f a c to r s  encourage incentive-funded innovative 
p ro je c t s  to  become i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  in to  regu la r  
school opera t ions?

2. What f a c to r s  discourage the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
o f  innovatives so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  does 
not occur?

Purposes of  the  Study

The f i r s t  purpose of t h i s  study was to  provide information to  in d i ­

v idua ls  from local  school d i s t r i c t s  who a re  consider ing  i n i t i a t i n g  

incentive-funded p ro je c t s .  The s tudy i d e n t i f i e d  major v a r ia b le s  which 

in f luence  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Such information can be used by school 

adm in is t ra to rs  and p r o j e c t  planners as a guide so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l ­

iz a t io n  wil l  most l i k e l y  occur, i f  t h a t  i s  the  des i red  end.

A second purpose was to  provide scholars  and s tuden ts  o f  planned 

change with useful information on which to  base fu tu re  research .  This 

research  provided information about i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  in vocat iona l  

education t h a t  was not  formerly a v a i la b le .
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The t h i r d  purpose of  t h i s  study was to  d i r e c t  incen t ive  g ran t  awarders 

to the  key v a r ia b le s  inf luencing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Knowledge o f  these  

v a r ia b le s  enables p r o j e c t  developers to s t r u c tu r e  the  g ran t  awarding 

process and accompanying gu ide l ines  so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  when 

d es i red ,  wil l  most l i k e l y  occur.

The fou r th  purpose was to provide teache r  educators with information 

t h a t  w i l l  be useful in broadening the  scope o f  programs to  prepare school 

personnel . By id en t i fy in g  v a r ia b le s  in f luenc ing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  

teacher  educators can help school personnel to be knowledgeable about 

i n i t i a t i n g  and implementing incentive-funded innovative p r o je c t s .

Methods Used

The population fo r  t h i s  study was in d iv idu a ls  a s so c ia ted  with f i f t e e n  

incentive-funded innovat ive  p ro jec ts  in vocat ional  education r e l a t e d  areas  

in Michigan. S i tes  were s e le c te d  from p ro jec ts  recommended by Michigan 

Department o f  Education s t a f f  members and based upon s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a .

Six ind iv idua ls  from each p ro je c t  were randomly s e lec te d  to rece ive  

the  " I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  Quest ionnaire" .  Pa r t  I of  the  ques t ionna ire  was 

concerned with the e x te n t  to  which v a r i a b le s  had occurred with in  each 

p ro jec t  and whether or not  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was f a c i l i t a t e d  or  

hindered by the  presence or  absence o f  each v a r ia b le .  Pa r t  I I  c o l l e c te d  

demographic Information.

Data were analyzed using a combination of poss ib le  responses f o r  

each v a r i a b le .  A s in g le -v a lu ed  measure was developed which showed'both 

the e x te n t  and d i r e c t i o n  o f  any one v a r i a b l e ' s  e f f e c t  on i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n .  Data were a l so  presented  in th e  aggregate .
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Summary of Findings

Based on th e  response  of  64 educators (71.1 percent  response) ,  35 

va r iab le s  were found to ex e r t  major inf luence  in f a c i l i t a t i n g  i n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Examples of such v a r i a b le s  are :

1. A v a i l a b i l i t y  of a s s i s t a n c e  to  p ro je c t  p a r t i ­
c ip a n t s .

2. Understanding concerning individual  ro le s  
in an innovative p ro je c t .

3. Provision of in se rv ice  t r a in in g .

4. I n te r a c t io n  among p ro je c t  p a r t i c ip a n t s  
a t  a l l  l e v e ls .

5. Adeptness in process s k i l l s  on the  p a r t  of 
a p ro je c t  d i r e c to r .

Conclusions

Each o f  the  major v a r ia b le s  plays an important  r o l e  in th e  f a c i l i t a t i o n  

o f  change and the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of innovative  p r o j e c t s .  These 

major va r iab le s  may be loosely  grouped in to  these  d iv i s io n s :  s t a f f

development a c t i v i t i e s ,  a f f e c t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,  communications a sp ec t s ,  

a d m in is t r a t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  s tuden t  impact, p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  components, 

planning and l o g i s t i c a l  co n s id e ra t io n s ,  and scope o f  involvement.

I t  i s  important to  recognize t h a t  each v a r ia b le  may a f f e c t  and be 

a f f e c te d  by every o ther  v a r ia b le .  Var ia t ion  in terms of  degree and 

q u a l i t y  of each v a r i a b le  may, in f a c t  c a u s e ,v a r i a t io n  1n terms o f  i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  However, t h i s  study c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e s  f a c t o r s  t h a t  

have a s t rong ly  p o s i t iv e  e f f e c t  on the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of incen t ive -  

funded innovative  p ro jec ts  in vocational  education r e l a t e d  a re a s .
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Chapter 1

THE PROBLEM

In troduc t ion

Federal a id  fo r  voca t iona l  education in publ ic  education was i n t r o ­

duced with the  passage of  the  Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act in 

1917. The a c t  was a means to  s t im u la te  th e  development of vocat ional  

education programs as  s t a t e s  were not  assuming r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  them; 

y e t  vocat ional  education  was recognized to  be a necessary  p a r t  of  pub l ic  

education.  This fede ra l  funding was an innovation in i t s e l f .  The 

i n t e n t  o f  Smith-Hughes was to s t im u la te  s t a t e s  and loca l  communities to 

support  vocat iona l  educa t ion .  The l e g i s l a t i o n  requ i red  t h a t  federal  

funds be matched with an equal amount o f  s t a t e  or  loca l  moneyJ

Within th e  l a s t  two decades,  the  concept of  in cen t ive  funding has 

been extended to  most a reas  of pub l ic  educa t ion .  With th e  National 

Defense Education Act of  1958, the  federa l  government increased  i t s  

encouragement of  innovat ive  e f f o r t s  in the  public  schools .  This i n i ­

t i a t i v e  continued with th e  Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965. S im i la r  encouragement o f  innovations in vocat iona l  education 

r e s u l t e d  from the  Vocational Education Act {VEA) o f  1963 and the  sub­

sequent implementation of  th e  VEA Amendments of  1968. (As used here ,  

innovation means "an idea [or] p r a c t i c e  . . .  perceived to  be new by 

th e  r e l e v a n t  u n i t  o f  ad o p t io n ." )2  Por t ions  of  both the  VEA o f  1963 and

1 ROBERTS, Roy W. Vocational and P ra c t i c a l  Arts Education,  Harper and 
Row, New York, 1971, pp. 12-20 and 108-111.

2
HELMER, 0. The Use o f  the  Delphi Technique in Problems o f  Educational 
Innovat ions , p. 95. Rand Corp.,  Santa Monica, CA, 1966. No. P-3499.
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i t s  amendments were designed to aid  in the  development of  new programs and 

encourage research  and experimentation.  Again, local  matching funds were 

required  f o r  most components of the  l e g i s l a t i o n . 3 Such involvement of 

the  federa l  government in education has provided money to  s t a t e  departments 

of  education,  and increased t h e i r  involvement in the s t im u la t ion  of  

innovation a t  the  local  l e v e l .

Consequently, s t a t e  departments of  educa t ion ,  r e a c t in g  to  the  fede ra l  

impetus, provide temporary funds to  local  educational  agencies f o r  the  

i n i t i a t i o n  and development of  educational  innovat ions .  These funds a re  

f o r  the development of  new educational  s e rv ice s  and programs and a re  not 

intended to  support  and maintain e x i s t in g  programs, p r o j e c t s ,  or  p ra c t i c e s .  

Nor a re  such incen t ive  funds intended to  support  and maintain the  innova­

t io n  fo r  more than a temporary per iod .  Such incen t ive  funding has occurred 

in most areas  of the  educational  system. I t  is  expected t h a t  the  innova­

t io n  wil l  become i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  or  continued as p a r t  of  th e  educational  

agency 's  r e g u la r  opera t ions  when the incen t ive  funding ceases .

In r e a l i t y ,  the  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  of the  incen t ive  g ran t  technique i s  

u ncer ta in .  Gaps may occur between the expec ta t ions  of the  funding agent 

and the  r e a l i t y  of the  local  educational  agency 's  o pe ra t io n s .  I n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  innovations may not occur with the  frequency a n t i c ip a te d  

by the  funding a g en t .^  As i t  i s  used in t h i s  s tudy,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

means the  in te g ra t io n  of an incentive-funded innovative program in to  

r egu la r  school ope ra t io ns .  While incen t iv e  funding s t im u la te s  local

3R0BERTS, op. c i t . , pp. 114-120.

^BERMAN, Paul,  and McLAUGHLIN, Aubrey Wallin. Federal Programs, Support­
ing Educational Change, Vol. VIII (May 1978), p. v i .
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agencies to  undertake innovative  p r o j e c t s ,  such funding does not insure  

long term c on t inua t ion .  Pro jec t-end eva lua t ion  may be p o s i t iv e  with 

r e s p e c t  to achievement o f  goals and o b je c t iv e s ;  y e t  d u r a b i l i t y  and i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of the  innovation is  not insured or may not  be considered 

or d e s i red  by the local  educational  agency. The r e tu rn  on the  incen­

t i v e  funding investment to  s t a t e  and fede ra l  departments of education has 

been " . . . . t h e  adoption of many innovat ions ,  the  successful  implementation 

o f  few, and the  long-run con t inua t ion  o f  s t i l l  f e w e r . . . . " 5  There i s  a 

need to  eva lua te  th e  incen t ive  g ran t  approach and to determine ways and 

means to maximize i t s  e f f e c t iv e n e s s  so t h a t  i t s  i n te n t  might be b e t t e r  

r e a l i z e d .

Statement of  th e  Problem

The problem in t h i s  study was to determine the  v a r i a b le s  which 

in f luence  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of incentive-funded innovations in 

vocat ional  education.

The fol lowing research  quest ions  were s e t  f o r t h :

1. What f a c to r s  encourage incentive-funded innovat ive  
p ro je c t s  to become i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  in to  r e g u la r  
school ope ra t ions?

2. What f a c to r s  discourage the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
of  innovations so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  does 
not  occur?

Need f o r  th e  Study

Educational p o l ic i e s  and programs, a t  a l l  l e v e l s ,  a re  under c lo se  

sc ru t in y  by l e g i s l a t u r e s  and the  general p ub l ic .  Money a v a i l a b l e  f o r

5BERMAN, lo c .  c i t .
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education is  l im i te d  and s t r i n g e n t  planning and a c c o u n ta b i l i ty  measures 

a re  being requ ired  o f  local  educational  agencies .  The funds which a re  

a v a i la b le  f o r  education must, t h e r e f o re ,  be used e f f e c t i v e l y  and 

e f f i c i e n t l y .  Generally ,  p ro je c ts  which a re  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  a f t e r  

the  funding ends r e p re se n t  an e f f e c t i v e  use of  federa l  and s t a t e  d o l l a r s .  

However, t h i s  d e s i r a b l e  end does not  o f ten  occur.

Often, b e n e f i t s  may accrue from p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in an incen t ive -  

funded p ro je c t ,  even though i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  does not  occur. Both 

ind iv idua ls  and educational  agencies  may p r o f i t  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

an innovative  e f f o r t .  However such b e n e f i t s ,  while important , a re  not  

the  a rea  of  concen tra t ion  of t h i s  study.

All too o f t e n ,  when external  funding ends, p ro je c ts  a re  e i t h e r  

dropped and fo rg o t te n ,  o r  e l s e  they may be i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  in a 

haphazard and piecemeal f ash ion .  In o rder  to  bring order  and reason 

to t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ,  and to  suggest  some bases on which to  make p red ic ­

t io n s  about the  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  p r o j e c t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  i t  i s  

necessary to i d e n t i f y  those  f a c to r s  ( a l s o  c a l l e d  v a r i a b le s )  t h a t  

f a c i l i t a t e  and those  t h a t  hinder i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  The i d e n t i ­

f i c a t i o n  of  these  f a c to r s  i s  p re c i s e ly  the  o b jec t  of  the  p resen t  

research .

Purpose of the  Study

The f i r s t  purpose of  t h i s  s tudy i s  to  provide i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  r e l a t e d  information to  in d iv id ua ls  from local  school d i s t r i c t s  who 

are  consider ing  i n i t i a t i n g  incentive-funded p r o j e c t s .  Such informa­

t io n  can be used by school ad m in is t r a to r s  and planners as a guide to
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a s s i s t  them to insure  t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  will  most l i k e l y  occur 

w i th in  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t .

A second purpose of  t h i s  study i s  to  provide scho la rs  and s tudents  

of  planned change with useful information on which to base f u tu re  

research .

A t h i r d  purpose o f  t h i s  study i s  to  provide information to  incen t ive  

g ran t  awarders concerning the  key v a r ia b le s  in f luenc ing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l ­

i z a t i o n .  Knowledge of th e se  v a r i a b le s  may enable  p ro je c t  developers to  

s t r u c t u r e  the  g ran t  awarding process and accompanying gu ide l in es  so t h a t  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  when d e s i red ,  i s  most l i k e l y  to  occur.

A fou r th  purpose o f  t h i s  study i s  to  provide information to  teache r  

educators which may a id  them in t h e i r  p repa ra t ion  o f  school personnel .

Basic Assumptions f o r  the  Study

The fol lowing assumptions were made f o r  t h i s  study:

1. That a d m in is t r a to r s  and implementors o f  in ce n t iv e -  
funded p r o je c t s  r e l a t e d  to a reas  o f  vocat ional  
education were s u f f i c i e n t l y  well- informed con­
cerning p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  so as to  enable them
to  r a t e  the  e x te n t  o f  v a r i a b le  presence or  
absence and the  corresponding f a c i l i t a t i o n  or 
hinderance of i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

2. That,  in ad d i t ion  to  a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c i l i ­
t a t o r s  o f  each incen t ive - funded ,  innovative  
p r o j e c t ,  t h e re  a re  a group o f  i n d iv id u a l s ,  c a l l e d  
" s i g n i f i c a n t  o t h e r s , "  who, while not  involved 
o p e ra t io n a l ly ,  a re  aware o f ,  and may in f luence  
th e  outcome o f ,  the  p ro j e c t .  I t  i s  assumed, 
a l s o ,  t h a t  such persons possess s u f f i c i e n t  
knowledge to  rank the  v a r i a b le s  which in f luence  
th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of the  incentive-funded 
p ro je c t .

3. That a q u e s t io n n a i re  was a p p ro p r ia te  to  i s o l a t e  
th e  key v a r i a b le s  which in f luence  the  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  innovations in vocational  
educat ion .
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Delim ita t ions  o f  the  Problem

The following were d e l im i ta t io n s  of t h i s  study:

1. This study involved only public  secondary 
i n s t i t u t i o n s .

2. This study was concerned only with innova­
t io n s  r e l a t e d  to  a reas  of  vocat ional  educa­
t io n  which were Michigan Department of 
Education generated through the  use of  a 
"request  fo r  proposals"  process.

3. The study involved only those p r o je c t s  which 
received federal  monies channeled through 
the  Michigan Department of Education.

4. The study was concerned only with those  pro­
j e c t s  fo r  which th e re  had been an expec ta t ion  
t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  would occur a f t e r  
funding ceased.

5. The study involved only those p r o je c t s  fo r  
which incen t iv e  funding had occurred no more 
than f i v e  years  before  the  time t h i s  research  
was s t a r t e d  (1977); p ro jec t  dura t ion  was from 
two to th re e  years ;  funding te rm ina t ion  oc­
curred a t  l e a s t  one year  before t h i s  resea rch  
was approved (1978).

D ef in i t ion  o f  Terms

Adoption - A dec is ion  to  continue f u l l  use o f  an in n o v a t io n .6

Adoption Process - The mental and physical processes through which 
an in d iv id u a l ( s )  passes from f i r s t  hearing about an innovation 
to  f i n a l  ad op t io n .7

Change -  A l te ra t io n  in th e  go a ls ,  s t r u c tu r e  or  process  o f  a 
system.8

^ROGERS, Evere t t  M. Diffusion of  Innovat ions , p. 17. The Free P ress ,  
MacMillan Company, New York, 1962.

7Ibid.

Q
MILES, Matthew B. ( e d . ) .  Innovations in Education, p. 13. Teachers
College P ress ,  Columbia U nivers i ty ,  New York, 15)64.
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ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 1965.

Implementation - The t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  p ro je c t  plans in to  p r a c t i c e . 9

Incen t ive  Funding - The prov is ion  of temporary funds to educa­
t io n a l  agencies  f o r  the  i n i t i a t i o n  and development of educa t ional  
innovations.

In t e g r a t i o n  - The process which occurs when an innovative  p r o j e c t  
lo se s  i t s  spec ia l  s t a t u s  and becomes p a r t  of  th e  r o u t in iz e d  
behavior  o f  the  d i s t r i c t . 10

I n i t i a t i o n  -  The conception and in t ro d u c t io n  of  new p r a c t i c e s . ^

Innovation -  An idea [or]  p r a c t i c e  . . .  perceived to  be new by the  
re levar i t  u n i t  of  a d o p t i o n .*2

I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  - In te g ra t io n  of  an incen t ive - funded  innovat ive  
program in to  r e g u la r  school o p e ra t io n s .

ISP - In term edia te  School D i s t r i c t .

Local Education Agencies (LEA) - Public  education agencies  such as 
secondary scho o ls ,  community c o l l e g e s ,  in te rm ed ia te  school 
d i s t r i c t s .

Local School D i s t r i c t  (LSD) -  Public  school d i s t r i c t s  including  
grades K-12.

MDE - Michigan Department of Education.

Organizat ional  Change -  Any planned o r  unplanned a l t e r a t i o n  of  the  
s t a t u s  quo which a f f e c t s  the  s t r u c t u r e ,  technology, and human 
resources  o f  the  t o t a l  o rg an iz a t io n .  13

RFP -  Request f o r  p ro p o sa l .

Q
ZALTZMAN, Gerald ( e d . ) .  Processes and Phenomena of  Social Change, 
p. v i i .  John Wiley and Sons, New York, 1973.

^HELMER, 0 . ,  op. c i t . ,  p. 258.

12Ib id ,  p. 95.

13LIPPITT, Gordon L. V isu a l iz in g  Change, p. 37. N.T.L. -  Learning 
Resources Corporat ion,  F a i r f a x ,  V i rg in ia ,  1973.
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Secondary - (For the  purpose of  t h i s  study) a term r e f e r r i n g  to 
grades 9-12.

S t ra tegy  - A means (u su a l ly  involv ing  a sequence o f  s p e c i f i e d  
a c t i v i t i e s )  f o r  causing an advocated innovation to  become 
su c c e s s fu l ly  i n s t a l l e d  in an on-going educational  system.

Variable  - Fac to r ( s )  in f lu en c in g  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  
innovat ions .

VEA - Vocational Education Amendments, 1968.

Vocational Education - Organized educat ional  programs which a re  
d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  to the  p rep a ra t io n  o f  in d iv id u a ls  f o r  paid 
or unpaid employment, o r  f o r  a d d i t io n a l  p re p a ra t io n  f o r  a 
ca ree r  req u i r in g  o th e r  than a b a cc a lau re a te  or  advanced d e g r e e .15

VTES - Vocat ional-Technical  Education Serv ice ,  a u n i t  w i th in  the  
Michigan Department of Education.

Summary

This c h ap te r  has provided an overview of the  i n t e n t  o f  t h i s  s tudy;  

t h a t  i s ,  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  v a r i a b le s  which in f lu en ce  the  i n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of innovat ions  in voca t iona l  educa t ion .  Chapter 2 w i l l  

r e p o r t  on s e le c te d  s tu d ie s  which have bear ing  upon t h i s  s tudy .  Chapter 3 

wil l  d e sc r ib e  the  r esea rch  design used,  and Chapter 4 w i l l  p re sen t  the  

f ind in g s  o f  t h i s  s tudy .  The f i n a l  c h a p te r  wil l  summarize th e  s tudy,  

draw conclusions  and p re s e n t  recommendations f o r  f u r t h e r  r e sea rch  in 

th e  a rea  of  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  innova t ions .

14MILES, Matthew B. ( e d . ) ,  op. c i t . , p. 19.

15The Annual and Long Range S t a t e  Plan f o r  Vocational Education, 1977-78. 
Michigan Department of  Education, Third Working"Drafts



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

I n t e r e s t  in the  broad area  of change has been g re a t  in r e c e n t  y e a r s .  

An ex ten s iv e  l i s t  of  re fe ren c es  can be found which in one way or another  

r e l a t e  to  the  va r ious  a spec ts  o f  change. T here fo re ,  the  purpose of  t h i s  

chap ter  was to  syn th es ize  se lec te d  a reas  in the  l i t e r a t u r e  considered to  

have the  most bear ing upon t h i s  study.  The fo l lowing a re a s  were i d e n t i ­

f i e d :  (1) soc ia l  and educat ional  change; (2) i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of

educat ional  change; and (3) governmental a t tem pts  to  encourage innova­

t i o n .  Research f in d in g s  in th e se  a reas  provided the  ba s is  f o r  t h i s  study.

SOCIAL AND EDUCATIONAL CHANGE

Social and educa t ional  change resea rch  has concen tra ted  upon how 

to  achieve change. Less emphasis has been placed upon in su r ing  con­

t inuance  o f  the  innovation  or  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  The l i t e r a t u r e  

abounds with s tu d ie s  concerning programs and techno log ies  o f  planned 

change and conceptual  t o o l s  f o r  the  change agent ;  y e t  t h e re  i s  l e s s  

information concerning long range e f f e c t s  and c o n t in u a t io n .  Concentra­

t i o n  i s  o f ten  upon an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  change process  r a t h e r  than upon the  

in f lu en ce  o f  an o rg an iz a t io n a l  s e t t i n g .

L ew in ^  s t a t e d  t h a t  t o  unders tand change, the  re s e a rc h e r  must 

take  in to  account both th e  person(s)  involved and the  environment in

16LEWIN, Kurt. P r in c ip le s  o f  Topological Psychology, p. 12. McGraw- 
Hil l  Book Company, New York, 1936.

9
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which change i s  d es i red .  Change occurs as a r e s u l t  o f  the  i n t e r a c t io n  

between the individual  and h is  environment with the o rgan iza t iona l  s e t ­

t in g  exer t ing  cons iderab le  inf luence  upon the i n d iv i d u a l ' s  acceptance or  

r e j e c t i o n  of change. An understanding of p eop le 's  motivation and the 

complexit ies  of t h e i r  environment i s  necessary.

The in trapersonal  aspec ts  o f  change must be emphasized, but  th e re

i s  a lso  a need to  consider  ex te rnal  in f luences .  Because most ind iv idua ls

opera te  within  an organ iza t iona l  s e t t i n g ,  change in an i n d iv i d u a l ' s

behavior and a t t i t u d e s  toward innovation i s  inf luenced g r e a t ly  by th a t

s e t t i n g .  Ind iv idua ls  w ith in  an organ iza t ion  a l s o  in f luence  the  organiza-
17t i o n ' s  r e a c t io n  to change. According to  Mann,

D if fe ren t  con ten ts ,  d i f f e r e n t  methods, d i f f e r e n t  
s e t t i n g s ,  d i f f e r e n t  t r a i n in g  u n i t s  and d i f f e r e n t  
change agents conta in  d i f f e r e n t  motivational  
impacts f o r  change.

Stages o f  o rgan iza t iona l  change as descr ibed by Hage and Aiken^S 

may be labe led  as e v a lu a t ion ,  i n i t i a t i o n ,  implementation, and r o u t in i z a -  

t io n .  "The fou r th  s ta g e ,  r o u t i n i z a t i o n ,  i s  a period in which the 

organ iza t ion  a ttempts  to  s t a b i l i z e  the  e f f e c t s  o f  a new p r o g r a m . " ^

This s tage  i s  the  same as i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  as used in t h i s  study.

17MANN, Floyd C. "Studying and Creat ing Change: A Means to  Under­
s tanding Social O rgan iza t ion ,"  pp. 146-147, in: Research in
In d us t r i a l  Human R e la t io n s , In d u s t r i a l  Rela t ions Research Associa- 
t i o n ,  P ub l ica t ion  17, 1957.

18HAGE, J e r a l d ,  and AIKEN, Michael. Social Change in Complex Organiza­
t i o n s , pp. 93-104. Random House, New York, 1970.

19Ib id ,  p. 93.
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According to  the  au tho rs ,  the  r o u t in i z a t i o n  s tage  i s  in p a r t i c u l a r  need 

of f u r th e r  study and assessment.  Unfortunately t h i s  s tage  has received  

too l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  in various s tu d ie s  o f  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .2^ Because 

almost no s tu d ie s  have emphasized t h i s  s ta g e ,  " i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  to  

spec i fy  reasons t h a t  some (new) programs a re  r e t a in e d  and o thers  are  

allowed to  d ie .  "2^

Many e x i s t i n g  ideas about soc ia l  change may not  f i t  the  response 

o f  the  educational  system to the  process o f  change and innovation .

They may be ap p ro p r ia te  fo r  bus iness ,  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  and medicine where 

research  and development processes deal with product o r ien ted  a c t i v ­

i t i e s ;  whereas in education th e  focus i s  upon the  human element.

According to  Carlson22 most re sea rch  on innovation i s  concentra ted  

upon in d iv id u a l ,  independent p r a c t i t i o n e r s  which is  l e s s  ap p ro p r ia te  

fo r  educational  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Because educational  innovations move 

through complex o rg an iz a t io n s ,  many v a r ia b le s  i n t e r a c t  to  determine 

t h e i r  f a t e .  Carlson notes t h a t  th e re  has been "a lack  of concern with 

o rgan iza t iona l  theory even though users  of educational  innovations 

a re  e i t h e r  p a r t  of complex o rg an iza t io n s  or a re  complex o r g a n i z a t i o n s . " 2^

20Ibid ,  pp. 93-104.

21 Ib id ,  p. 104.

22 Research Implica t ions fo r  Education D if fu s io n , pp. 1-28. Major Papers 
Presented a t  the  National Conference on Diffusion of Educational Ideas,  
East Lansing, Michigan, 1968.

23Ib id ,  p. 26.



12

Carlson 's  po in t  i s  re in fo rced  by Rogers and J a i n ^  who s t a t e  t h a t  

p a s t  resea rche rs  have focused upon the  individual  as a u n i t  of a n a ly s i s .  

Emphasis has been upon in trapersonal  v a r i a b le s .  Social s t r u c tu r a l  and 

o rganizat ional  va r ia b le s  have been excluded. In education the  individual  

works in an o rgan iza t iona l  s e t t i n g ;  th e re fo re  the  o r g a n iz a t io n ' s  environ­

mental in f luences  upon innovation and the  ind iv idua ls  involved must be

considered.
25Lin s t a t e d  t h a t  th e re  i s  a need to  bring resea rch  a t t e n t i o n  upon 

th e  process surrounding the implementation o f  innovat ions .  Emphasis 

must be placed upon the  assessment of the  e f f e c t s  o f  innovation upon 

th e  educational  system as well as the  de termina tion  of  the  degree of  

success of  an innovation.  An assessment of an educational  system 's  

in te rn a l  condi t ions  plus an an a ly s is  o f  in f luenc ing  external  f a c to r s  

and pressures  must occur.

According to Culver and H o b a n , ^  much of the  c u r r e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  

emphasizes genera l ized  concepts about  change, inc lud ing  d e sc r ip t io n s  

o f  s t r a t e g i e s  used to  implement change. Emphasis i s  upon what th e  

change process should look l i k e  and how change should occur. Descr ipt ions

24Ib id ,  pp. 65-101.

25Ib id ,  pp. 103-109.

26BENTZEN Mary M. ( e d . ) .  Changing Schools: The Magic Feather  P r i n c i p l e ,
p. 186. McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, 1974.

27CULVER, Carmen J . ,  and HOBAN, Gary J .  ( e d s . ) .  The Power to  Change: 
Issues f o r  th e  Innovative Educator. McGraw-Hill Book Company, New 
York, 1973.
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of change w ith in  the  educational  s e t t i n g  o f ten  f a i l  to  consider  the  

r e a l i t i e s  of  change which in f luence  the  outcome of innovation.  Gaps 

o f ten  occur between what l i t e r a t u r e  says about the  change process and 

r e a l i t y  i t s e l f .

In the  m id - s ix t i e s  the dominant approach o f  change l i t e r a t u r e  in 

education concerned the  f ea tu re s  and conten t  of change processes nec­

essa ry  f o r  th e  management of educational  innovation.  At t h a t  time,
28Miles emphasized the  need to  know why innovation spreads a t  d i f f e r e n t  

r a t e s ,  what causes r e s i s t a n c e  to  change, and why s t r a t e g i e s  of change 

succeed o r  f a i l .

Bushnell and Rappaport^9 concur with c i t e d  resea rche rs  t h a t  t r a d i ­

t io n a l  change s t r a t e g i e s  concentra te  p r im ar i ly  upon the  ind iv idua l  as 

the  locus of  power and ignore the  s ig n i f ic a n c e  of the  rece iv ing  i n s t i ­

t u t i o n .  They po in t  out  t h a t  change s t r a t e g i e s  must deal with i n s t i ­

t u t io n a l  b a r r i e r s  as well as with the  defenses and b a r r i e r s  s e t  fo r th  

by the i n d iv id u a l .  As o thers  have noted, Bushnell and Rappaport s t a t e d  

t h a t  o rgan iza t ions  shape and mold the  behavior o f  ind iv idua ls  as much 

as or more than those  persons in the  o rgan iza t ion  shape and mold the  

o rg an iza t io n .  These authors propose t h a t  a systems approach to the 

study of  change be considered.  Such an approach would allow f o r  the  

examination of v a r i a b le s ,  e . g . ,  o rgan iza t iona l  norms, t r a d i t i o n a l  ro l e

2®MILES, Matthew B. ,  op. c i t . ,  pp. 10-26.

29BUSHNELL, David S . ,  and RAPPAPORT, Donald ( e d s . ) .  Planned Change in 
Education: A Systems Approach. Harcourt ,  Brace,  Jovanovich, I n c . ,  
New York, 1971.
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fu n c t io ns ,  i n e r t i a ,  ves ted  i n t e r e s t s ,  e t c . ,  wi th in  a system which i n f l u ­

ence the  expected r e s u l t s  of change.

Before th e  l a t e  s i x t i e s  the  research  l i t e r a t u r e  revea ls  a paucity  

o f  knowledge concerning the cond i t ions  which inf luence  the  implementa­

t io n  o f  innovation with in  an o rgan iza t ion .  Innovations introduced in to  

education of ten  did  not  y i e ld  intended e f f e c t s ,  o f ten  because o f  inade­

quate implementation s t r a t e g i e s .  Gross and o thers  s t a t e  t h a t  i t  i s  

important to  examine and understand the  c ircumstances inf luencing  

implementation so t h a t  intended e f f e c t s  r e s u l t . ^

More r e c e n t ly ,  resea rch  seems to r e in f o r c e  the  idea t h a t  the  s t a t e  

of an o rgan iza t ion  inf luences  the  probable success of the  change e f f o r t .  

Studies of  educational  change and innovation have begun to examine and 

i s o l a t e  v a r ia b le s  which i n h i b i t  or  f a c i l i t a t e  th e  implementation of 

planned change, thus leading to o r  d e t r a c t i n g  from i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

Donald L. Michael, in the  a r t i c l e  " I n h ib i to r s  and F a c i l i t a t o r s  

to the  Acceptance o f  Educational Innovat ions ,"  i d e n t i f i e s  f a c to r s  which 

may i n h i b i t ,  t ransform, or diminish intended e f f e c t s  o f  educational  

innovation.  I n h ib i t i n g  f a c t o r s  may be ca tegor ized  as :

1. i d e o lo g ic a l ,  i . e . ,  a lack  o f  commitment to  
the  development and use of  educational  
goals and o b jec t iv e s ;

30GR0SS, Neal; GIACQUINTA, Joseph B.;  and BERNSTEIN, Marilyn. Implement­
ing Organizat ional  Innovations:  A Sociological  Analysis o f  Planned
Educational Change! Basic Books, I n c . ,  New York, 1971.

31 HIRSCH, Werner Z . , and Colleagues. Inventing Education f o r  th e  Fu tu re , 
pp. 268-279. Chandler Publishing Company, San Francisco,  C a l i fo rn ia ,  
1967.
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2. in te rp e r s o n a l ,  i . e . ,  the  a t t i t u d e s  p rev a i l in g  
and degree o f  understanding of  a l l  p a r t i e s  
involved in the  implementation of  the  innova­
t io n ;

3. i n s t i t u t i o n a l ,  i . e . ,  the procedures,  r u l e s ,  
and regu la t ion s  which d e f ine  a c t i v i t i e s  
with in  an . i n s t i t u t i o n  and between the  
i n s t i t u t i o n  and i t s  c l i e n t e l e ;  and

4. p o l i t i c a l ,  i . e . ,  p o l i t i c a l  ves ted  i n t e r e s t s  
which determine resource  a l l o c a t io n  and 
inf luence  circumstances a f f e c t i n g  change.

Michael a l so  i d e n t i f i e s  s p e c i f i c  f a c to r s  which may be used d e l i b e r ­

a t e ly  to f a c i l i t a t e  innovation.  Such f a c i l i t a t o r s  a re :

1. soc ia l  trauma or d i s a s t e r ,  e . g . ,  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  
women's movement, environmental and energy 
i ssues ;

2. federa l  government i n te rv e n t io n ,  e . g . ,  l e g i s l a ­
t i o n ,  p o l i c i e s ,  funding; and

3. the in te rv en t io n  o f  the  i n t e r f a c e s ,  i . e . ,  
br idges between the  in te rn a l  environment 
( th e  school ,  t e a c h e r s ,  s tu d e n ts ,  e t c . )  and 
the  external  environment (P .T .A . ,  mass 
media, school boards) .

Gross, Giacquinta , and Bernstein32 pos tu la ted  in 1971 t h a t  i f  the  

i n i t i a t i o n  phase of an innovation is  well handled, or i t s  problems are  

adequate ly  d e a l t  with by school a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  t h a t  the  implementation 

of the  innovation wil l  r e a d i ly  occur.  B a r r ie r s  which a d m in is t r a to r s  

must confron t  include:

1. lack  of c l a r i t y  regarding th e  na tu re  of 
the  innovation;

2. lack  o f  s k i l l s  and knowledge or c a p a b i l i ty  
to  implement the  innovation;

32
GROSS, e t  a l ,  op. c i t .
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3. no a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  the necessary m a te r ia ls  
and equipment fo r  implementation;

4. basic  incom patab i l i ty  of  the  o rgan iza t ional  
arrangements or s t r u c t u r e  with the  innova­
t io n  i t s e l f ;  and

5. lack o f  w i l l ingness  to expend the time, 
money, and e f f o r t  needed fo r  implementa­
t ion  (although the  innovation is  i n i t i a l l y  
accepted) .

D i f fe re n t  pa t te rn s  of obs tac les  may su r face  in e f f o r t s  to  implement 

d i f f e r e n t  kinds o f  innovations. Therefore,  the  unique q u a l i t i e s  o f  

each innovation must be considered when implementation and i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n  a re  attempted. The func t ion  of  the  school ad m in is t r a to r  

must be the  p rov is ion  of  support and commitment to  the  innovation and 

to those  at tempting implementation.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF EDUCATIONAL CHANGE

In s p i t e  o f  la rg e  out lays o f  money, time, and e f f o r t  to  promote 

innovation in the public  schools ,  r e l a t i v e l y  few innovations have 

survived and become i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  within  th e  school s e t t i n g .  Most 

innovations a re  implemented poorly and continuance i s  o f ten  minimal, 

a t  b e s t ,  according to  severa l  s tu d ie s  (Huse, 1975; Cogan, 1976; and 

Rand, 1974-76).

Research emphasizing the  s t r a t e g i e s  and processes surrounding a l l  

a spec ts  o f  change in the  educational  s e t t i n g  has increased .  In the  

ea r ly  and m id-seventies  educational  re sea rch ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in the  area  

of  innovation i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  has a c c e le ra te d .
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In the  e a r ly  se v e n t ie s  Rogers and Shoemaker33 i d e n t i f i e d  a t t r i b u t e s  

of  successfu l  innovat ive  programs. R e la t ive  advantage, c o m p a t ib i l i ty ,  

s i m p l i c i t y  of  use , t r i a l a b i l i t y ,  o b s e r v a b i l i t y ,  low c o s t s ,  accep tab le  

time c o n s id e r a t io n s ,  reasonab le  space requirements  and s i z e ,  and 

a ccep tab le  suppor t  s e rv ic e s  a re  a t t r i b u t e s  commonly found in success ­

ful  innovat ive  p r o j e c t s .  Of th e se  a t t r i b u t e s  Dunn and Bowers3^ s t a t e  

t h a t  the  most c r i t i c a l  f a c t o r s  in innovat ive  vocat iona l  education pro­

grams a re  probably c o s t s ,  reasonab le  space and s i z e  requirements ,  and 

c o m p a t ib i l i ty .  In t h e i r  op in io n ,  s im p l i c i t y  o f  use and t r i a l a b i l i t y  

a re  probably the  l e a s t  c r i t i c a l .

Howes33 in re sea rch  conducted in 1974 and 1976 i d e n t i f i e d  p r e d ic to r  

v a r i a b le s  which a re  c r i t i c a l  to  the  implementation o f  innovations and 

which can lead t o  success fu l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Such v a r i a b le s  

involve the  change i t s e l f ,  th e  change p rocess ,  change r o l e s  and th e  

formal o rg an iza t io na l  s t r u c t u r e .  In l a t e r  r e s e a rc h ,  Howes36 at tempted 

to develop a model f o r  p re d ic t in g  outcomes o f  change e f f o r t s  across

33R0GERS, E .L. ,  and SHOEMAKER, Floyd F. Communication o f  Innov a t io n s . 
2nd e d . , Free P ress ,  New York, 1971.

on
DUNN, James A., and BOWERS, John E. Vocational Education Curriculum 
S p e c i a l i s t  P r o j e c t ,  American I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research, Palo Alto ,  
C a l i f o r n ia ,  1976. Module I I .

35HOWES, Nancy J .  "Factors  Related to  the  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  
Changes in Divergent  O rgan iza t io n s ."  Paper presen ted  a t  the  
Annual Meeting o f  th e  Northeaste rn  Research A sso c ia t io n ,  E l l e n v i l l e ,  
New York, October, 1976.

3®H0WES, Nancy J .  "A Contingency Model fo r  P re d ic t in g  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­
t io n  of  Innovations Across Divergent O rg an iza t ion s ."  Paper presen ted  
a t  AERA Annual Meeting, New York, New York, A p r i l ,  1977.
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divergen t  o rg an iz a t io n s ,  elementary schools ,  i n s t i t u t i o n s  of  higher 

education,  and c o r re c t io n a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  which was based upon the  

p re d ic to r  v a r i a b le s .  As a r e s u l t ,  th r e e  s e t s  of  im pl ica t ions  were 

derived from the  research  f in d in g s .  The f i r s t ,  im plica t ions  fo r  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  change, pe r ta in s  d i r e c t l y  to  the  s u b je c t  of  

t h i s  r esea rch .

Howes s t a t e s  t h a t  to  insure  th e  g r e a t e s t  degree of  successful  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  managers of  change should organize  t h e i r  a c t i v ­

i t i e s  around (1) the  p repara t ion  of the  o rg an iza t io n  to  accep t  the  

proposed change and (2) a s s i s t a n c e  to the  o rg an iza t io n  fo r  the  imple­

mentation of the  change.37 Both types of  a c t i v i t i e s  should be well 

though t-ou t  and planned before  t h e i r  occurrence.  P repara t ion  of  th e  

o rgan iza t ion  includes in t ro du c t io n  of  the  change so t h a t  i t  i s  e a s i l y  

understood;  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of requ ired  support  s e rv ice s  and reso u rces ;  

d e sc r ip t io n  o f  the requirements of indiv idual  p a r t i c i p a n t s  and nec­

essa ry  r o l e  changes; d e sc r ip t io n s  o f  ro l e s  and expec ta t ions  f o r  a l l  

involved; and development of  th e  acceptance and support  o f  a p p ro p r ia te  

a d m in i s t r a to r s .  Organizat ional  a s s i s t a n c e  during implementation includes 

such th ings  as the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  of  needed support  s e rv ice s  and resou rces ;  

development of communication channels which can be f r e e l y  used; pro­

v i s io n  of feedback;  and re l a x a t io n  of normal r u l e s  and procedures,  i f  

ap p ro p r ia te .  Howes a lso  notes t h a t  the  i n d iv id u a l ( s )  in th e  change 

agent ro l e  should mainta in  f requen t  and ind iv idua l  c o n ta c t  with the

37Ibid ,  p. 8.
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users o f  the innovation.  Individual  users  must fee l  involved in the  

innovat ive  p ro jec t  to  make a change e f f o r t .

Aspects important  to  the t r a n s f e r a l  of  successful  educational  

programs and t h e i r  subsequent i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  have been i d e n t i ­

f i e d  by the  National Diffusion Network (NDN)^ in a c o l l e c t io n  of case 

s tu d ie s  desc r ib ing  the  experiences of  NDN f i e l d  s i t e s .  The case 

s tu d ies  i l l u s t r a t e  c l e a r l y  t h a t  successful  educational  change depends 

upon people;  y e t  a l so  note  t h a t  th e re  a re  f iv e  s i g n i f i c a n t  aspec ts  

to  cons ider  when at tempting  to  t r a n s f e r  successful  educational  pro­

grams. These are :

1. Awareness^9

I t  i s  important  to lea rn  about and understand 
the  innovation before  a t tempting  to  i n i t i a t e  
i t .

2. Matchmaking or  exploring th e  f i t ^ 0

Successful adoption o f  an innovation depends 
upon the  school d i s t r i c t ' s  recognizing and 
de f in ing  a need. When the  adopting u n i t  
in v es ts  time and e f f o r t  a s sess ing  the innova­
t io n  and i t s e l f ,  success i s  more l i k e l y .

3. J o i n t  d ec is ion  making or  making the  commitment^

Ind iv idua ls  involved in managing and imple­
menting an innovation must be involved in 
dec is io n  making concerning the  innovation i f  
commitment from a l l  l e v e l s  i s  t o  occur. In

38T rans fe r r ing  Success. National Diffusion Network, Far West Laboratory 
fo r  Educational Research and Development, San Francisco ,  March, 1976.

39Ib id ,  p. 3.

40Ib id ,  p. 27.



20

add i t ion  to  those  immediately involved with 
the  innovation ,  support  and involvement 
from the l a r g e r  community i s  important f o r  
commitment to  continue  and t o  maintain the 
innovative  e f f o r t .

4. Training or  preparing f o r  use of  the  i n n o v a t i o n ^

Organized t r a i n in g  and implementation a s s i s t a n c e  
must occur fo r  the  innovation to  be su ccess fu l .
An unders tanding of the  phi losophy and processes 
which u n d e r l i e  the  innovation must evolve to  be 
ab le  to  implement i t  su c ce ss fu l ly .  Training in 
p r o j e c t  management as well as in p ro je c t  con ten t  
increases  the  change of successful  implementa­
t io n .

5. I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  or s t a b i l i z i n g  the  i n n o v a t io n ^

NDN f i e l d  s i t e  experiences showed t h a t  adoption and 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  cannot be bought. Money from 
ou ts ide  sources can be used to  encourage and stimu­
l a t e  innovation but commitment to  the  innovation 
i s  necessary  from th e  onse t  of the  e f f o r t  so t h a t  
the  end o f  the  ex te rna l  funding does not  mean the  
end o f  the  program or p ro j e c t .

National Diffusion Network experiences  r e in f o r c e  Howe's conclusion 

th a t  adequate planning and p repa ra t ion  f o r  change, and a s s i s t a n c e  during 

change a re  extremely important  f a c to r s  in developing i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  

innovations within  the publ ic  schools .

As a r e s u l t  of  a study about elementary school team teaching ,  

Packard and J o v i c k ^  i d e n t i f i e d  measures of  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  f o r  success 

up to  the  conclusion of  the  implementation s tage .  P re d ic to r s  proposed

42Ib id ,  p. 79.

43Ib id ,  p. 99.

PACKARD, John S . ,  and JOVICK, Thomas. "P red ic t ing  Success in Innova­
t i o n , "  MITT P ro je c t ,  Univers i ty  of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon, March, 
1978.
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were th e  degree o f  t e a ch e r  sense o f  mastery over the  innovat ion ,  the  

degree o f  t eache r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the  dec is ion  process about i n s t a l ­

l in g  th e  innovat ion ,  the  leve l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by teach e rs  in the  

decision-making process ,  and th e  ju d ic io u s  use o f  c o n su l ta n t s  fo r  a d v ise ­

ment r a t h e r  than d i r e c t i o n .  I t  was found a l s o  t h a t  the  f a c u l t i e s  of 

t h e  schools having the  most success fu l  innovat ive  p r o j e c t s  in team 

teach ing  were predisposed to  c o l l a b o r a t iv e  behavior .  Such th ings  as 

school s i z e  and th e  autonomy o f  ind iv idua l  schools from c en t ra l  o f f i c e  

con tro l  seemed to  have l i t t l e  long term e f f e c t  on th e  success o f  the  

innovation.  However, i t  was s t r e s s e d  by th e  r e s e a rc h e r s  t h a t  p re d ic ­

t i o n  using these  measures was p o ss ib le  only through the  implementation 

s tage .

According to  Dunn and B o w e r s , ^  t h e re  a re  s ix  c o n s id e ra t io n s  which 

help insure  t h a t  an innovat ive  program in voca t iona l  educat ion  w i l l  be 

maintained and i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d .  These fol low.

1. Continual reward should be given to  th e  user .

2. Time should be provided so t h a t  the  innovation 
can be p ra c t i c e d  u n t i l  i t  becomes a r o u t in e  
procedure.

3. The innovation should be s t r u c t u r a l l y  in te g r a te d  
in to  the  system.

4. The innovation should be eva lua ted  c o n t in u a l ly  
to  assu re  i t s  ap p rop r ia te n es s .

5. The innovat ion  should have a maintenance system 
to  ensure t h a t  a l l  components a re  in o rder .

^DUNN, James A.,  and BOWERS, John E.,  op. c i t . , p. 73.
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6. There should be a continuing  a d ap ta t io n  cap­
a b i l i t y  so t h a t  changes in the  user  system 
a re  r e f l e c t e d  in th e  innovation.

Considera t ions  d iscussed  by Dunn and Bowers were der ived  from 

Havelock's46 resea rch  conducted to  a s s i s t  ex te rna l  change agents  in 

achieving th e  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  o f  an innovat ion .  When c a re fu l  a t t e n t i o n  

i s  given to  these  c o n s id e r a t i o n s ,  school d i s t r i c t  personnel a re  b e t t e r  

ab le  to  i n t e r n a l i z e  the  philosophy, processes  and products o f  the  

innovat ion .  Such i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n  i s  important  i f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

i s  to  occur.

Gaddis^? r e c e n t ly  conducted a s tudy t o  determine th e  o rg an iz a ­

t io n a l  and personal v a r i a b l e s  which prevented s e le c te d  e lementary 

schools  from i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  I n d iv id u a l ly  Guided Education (IGE). 

Schools under study had d iscon t inued  IGE a f t e r  fu n c t io n ing  as IGE 

schools  f o r  th ree  or  more y e a r s .  Teachers surveyed c i t e d  lack  of 

te a ch e r  commitment as the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  cause of  d i sc o n t in u a t io n  

of  the  e f f o r t .  Building p r i n c i p a l s ,  on the  o th e r  hand, s t a t e d  t h a t  

in te rp e r so n a l  c o n f l i c t  among teach e rs  was the  most s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r .  

D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e  personnel perceived t h a t  the  absence o f  con tinu ing  s t a f f  

development was a s i g n i f i c a n t  cause of  d i s c o n t in u a t io n .  All groups 

surveyed s t a t e d  t h a t  withdrawal o f  local  d i s t r i c t  f i n a n c ia l  support  

was a major cause f o r  the  t e rm in a t io n  o f  IGE in t h e i r  schools .  Other

46 HAVELOCK, Ronald G. A Guide to  Innovation in Education, I n s t i t u t e  
f o r  Social  Research, The U n ive rs i ty  o f  Michigan, Ann Arbor,  Michigan, 
1979, pp. 149-153.

47GADDIS, Marilyn Tyler .  "Organizat ional  and Personal C o n s t ra in ts  on 
the  Successful  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  In d iv id u a l ly  Guided Education,"  
Technical Report No. 447, U n ive rs i ty  o f  Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 
January,  1978.
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f a c t o r s  which co n t r ib u te d  to  the  demise of  IGE were the  lack of t r a in in g  

f o r  new s t a f f  members, and changes in a d m in i s t r a t io n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  in 

b u i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l s ,  dur ing  p r o j e c t  implementation.

As a r e s u l t  o f  her r e s e a rc h ,  Gaddis concluded t h a t  weakness in ,  

or  complete absence o f  c e r t a i n  v a r i a b le s  o f ten  led to  the  te rm ina t ion  

o f  IGE.

D i s t r i c t s  which had d iscon t inued  IGE a f t e r  th re e  years  were weak 

or lacking in one or more of  th ese  v a r i a b le s :

1. long-range f in a n c ia l  commitment from the  board 
of  educa t ion ;

2. p u b l i c a l l y  s t a t e d  commitment to  the  p r o j e c t  
by th e  board of  educa tion;

3. support  and commitment f o r  the  p r o j e c t  by d i s ­
t r i c t  o f f i c e  personnel and bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l s ;

4. c o n t in u i ty  o f  l e a d e r s h ip ;

5. w e l l -p lanned ,  comprehensive and continuous 
s t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s ;  and

6. open communication channels  among t ea ch e rs  and 
between t e a c h e r s  and a d m in i s t r a to r s .

Gaddis'  resea rch  co rrob o ra te s  the  f ind ings  o f  o th e r  c i t e d  re s e a rc h  t h a t

commitment and support  of  a l l  types and a t  a l l  l e v e l s  a re  v i t a l  to  the

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  innovat ions .

GOVERNMENTAL ATTEMPTS TO 
ENCOURAGE INNOVATION

The scope o f  fede ra l  a c t i v i t y  in education has expanded over the  

p a s t  two decades. Through a v a r i e ty  o f  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  the  fed e ra l  monetary 

commitment t o  education  has inc reased .  Involvement of  s t a t e  departments
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of education in the  s t im u la t ion  of innovation has a l s o  grown as federa l  

e f f o r t s  have increased .  Both l ev e ls  use the  incen t ive  g ran t  approach 

as a means to  encourage innovation a t  the  local  school d i s t r i c t  l e v e l .

L i t t l e  has been done to  determine the  ac tua l  e f f e c t s  of the  incen­

t i v e  g ran t  approach. Evaluat ion o b jec t iv e s  a re  usua l ly  a p a r t  o f  the 

g ran t ;  however, these  o b jec t iv e s  usua l ly  ev a lu a te  the  goal a t ta inm ent  

of  the  p ro je c t  during i t s  funding period and do not address the  issue 

of  "what happens when the  money ends ."  In the  p a s t ,  the re  have been 

few fol low-up eva lua t ions .

According to  Kirst^S l i t t l e  information e x i s t s  on the  con t inua t ion  

of  innovation p ro je c ts  or on th e  l a s t i n g  impact o f  fede ra l  change-causing 

e f f o r t s .  Furthermore, when data  have been c o l l e c t e d ,  t h e i r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

has been so broad t h a t  i t  has been rendered near ly  meaningless. K irs t  

specu la tes  t h a t ,  a t  the  loca l  l e v e l ,  f ed e ra l  monies have l i t t l e  in f luence  

on achieving lo n g - la s t in g  change. Innovative programs a re  hindered by 

t h e i r  temporary, uncer ta in  na tu re .  The " s o f t  money" s t a tu s  o f  incen t iv e -  

funded p ro jec ts  may lead to  a " th i s  too sh a l l  pass" a t t i t u d e  on th e  p a r t  

o f  local  personnel.  Incent ive-funded innovat ive  p ro je c ts  may have l i t t l e  

res id u a l  impact as the  money can be withdrawn a t  any time, and th e r e f o re ,  

the  p r o je c t  may be i s o l a t e d  from the mainstream of d i s t r i c t  a c t i v i t i e s .

I t  i s  K i r s t ' s  premise t h a t  fede ra l  money which f i l t e r s  through s t a t e  

departments of education to  loca l  school d i s t r i c t s  i s  not  meeting the 

expec ta t ions  with which i t  i s  granted.  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  does not

KIRST, Michael W. "The Growth and Limits of  Federal Inf luence  in 
Education,"  Occasional Paper 72-9, September, 1972, School of  
Education, Stanford U nivers i ty .
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occur to  the  e x te n t  a n t i c ip a te d  in the  funding approach. He s t a t e s  t h a t  

th e  impressive po ten t ia l  of  th e  incen t ive  gran t  approach is  not achieved 

because of:

1. rap id ly  s h i f t i n g  p r i o r i t i e s  o f  the  United S ta te s  
Off ice  of Education;

2. f l u c t u a t i n g  na t ional  commitment to  educational  
change;

3. m u l t i p l i c i t y  of  o b jec t iv e s  t h a t  leads  to  a lack  
o f  primary goals ;

4. inadequate planning and lead time f o r  the  sub­
mission of  proposals ;

5. inadequate p repa ra t ion  o f  the  LEA; and

6. o rgan iza t io n a l  r i g i d i t y  of those  LEA's t h a t  a re  
not  predisposed to change.

Thus, the  f a i l u r e  to achieve l a s t i n g  change is  a t t r i b u t e d  both to  the

gran t in g  agency 's  mode o f  opera t ion  and to  the  local  school d i s t r i c t ' s

response .*

A s i g n i f i c a n t  study of  the  fede ra l  incen t iv e  g ran t  approach to  the  

s t im u la t io n  of  educational  innovation has been r e c e n t ly  conducted by 

Rand Corporation f o r  the  United S ta te s  Off ice  o f  Education. The two- 

phase study addressed " f e d e ra l ly  funded programs designed to  in troduce  

and spread innovat ive  p r a c t i c e s  in publ ic  s c h o o l  s . " 4 9  Phase I reviewed 

change research  a n d " . . .  s tud ied  local  innovations during t h e i r  l a s t  or  

next  to  l a s t  year  o f  funding by federa l  change agent  programs and the  

resea rch  focused on the  i n i t i a t i o n  and implementation o f  these  local

★
Fur ther  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  o f  th e  above conclusions occurred during a 
telephone conversa t ion  with Michael K ir s t  on February 6, 1978.

^ 9BERMAN, Paul ,  and McLAUGHLIN, Milbrey Wallin. Federal Programs Sup­
por t ing  Educational Change, Vol. I:  A Model of~Educational '"change,
p. i i i .  Rand Corporat ion, Santa Monica, C a l i f o r n ia ,  September, 1974.
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pro jec ts ."^®  "Phase II  of the study . . .  examined what happened to  inno

v a t iv e  p ro je c ts  a f t e r  the  end of  the  federa l  funding p e r i o d . . . . "5 1

During Phase I o f  the  Rand Study, resea rch e rs  concluded t h a t

. . .  impact-or ien ted  s tu d ies  of innovative p ro jec ts  
have not  produced g en e ra l iza b le  f ind ings  because 
they f a i l  to  deal with the  i n t e r a c t io n  of  the  pro­
j e c t  with i t s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g ;  and . . .  imple­
mentat ion problems dominate the  outcomes o f  change
processes in the  educational  system. 52

Much o f  the  l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed by Berman and McLaughlin concen tra ted  

upon the  degree to  which p ro je c ts  met t h e i r  s t a t e d  goa ls .  Very few

stu d ie s  were concerned with the  i n t e r a c t i o n  of the  p ro jec ts  with t h e i r

re s p e c t iv e  i n s t i t u t i o n s .

Rand found two major a n a ly t i c a l  approaches being used in change- 

o r ien ted  research :  F i r s t ,  an approach emphasizing adoption ,  and second

an approach emphasizing implementation.

Planning, adoption,  and d isseminat ion  comprise the  former per­

sp ec t iv e .  The issues of implementation, i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  or  i n s t i ­

tu t io n a l  adap ta t ion  a r e  neg lec ted ,  and the  method of change in an educa 

t io n a l  s e t t i n g  i s  not explained.

The more r ec en t ly  s tud ied  implementation p e rsp ec t iv e ,  on the  o th e r  

hand, de f in e s  the  p ro b a b i l i ty  of  successfu l  innovation in terms o f  i t s  

s t r a t e g i e s  and in h ib i t i n g  and f a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r i a b le s .  Models of

BERMAN, Paul,  and McLAUGHLIN, Milbrey Wallin.  Federal Programs Sup­
por t ing  Educational Change, Vol. VII: Factors Affect ing Implementa­
t io n  and Con t inua t ion , p. v. Rand Corporat ion, Santa, Monica, 
C a l i fo rn ia ,  A pr i l ,  1977.

51 Ib id ,  p. v i .

52Ibid ,  pp. v -v i .
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organ iza t iona l  behavior now become the bas is  fo r  examining the  r e a l i t y  

of  educational  innovation.  Reports having an implementation perspec­

t i v e  concluded t h a t

. . .  the  most d i f f i c u l t  and complex p a r t  of the  
problem of innovation has to  do not with pre- 
adoptive  behavior but  with postadoptive  be­
hav io r ,  . . .  with the  process of  implementa t ion.53

On t h i s  b a s i s ,  the i n i t i a t i o n  of innovation i s  not the  i s sue ;  but  r a th e r  

the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and o b s tac le s  encountered during and fol lowing imple­

mentat ion become s i g n i f i c a n t .

Differences between the  adoption and implementation viewpoints a re  

due l a r g e ly  to  r e sp ec t iv e  research t r a d i t i o n s .  The adoption perspec t ive  

is  based in medicine,  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  and ru ra l  sociology.  I t s  cen t ra l  

concern i s  the  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of r a t e s  o f  adoption of innovat ions .  The 

assumption i s  made t h a t  innovations a re  r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e  and have a 

product o r i e n t a t i o n .  With such an o r i e n t a t i o n ,  goals  and procedures 

a r e  s p e c i f i c ;  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between procedure and outcome is  c l e a r ;  

c e r t a i n t y  of outcome i s  genera l ly  p resen t ;  passive  user  involvement i s  

most common; and s in g le  individual  adopters  a re  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .

In c o n t r a s t ,  the  implementation pe rspec t ive  has a base in educa­

t iona l  research  and views innovation as an evolu t ionary  process i n ­

volving the  human element. In the l a t t e r  case ,  the  fol lowing a t t r i b u t e s  

a re  p e r t i n e n t :  procedures may be incomplete and outcomes may be un­

c e r t a i n ;  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between innovative  procedures and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

goals o f ten  i s  unc lear ;  a c t iv e  user  involvement i s  requ ired ;  and i n s t i ­

tu t io n a l  adopters  a re  involved.

53BERMAN and McLAUGHLIN, op. c i t . ,  p. 8.
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Because of  the  o f ten  v a r i a b le  and uns tab le  na tu re  of  educational  

innovat ions ,  i t  appears t h a t  eva lua t ion  of  innovat ions  a p a r t  from the  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  may not be p o s s ib le .  Since the  innovation  may 

a d ju s t  to  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  o r  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  may 

have to adapt  to  the  innovat ion ,  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  compare s im i l a r  

innovations across  d i s s i m i l a r  s e t t i n g s .  Researchers having an adoption 

o r i e n t a t i o n  may not cons ider  t h i s  v a r i a b i l i t y .

Researchers in the  f i r s t  phase of  th e  Rand Study found t h a t  the  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  s tag e  r eq u i re s  the  most s e r io u s  commitment. The 

process of i n t e g r a t i n g  innovat ive  p r o j e c t s  in to  p rev a len t  d i s t r i c t  

p o l i c i e s  and procedures i s  very complex.

Phase I I  o f  th e  Rand Study addresses  th e s e  com plex i t ie s .  I t  des­

c r ib e s  the  more f a r - r e a c h in g  e f f e c t s  of fed e ra l  p o l i c i e s  aimed a t  

s t im u la t in g  loca l  educational  reform through th e  p rov is ion  o f  incen­

t i v e  funds. The Rand r e s ea rch e r s  s p l i t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  in to  two 

components: (1) ind iv idual  ( t eache r )  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  c a l l e d

a s s i m i l a t i o n ,  and (2) system ( d i s t r i c t )  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  c a l le d  

in co rp o ra t io n .  Each component can occur without  the  o th e r  but  f o r  

complete i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  to  take p lace ,  both must happen.

Classroom level  f in d in g s  of the  Rand Study in d ic a t e  t h a t  a s s im i ­

l a t i o n  was dependent upon the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  p r o j e c t  implementation 

and the  degree of  te a ch e r  change a s c r i b a b l e  to  t h e  p r o j e c t .  I t  was 

found t h a t  change a t  the  classroom level  depended l e s s  on p r o j e c t  con­

t e n t  than how the  p r o j e c t  was c a r r i e d  ou t .  Also, classroom change 

depended more upon what th e  d i s t r i c t  did  with th e  f ede ra l  d o l l a r s  than 

upon th e  amount o f  th e  g ran t .
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Pro jec ts  which requ ired  s i g n i f i c a n t  change by teachers  were more 

l i k e l y  to r e s u l t  in actual  change, perhaps because teachers  tended to  

take such p ro jec ts  more s e r io u s ly .  Teacher p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in p ro je c t  

decis ions  increased the  success of implementation a c t i v i t i e s  and 

enhanced the  chances f o r  p r o j e c t  con t in ua t io n .  Implementation s t r a t ­

e g ie s ,  such as the  provision of r e l a t e d  s t a f f  t r a in in g  and s t a f f  

support  a c t i v i t i e s  a f f e c te d  the  a s s im i la t io n  of the  p ro jec t  a t  the  

classroom le v e l .  Leadership was found to be important  f o r  con t inua­

t io n ,  e sp e c ia l ly  ea r ly  and l a s t i n g  support  by the  p r i n c i p a l .  I t  was 

found t h a t  a sense of  e f f i c a c y  on the  p a r t  of th e  individual  teacher  

l ed  to  increased  chances of a s s im i l a t i o n .  Length o f  teache r  experience,  

on th e  o th e r  hand, negat ive ly  influenced p r o j e c t  con t inua t ion .  Re­

searchers  found t h a t  the more experienced teachers  were l e s s  l ik e ly  to 

change because of the  p r o j e c t ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  a s s im i l a t i o n  was l e s s  l i k e l y  

to r e s u l t .

At the  d i s t r i c t  l e v e l ,  the  Rand Study found four  f a c to r s  which 

a f fe c te d  the  school d i s t r i c t ' s  con t inua t ion  d e c i s i o n . 55 These were:

1. co s t

2. o r g a n i z a t i o n a l - p o l i t i c a l  cons id e ra t ion s

3. importance of the  educational  need served

4. perceived p r o j e c t  success .

Continuation of an incen t ive -funding  p r o j e c t  depended l e s s  upon per­

ceived success than upon the  o ther  f a c t o r s .  P ro jec ts  which were most

54Ib id ,  pp. 70-149.

55Ib id ,  p. 153.
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l i k e l y  to  continue were those in which con t inua t ion  was intended from 

the o u t se t .  The d i s t r i c t ' s  i n i t i a l  a t t i t u d e  toward a s p e c ia l ly  funded 

p r o j e c t  s e t s  the  s tage  fo r  con t inua t ion .  I f  con t inua t ion  is  planned 

from the  beginning, the  f ac to r s  c i t ed  above can be manipulated to 

in su re  c o n t i n u a t i o n .56

D i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered in sus ta in ing  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  

innovations f a l l  in to  th re e  major c a te g o r ie s :  f i n a n c i a l ,  personnel ,

and p o l i t i c a l . 5?

The most f requen t ly  mentioned d i s t r i c t  problem in su s ta in in g  specia l  

p ro jec ts  was the  f in an c ia l  one. Often the  d i s t r i c t  has i n s u f f i c i e n t  

resources to  carry  on a p r o je c t  a t  th e  des ired  leve l  of  opera t ion .  Unan­

t i c i p a t e d ,  hidden opera t ing  cos ts  and/or  f a i l u r e  i n i t i a l l y  to des ignate  

money f o r  necessary support  s e rv ice s  may be a t  the  roo t  of t h i s  problem. 

Some d i s t r i c t s  had t ro u b le  su s ta in in g  specia l  p ro je c t s  because they 

continued to be viewed as spec ia l  p r o j e c t s ,  even a f t e r  the  federa l  funds 

ended. This pe rpe tua t ion  of spec ia l  s t a tu s  made the p ro je c ts  vulnerable  

to  te rm ina t ion  and r e a l lo c a t i o n  o f  money which might have been a v a i la b le  

f o r  con t inua t ion .  I t  was found t h a t  f in an c ia l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered 

by local  d i s t r i c t s  o f ten  could have been precluded by ap p ro p r ia te  bud­

getary  a l l o c a t io n s  t h a t  could have been planned f o r  and p red ic ted .

Personnel d i f f i c u l t i e s  encountered in su s ta in in g  the incen t ive  

p ro jec ts  varied  considerab ly ,  but  as with f in an c ia l  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  were 

"more o r  l e s s  p r e d i c t a b l e . " 5^ P ro je c t  con t inua t ion  was a f f e c te d  by

56Ib id ,  pp. 153-155. 

57Ib id ,  pp. 166-172. 

58Ib id ,  p. 170.
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s t a f f  turnover  which d i lu t e d  p r o j e c t  enthusiasm and e x p e r t i s e .  In some 

p r o j e c t s ,  s t a f f  r e s i s t a n c e  proved to be a problem, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when 

e f f o r t s  were made to include new teach e rs .  An absence of  leade rsh ip  

and support  from the  d i s t r i c t ' s  cen t ra l  o f f i c e  and/or  a lack  of the  

p r i n c i p a l ' s  support  were c i t e d  as personnel d i f f i c u l t i e s  making incor­

pora t ion  d i f f i c u l t .  Also, con t inua t ion  was d i f f i c u l t  i f  a p r o j e c t  

d i r e c t o r  l e f t  a t  the  end of the  funded p r o j e c t  and was not  rep laced ,  

s ince  h i s / h e r  depar ture  c rea ted  a "vacuum of  techn ica l  e x p e r t i s e ,  

b u reau c ra t ic  know-how and concern f o r  the  p r o j e c t . "59

With few excep tions ,  p o l i t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in f luenc ing  p ro je c t  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  had to do with school board o r  community accep­

tance o f  th e  p r o j e c t .  Lack of acceptance o f ten  r e s u l t e d  from lack o f  

knowledge and unders tanding of the  p r o j e c t ,  a t  l e a s t  in p a r t  caused 

by low p r o j e c t  v i s i b i l i t y  and i n e f f e c t iv e  publ ic  r e l a t i o n s .

The Rand Study found t h a t  in many o f  the  p ro je c ts  s tud ied  th e re  

was genera l ly  a f a i l u r e  to plan adequate ly  f o r  p ro je c t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n .  Those d i s t r i c t s  who saw the  federa l  funds as "seed money" managed 

funds and o th e r  resources  accordingly .  Usually t h e i r  p ro jec ts  became 

a p a r t  of  the  d i s t r i c t ' s  r e g u la r  opera t ions  a f t e r  funding ended. A f a r  

more common occurrence was an unwil l ingness on the  p a r t  of a d m in is t r a to r s  

to  take  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  the  f a t e  o f  the  p ro je c t s  they i n i t i a t e d .  A 

p rev a len t  a t t i t u d e  found was the  f e e l in g  t h a t  the  u l t im a te  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

f o r  the  innovat ive  p r o j e c t  does not  l i e  with the  local  d i s t r i c t .  Rather,

59Ib id ,  p. 171.
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i f  t h e  federa l  government wants innovative  p ro je c ts  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d ,  

adm in is t ra to rs  o f ten  fee l  the  government should provide follow-up fund­

ing fo r  p r o j e c t  maintenance.®^

Superintendents of  school d i s t r i c t s  which i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  incen­

t ive -funded  p ro jec ts  presented suggest ions  to  inc rease  the  l ike l ih o o d  

of p r o j e c t  c o n t i n u a n c e . T h e y  s t a t e d  t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  not 

an i s sue  to  be considered when the  l a s t  check a r r i v e s  but  must be planned 

and begun a t  the  same time as the  p r o j e c t  proposal is developed. . I t  

must be assumed t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  an in te g ra l  p a r t  of  an 

incentive-funded p r o j e c t .  Active measures must be taken from the o u t s e t  

to  in su re  t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  wil l  occur.

In teg ra ted  e f f o r t s  must be made to  inco rpora te  the  innovative  pro­

j e c t  in  a l l  key school d i s t r i c t  o pe ra t ions :  the  educational  program,

the budget process ,  personnel procedures,  and s t a f f  support  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Furthermore, super in tenden ts  maintained t h a t  successes  achieved during 

the  g ran t  period must be highly  v i s i b l e  so t h a t  necessary p ro je c t  sup­

p o r t  and commitment can be obtained a f t e r  funding ends. Training of 

d i s t r i c t  personnel a l s o  i s  an important  c o n s id e ra t io n .  All d i s t r i c t  

personnel should be t r a in e d  to  handle what needs to be done to  continue 

the  p r o j e c t  a f t e r  funding ends. Training should be provided to both 

a d m in is t r a to r s  and f a c u l ty .  I t  should occur in the r e g u la r  work schedule 

of  the  school system.

60Ib id ,  pp. 172-178.
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Throughout the  Rand Study, r e sea rch e rs  found t h a t  f u l l  i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n  occurred r a re ly  in s p i t e  of  the  expec ta t ions  o f  the  federal  

government.62 Researchers concurred with " . . .  the  growing b e l i e f  th a t  

policymakers have overest imated the in f luence  o f  fede ra l  incen t ives  on 

local p ra c t i c e s .  . . .  f ede ra l  expec ta t ions  need to  be ad jus ted  to  the  

r e a l i t y  o f  l im i te d  federa l  i n f l u e n c e . 1,63

Summary

Taken as a whole, the  l i t e r a t u r e  in d ic a te s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t i n g  change 

in an educational  i n s t i t u t i o n  i s  a h ighly  complex ta sk .  I t  i s  an under­

tak ing  which req u i re s  carefu l  co ns idera t ion  not only of  the  ind iv idua ls  

Involved in th e  process and the  innovation in q u es t io n ,  but  a l s o  of  the  

o rgan iza t iona l  s e t t i n g  i t s e l f .  Researchers agree t h a t  the  s t a t e  of  the  

o rgan iza t ion  g r e a t ly  in f luences  the  probable success o f  innovative  

e f f o r t s .

In te g ra t in g  innovat ive  p ro je c ts  in to  r e g u la r  school opera t ions  

is  d i f f i c u l t .  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  requ ire s  s u b s ta n t ia l  individual and 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l  commitment. Researchers agree t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

o f  innovation in  the  school s e t t i n g  i s  in need o f  f u r t h e r  s tudy. They 

concur t h a t  th e re  i s  a need to  i d e n t i fy  and examine v a r i a b le s  which 

f a c i l i t a t e  and i n h i b i t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

The use o f  in cen t iv e  g ran ts  to  encourage innovation makes an 

a l ready  complex task  even more complicated. R e a l i t i e s  o f  the  school

62Ib id ,  p. 193.

63BERMAN, Paul, and McLAUGHLIN, MiIbrey Wallin.  Federal Programs Sup­
por t ing  Educational Change, Vol. VIII :  Implementing and Sus ta in ing
Innovat ions , p. 35, Rand Corporat ion,  Santa, Monica, CA, May, 1978.
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s e t t i n g  and expecta t ions  of the funding agency must match i f  l a s t i n g  

change is  to occur. I t  i s  important  to  i d e n t i fy  and understand v a r i ­

ables which in f luence  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i f  the  incen t ive  g ra n t  

approach is  to  achieve i t s  p o t e n t i a l .  Researchers in the  a rea  of 

educational  change have begun to  do j u s t  t h a t .

The following conclusions can be drawn from the  c i t e d  research  

f ind ings .

I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  must be intended from the o u t s e t  o f  an innova­

t i v e  p ro je c t  f o r  i t  most l i k e l y  to occur. Planning fo r  a l l  a spec ts  of  

change and appropr ia te  resource  a l l o c a t io n  a re  necessary to achieve 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  J o i n t  decision-making involving severa l  l ev e ls  

o f  school personnel should occur with the  i n i t i a t i o n  of an incen t ive  

g ra n t  and continue beyond i t s  te rm ina t ion .  Commitment and support  of 

school a d m in is t r a to r s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  the  bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l s ,  a re  

important v a r ia b le s  in f luenc ing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Implementation 

s t r a t e g i e s ,  e sp e c ia l ly  s t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  in f luence  p ro jec t  

co n t inua t ion  a f t e r  the  funding period.

Therefore, one concludes t h a t  the  f a c to r s  a f f e c t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n  and the to ta l  process o f  change a re  many and v a r i e d .  For 

incen t ive  g ran ts  e f f e c t i v e l y  to  bring about educational  change, these  

v a r iab le s  must be i d e n t i f i e d ,  re f in ed  and considered.



Chapter 3

RESEARCH PROCEDURES

This chap te r  p resen ts  the  research  design of t h i s  s tudy.  The f o l ­

lowing elements a re  d iscussed:  the  populat ion ,  the s i t e  and respondent

s e l e c t i o n ,  the  survey instrument,  the  p i l o t  study,  the  survey procedure, 

and the  an a ly s i s  o f  the  r e s u l t s .

Population

The population f o r  t h i s  study cons is ted  of  ind iv idua ls  a sso c ia ted  

with 21 incentive-funded innovative p ro je c ts  r e l a t e d  to  vocational  educa­

t io n  in Michigan. S i te s  were se lec te d  on the  ba s i s  o f  the  following 

c r i t e r i a :

1. The innovation was MDE generated through a 
" reques t  f o r  proposals"  process .

2. Only publ ic  secondary educational  i n s t i ­
tu t i o n s  were chosen.

3. Federal monies f o r  incen t ive  funding,  
channeled through MDE, were used.

4. I t  was implied t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
would occur a f t e r  the  incen t iv e  funding 
stopped.

5. The incen t iv e  funding began no more than 
f i v e  yea rs  before  the  time t h i s  research  
was s t a r t e d  (1977); p r o j e c t  dura t ion  was 
from two to  th re e  y e a r s ;  funding termina­
t io n  occurred a t  l e a s t  one y e a r  before  t h i s  
research  was approved (1978).

S i t e  and Respondent Se lec t ion

Suggestions were sought from se le c te d  MDE s t a f f  members as to  pro­

j e c t s  which would meet the  se le c t io n  c r i t e r i a .  These s t a f f  members
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were from the Personnel Development and Career Development u n i t s  within  

VTES and the  Research, Evaluation and Assessment Service .  Indiv iduals  

from these  u n i t s  adm in is te r ,  monitor or eva lua te  incentive-funded pro­

j e c t s .  A l i s t  of  p o ss ib le  s i t e s  r e s u l t e d .  MDE s t a f f  members reviewed 

th e  l i s t  to  determine i f  the  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  had been met. The l i s t  

of  twenty-one e l i g i b l e  p ro jec ts  contained in Appendix A r e s u l te d  from 

t h i s  process .

VTES s t a f f  recommended a con tac t  person a t  each s i t e  to whom the 

resea rch e r  se n t  l e t t e r s  t h a t  b r i e f l y  explained the  research p ro je c t  to 

s o l i c i t  names and addresses  of ind iv idua ls  who had been involved in the  

i d e n t i f i e d  incentive-funded p r o j e c t  (see  Appendix B). Ind iv idua ls  in 

th r e e  ca teg o r ie s  were sought:

1. p ro jec t  a d m in is t r a t io n ,  e . g . ,  p r o j e c t  d i r e c to r  
or  coord in a to r ,  vocat ional  d i r e c t o r ,  member of 
an a d m in i s t r a t iv e  or coord ina t ing  committee.

2. p ro je c t  implementation, e . g . ,  classroom teache rs ,  
placement personnel ,  co-op c o o rd in a to rs ,  coun­
se lo r s .

3. s i g n i f i c a n t  o t h e r s ,  e . g . ,  super in tenden t ,  a s s i s ­
t a n t  supe r in tenden t ,  d i r e c to r s  of various se rv ice  
a re a s ,  bu i ld ing  p r i n c i p a l s .  (Persons having a 
knowledge o f  th e  p r o j e c t  but  not  having an a c t iv e  
involvement with  p ro je c t  a d m in is t ra t io n  or  imple­
mentat ion. )

Copies of the  l e t t e r  and th e  p a r t i c i p a n t  form are  provided in Appendix B.:

Twenty-one l e t t e r s ,  accompanied by one form per category fo r  l i s t ­

ing poss ib le  survey p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  were se n t  to  the  co n tac t  persons.  

Nineteen responses (90%) were rece ived ,  a f t e r  which a thank-you l e t t e r  

was se n t ,  which i s  included in Appendix B. However, one response was 

received  too l a t e  to  be included in  the  survey; thus only e ighteen pro­

j e c t s  were included.
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Two Ind iv idua ls  per category per  p ro jec t  were randomly se lec te d  to 

rece ive  the  survey instrument.

Instrumentat ion

A q u e s t io nn a i re  was used to c o l l e c t  the  data fo r  t h i s  s tudy .  A 

review of  the  l i t e r a t u r e  provided th e  bas is  f o r  s e l e c t in g  the v a r ia b le s  

included in the  q ues t io n n a i re .  After  reviewing the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  a l i s t  

of po ten t ia l  v a r iab le s  a f f e c t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was compiled. 

Consolidat ion and reduc t ion  e l im ina ted  overlap  and d u p l ic a t io n .  The 

reduced i i s t  o f  v a r i a b le s  was s e n t  to  a panel o f  experts  who had 

experience in  adminis ter ing  and /or  implementing incen tive-funded  inno­

v a t iv e  p ro je c ts  to c r i t i q u e  and f u r t h e r  reduce the  l i s t  of  v a r i a b le s .

The panel included re p re s e n ta t iv e s  from the  Michigan Department of  

Education, the  Michigan Advisory Council f o r  Vocational Education, a 

u n iv e r s i t y ,  a community c o l leg e ,  an in te rm edia te  school d i s t r i c t ,  and 

a local  school d i s t r i c t .  In a dd i t ion  to  reducing the  l i s t  of  v a r i a b le s ,  

p a n e l i s t s  a lso  made suggest ions which r e s u l t e d  in g r e a t e r  c l a r i t y  of  

items. Variables were w r i t t e n  in ques t ion  form. Quest ions were reviewed 

f o r  b ias  by p a n e l i s t s  and research  c o n su l ta n t s .  Questions were r e w r i t t en  

to  minimize th e  degree o f  b ias  inheren t  in each.

The order  of the  q u e s t io n n a i re  items was randomized using a t a b l e  

o f  random numbers with the  exception of  items 92-95. These items 

requ ired  a d i f f e r e n t  response format as they were q u a n t i t a t i v e  in 

na tu re  and could not  be used with a L ike r t  s c a l e .  A copy o f  the  " I n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  Quest ionnaire"  i s  in  Appendix C.
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In ten t  of the  Questionnaire

The i n t e n t  was included on each qu es t io n n a i re  as fo l lows:

When a school d i s t r i c t  implements an e x te rn a l ly  
funded innovat ive  p r o j e c t ,  t h e  d i s t r i c t  must 
decide what to do when the  ex te rna l  funding 
ceases .  The p r o j e c t  may be dropped o r  i t  may 
continue  as p a r t  of r eg u la r  d i s t r i c t  ope ra t io ns .
In the  l a t t e r  case ,  we say t h a t  the  p r o j e c t  has 
been " i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d . "  There may be c e r t a i n  
v a r i a b le s  which in d ic a te  t h a t  a p r o j e c t  wil l  
continue and become i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  with in  
t h e  d i s t r i c t .  The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of such v a r i ­
ab les  i s  the  i n t e n t  of  t h i s  q u es t io n n a i re .

P a r t  I of  th e  Quest ionnaire

Par t  I o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a i re  gathered information p e r ta in in g  to  the  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of innovations:  s p e c i f i c a l l y  to what e x te n t  i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  v a r i a b le s  occurred in the  innovat ive  p r o j e c t  and whether 

or not  the  presence or absence of each v a r i a b le  f a c i l i t a t e d  or  hindered 

th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  the  p r o j e c t .

The d i r e c t i o n s  and s c a le  used f o r  Pa r t  I of  the  q u e s t io n n a i r e ,  

items 1-91, were as fo l low s:

Please read th e  ques t ions  below, keep in mind t h a t  
each ques t ion  i s  prefaced with "TO WHAT EXTENT."

FIRST: c i r c l e  the  number on the r a t i n g  s c a l e
(1-5) a t  th e  immediate r i g h t  o f  each ques t ion  
to  in d ic a t e  t o  what e x te n t  t h i s  occurred in 
your p ro je c t .

SECOND: c i r c l e  the number on the  r a t i n g  sc a le
(1-3) a t  th e  f a r  r i g h t  o f  each ques t ion  t o  i n d i ­
c a t e  whether i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was f a c i l i t a t e d  
o r  hindered by the  presence or  absence o f  each 
item.

The s c a l e  to  th e  immediate r i g h t  o f  each quest ion  was prefaced with "To 

What Extent" and included:



39

1. Not a t  All

2. Very L i t t l e

3. No Opinion

4. Somewhat

5. A Great Deal

The s c a l e  to  the  f a r  r i g h t  of each quest ion  was in response to "Did t h i s  

f a c i l i t a t e  or h inder i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  your p ro jec t? "  and included:

1. F a c i l i t a t e

2. Hinder

3. Not Applicable

The d i r e c t i o n s  and sca le  f o r  items 92-95 were as fo l lows:

Please read the  quest ions  below.

FIRST: c i r c l e  e i t h e r  1 or 2, a t  the  immediate
r i g h t  of  the  quest ion  to  in d ic a te  a "yes" or 
"no" response.

SECOND: c i r c l e  the  number on the  sca le  (1-3)
a t  the  f a r  r i g h t  of each quest ion to  in d ic a te  
whether i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was f a c i l i t a t e d  
or hindered by the  s i t u a t i o n  r e f l e c t e d  in your 
response.

The sc a le  to  the  immediate r i g h t  o f  each quest ion  was:

1. Yes

2. No

The sc a le  to the  f a r  r i g h t  o f  each quest ion  was id en t ica l  t o  t h a t  used 

f o r  items 1-91.

P a r t  I I  of the  Quest ionnaire

P a r t  II  o f  the  q u e s t ion na i re  was designed to c o l l e c t  data  p e r t a in  

ing to  th e  respondent h im s e l f / h e r s e l f .
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P i lo t  Study

A p i lo t  study was conducted in o rder  to  determine the  s u i t a b i l i t y  

o f  the  q u e s t io n n a ire .  Ind iv idua ls  were surveyed in each category from 

th re e  of the  p rev iously  id e n t i f i e d  incen tive-funded  p ro je c ts .  S i te s  were 

s e le c te d  f o r  the  p i l o t  study on a random b a s i s .  Returned q u es t io n n a ire s  

w ere.com pletely f i l l e d  out and respondents did not question the  wording 

or leng th . Q uestionnaires showed c o n s is te n t  responses among c a teg o r ie s  

o f  respondents fo r  each o f  the  th re e  p ro je c ts .  Based on a 72 percen t 

response (13 out o f 18 ) , th e  q u e s t io n n a ire  was considered a p p ro p r ia te  

f o r  th i s  study. P i l o t  study responses were not included in th e  ta b u la ­

t io n  of f in a l  survey r e s u l t s .

Survey Procedure

A q u e s t io n n a ire ,  a cover l e t t e r ,  and a re tu rn  envelope were mailed 

to  each of th e  n inety  p rev iously  s e le c te d  respondents (two in d iv id u a ls  in 

each o f  the  c a teg o r ie s  in each o f f i f t e e n  p r o je c ts ) .  To help  ensure 

a high response r a t e  a reminder card  was se n t  to  each ind iv idual who 

had n o t responded by th re e  days before  th e  dead line  da te  s ta te d  in  the 

cover l e t t e r .  S ix ty -fo u r  usable  responses were re tu rned  (71.1%).

Copies o f the  cover l e t t e r  and the  reminder c a rd ,  a lso  a re  provided 

in Appendix C. L e t te r s  to  each p r o j e c t ' s  p a r t i c ip a n ts  v a ried  somewhat 

according to  th e  name o f  the  p ro je c t  and the  ro le  played by th e  respondent.

Analysis o f Data

The d a ta  rece ived  from the  respondents were t r a n s fe r r e d  to  data  

cards produced f o r  use a t  the  computer f a c i l i t i e s  a t  Michigan S ta te  

U n iv e rs i ty .
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S t a t i s t i c a l  Package fo r  the  Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to  

analyze the  d a ta .  The s p e c i f i c  subprogram used was FREQUENCIES which 

provided d e s c r ip t iv e  inform ation .

The mode as th e  measure o f  c e n t ra l  tendency, frequency and per­

centages were used to  d e sc r ib e  the  data  rece ived . The mode was chosen 

based upon th e  recommendation o f  a u n iv e r s i ty  resea rch  c o n su l ta n t ,  as 

an a p p ro p r ia te  means to  d esc r ib e  m ajo r i ty  response to  each v a r ia b le .

Summary

The population fo r  t h i s  study c o n s is ted  o f  in d iv id u a ls  a sso c ia ted  

with incen tive-funded  innovative  p ro je c ts  r e la te d  to  vocational educa­

t io n  in Michigan. Based upon developed c r i t e r i a ,  s i t e  s e le c t io n  was 

made from p ro je c ts  recommended by MDE s t a f f  members. Eighteen p ro je c ts  

were se le c te d  fo r  th e  study. Two in d iv id u a ls  from each o f  th ree  

c a te g o r ie s  were randomly s e le c te d  to  rec e iv e  an " I n s t i tu t i o n a l i z a t io n  

Q uestionnaire ."  This q u es t io n n a ire  was developed based upon a review 

o f  r e la te d  l i t e r a t u r e  and re a c t io n s  from a panel o f  e x p e r ts .  The 

q u es tio n n a ire  was d iv ided  in to  two se c t io n s :  P a r t  I d e a l t  with i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t io n  v a r ia b le s  and P a rt  II  was designed to  c o l l e c t  demographic 

inform ation about the  respondents.

Before sending out the  q u e s t io n n a ire  to  o b ta in  data  fo r  a n a ly s is ,  

a p i l o t  study was conducted to  determine q u es t io n n a ire  a p p ro p r ia ten ess .

A 72 percen t response re s u l te d  from th e  p i l o t  study. Q uestionnaires 

then were s e n t  to  randomly se le c te d  in d iv id u a ls  from f i f t e e n  p ro je c ts .  

S ix ty -fo u r  usable  responses were rece ived  (71.1%). Data rece ived  was 

analyzed using th e  SPSS subprogram FREQUENCIES.



Chapter 4

FINDINGS

This chap ter p resen ts  the  a n a ly s is  o f the  responses from the  educa­

to rs  who p a r t ic ip a te d  in  the  study. The a n a ly s is  i s  d ivided in to  two 

p a r ts .

The f i r s t  sec t io n  d esc r ib es  th e  respondents backgrounds and includes 

a subsec tion  which descr ibes  those respondents' subm itting non-usable 

r e p l i e s .  The second se c t io n  con ta ins  da ta  concerning the  v a r ia b le s  

which f a c i l i t a t e  and hinder the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of incentive-funded 

Innovations in vocational education . This s e c t io n  concerns d i r e c t ly  

the  resea rch  q uestions  posed in Chapter 1.

BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS

The da ta  summarized in t h i s  study were compiled from the  responses 

of 64 a d m in is t r a to r s ,  implementors, and " s ig n i f ic a n t  o th e rs "  (71.1 per­

cen t response) who re tu rned  th e  q u e s t io n n a ire .  The l a r g e s t  r a t e  o f  re tu rn  

was from a d m in is tra to rs  and th e  sm a lle s t  was from the  " s ig n i f ic a n t  o ther"  

category . Table 1 summarizes th e  response r a t e  o f the  th re e  c a te g o r ie s .

Responses which were not included in the  d a ta  a n a ly s is  were received  

from eleven in d iv id u a ls .  Two q u e s t io n n a ire s  were rece ived  too l a t e  to  be 

included and nine in d iv id u a ls  re tu rn ed  blank q u e s t io n n a ire s  with accom­

panying l e t t e r s .  V ir tu a l ly  a l l  of these  l e t t e r s  expressed an i n t e r e s t  

in  the resea rch  p ro je c t ,  but claimed an i n a b i l i t y  to  complete th e  ques­

t io n n a i re .  There were th re e  non-usable responses each from a d m in is tra to rs

f
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and implementors, and f iv e  from s ig n i f i c a n t  o th e rs .  Table 2 summarizes 

the  reasons fo r  lack  o f  q u e s t io n n a ire  completion.

Table 1 

RESPONDENTS BY CATEGORY

Category Responses
Percent
Return

No
Responses Percent

Total
Sample

A dm inistra tor 24 80.0 6 2 0 . 0 30

Imp!ementor 2 2 73.3 8 26.7 30

S ig n if ic a n t  Other 18 60.0 1 2 40.0 30

Total 64 26 90
Percent 71.1 28.9 1 0 0 . 0

Table 2

NON-USABLE RESPONSES BY REASON

Reason Responses Category

Late Returns 2
A dm inis tra to r 
Imp!ementor

( 1 )
( 1 )

Lack o f  s u f f i c i e n t  inform ation 
regarding p ro je c t  to  be ab le  
to  respond

6
S ig n i f ic a n t  Other 
A dm inis tra to r I f !

M u lt i-p ro je c t  involvement and 
unable to sy n thes ize  informa­
t io n

2 Impl ementor ( 2 )
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Table 2 (Continued)

Reason Responses Category

Length and number of choices in 
q u es t io n n a ire 1 A dm in is tra to r (1)

Total 11

Table 3 and 4 show th e  frequency and percentage o f  response f o r  the  

data  c o l le c te d  in P art  I I  o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a ire .  The ty p ic a l  respondent 

i s  male, 41 to  49 y ears  o ld , holds a m a s te r 's  degree, has over 14 y e a r s '  

experience in educa tion , has served h is  educational agency f o r  10 to  14 

y e a r s ,  and has 4 to  6  y ea rs  in h is  p resen t p o s i t io n .

Table 3

PROFILE OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS:
AGE, SEX, LEVEL OF EDUCATION

(n = 64)

Item Frequency Percen t

Age (years)

25 or o ld e r
26-30 2 3.1
31-35 13 20.3
36-40 16 25.0
41-49 19 29.7
50 or o ld er 14 21.9

TOTAL w 100.0

Sex

Female 1 0 15.6
Male 54 84.4

TOTAL 64 1 0 0 . 0
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Table 3 (Continued)

Item Frequency Percent

Level of Education

No Response 1 1 . 6
B accalaureate 6 9 .4
Masters 44 6 8 . 8
Special i s t 8 12.5
Doctorate 5 7 .8

TOTAL 64 1 0 0 . 0

Table 4

PROFILE OF INSTITUTIONALIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
RESPONDENTS: EXPERIENCE

(n = 64)

Item Frequency Percent

Time in  P resen t P o s ition

No Response 1 1 . 6
1 y ear  o r  l e s s 5 7 .8
1-3 y ears 9 14.1
4-6 y ears 17 26.6
7-9 y ears 13 20.3
10-14 y ea rs 14 21.9
over 14 y ears 5 7.8

TOTAL f>T 1 0 0 . 0

Time in  P re sen t Educational
Agency

No Response 1 1 . 6
1 y e a r  or le s s 1 1 . 6
1-3 years 5 7 .8
4-6 y ears 14 21.9
7-9 y ea rs 13 20.3
10-14 y ears 16 25.0
over 14 years 14 21.9

TOTAL 64 1 0 0 . 0
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Table 4 (Continued)

Item Frequency Percent

Total Time in Education 
P rofession

No Response 2 3.1
1 y e a r  o r l e s s 0 0
1-3 years 0 0
4-6 y ears 1 1 . 6
7-9 years 6 9 .4
10-14 y ears 23 35.9
over 14 years 32 50.0

TOTAL 64 1 0 0 . 0

The job  t i t l e s  o f respondents a re  repo rted  on Table 5. Several 

respondents in d ica ted  th a t  t h e i r  p re sen t  job  t i t l e  i s  not the  one they 

held w hile  t h e i r  p ro je c t  was rec e iv in g  in ce n tiv e  funds.

Table 5

RESPONDENTS BY JOB TITLE 
(n = 64)

Job T i t l e Frequency Percent

Board o f  Education Member 1 1 . 6

Superin tendent 6 9 .4

A s s is ta n t  Superin tendent 5 7 .8

Vocational D irec to r 7 10.9

Other S e rv ice  Area D irec to r 15 23.4

High School P r inc ipa l 13 20.3
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Table 5 (Continued)

Job T i t l e Frequency Percent

Teacher 7 10.9

Counselor 5 7.8

Other _5 7.8

TOTAL 64 1 0 0 . 0

VARIABLE IDENTIFICATION

P art  I o f  th e  q u e s t io n n a ire  l i s t e d  th e  95 se lec te d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  v a r ia b le s  in question  form. (For example, "To what extend did the  

vocational d i r e c to r  support th e  p ro je c t? " )

Respondents were asked to  re p ly  in two ways: f i r s t ,  to  in d ic a te  to

what ex ten t  each v a r ia b le  had occurred ( e x te n t ) ;  and second, to  in d ic a te  

whether the  presence or absence o f  each v a r ia b le  had f a c i l i t a t e d  or hindered 

p ro je c t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  ( in f lu e n c e ) .  The follow ing r a t in g  sca le  was 

provided f o r  the  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  the  response ( e x te n t ) :

1. Not a t  All

2. Very L i t t l e

3. No Opinion

4. Somewhat

5. A Great Deal

This r a t in g  sc a le  app lied  to  the  second response ( in f lu e n c e ) :

1. F a c i l i t a t e

2. Hinder

3. Not Applicable
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Thus, each v a r ia b le  can be analyzed using a combination of th e  two 

responses.

Response Analysis

Q uestionnaire  responses were analyzed in  two ways.

F i r s t ,  data  were analyzed in th e  aggregate . Absolute frequency and 

r e l a t i v e  frequency (p ercen t)  fo r  each s c a le  response fo r  each v a r ia b le  

were tab u la te d .  Table 1 in Appendix D p resen ts  t h i s  aggregated informa­

t io n .  Modes a re  ind ica ted  by v a r ia b le  fo r  both e x te n t  and in f luence .

Second, da ta  were analyzed using a combination o f p o ss ib le  responses 

fo r  each v a r ia b le .  Table 6  provides an explanation  o f response combina­

t io n s .  Since each v a r ia b le ,  1 through 91, demanded two responses -  e x te n t  

and in fluence  - th e  data  were examined by p a ir in g  the  e x te n t  and in fluence  

responses f o r  each v a r ia b le .  By considering  the  e x te n t  responses, "not 

a t  a l l "  ( 1 ) and "very l i t t l e "  ( 2 ) as  roughly eq u iv a le n t ,  and "somewhat"

(4) and "a g re a t  deal"  (5) as a lso  e q u iv a le n t ,  the  coding by p a ir s  d i s ­

played in Table 6  was co n s truc ted . Extent responses were pa ired  with 

" f a c i l i t a t e "  o r  "hinder" o r "not ap p lica b le "  which re s u l te d  in the  codes 

shown in Table 6 .

Thus, the  response code (a+, a - ,  b+ . . .  e t c . )  is  a s ing le -va lued  

measure showing both the  e x te n t  and d i r e c t io n  o f  any one v a r i a b le 's  

e f f e c t  on i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

A fte r  codes were assigned fo r  every response f o r  each v a r ia b le ,  

the  code appearance frequency was l i s t e d  fo r  each v a r ia b le  (1 through 91). 

Table 7 r e p o r ts  the  appearance frequencies  o f  th e  response codes f o r
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each v a r ia b le .  (V ariables 92 through 95 a re  not included in th i s  ta b le  

s in ce  the  response form at d i f f e r e d  as  explained in Chapter 3 , page 39.) 

A t r i p l e  a s t e r i s k  in Table 7 in d ic a te s  those  appearance frequencies 

above 50 percent ( i . e . ,  above 32 responses) . The 50 pe rcen t c u t -o f f  

leve l was chosen based upon the  recommendation o f  a u n iv e rs i ty  research  

c o n su lta n t  who deemed i t  ap p ro p r ia te  f o r  ex p lo ra to ry  resea rch  o f  t h i s  

na tu re .  Variables which r e f l e c t  these  m ajo rity  opinions follow Table 7.



Table 6

RESPONSE COMBINATIONS -  1 THROUGH 91

Response 
Code

a+

a-

b+

b-

c+

c-

1 and 2  

1 and 2

1 and 2

4 and 5 paired with 1

4 and 5 paired with

paired with 

paired with 1

4 and 5 paired with

paired with

3

3

3 paired with to ta l  o f  0 and 1 and 2 and 3

paired with to ta l  of 0  and 1 and 2  and 3

U 1
o



Table 7

APPEARANCE FREQUENCY OF EACH RESPONSE CODE FOR EACH VARIABLE
1 THROUGH 91

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

1. Did p ro je c t  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  a t  a l l  l e v e ls ,  i n te r -  F 54*** 3______3______ 1______ 1 0______ 2
a c t  with one another? P 84.3 4.7 4.7 1 . 6 1 . 6 0 3.1

2 . Were tan g ib le  incen tives ( e .g . ,  re leased  time, F 31 2 1 0 3 4- 1 0 4
pay) used to  motivate p ro jec t  s t a f f ? P 48.4 3.1 15.6 4.7 6.3 15.6 6.3

3. Did th e  i n i t i a t o r s  of the  p ro jec t  make known the F 52*** 1 4 0 7 0 0
po ten tia l  long-term e ffec ts? P 8 1 . 2 1 . 6 6.3 0 10.9 0 0

4. Has the  p ro je c t  been continued as i n i t i a l l y F 29 2 7 2 1 2 6 6
implemented? P 45.3 3.1 10.9 3.1 18.8 9 .4 9.4

5. Did people ou ts ide  of the  d i s t r i c t  d i r e c t  the F 11 7 1 17 3 19 6
pro jec t? P 17.2 10.9 1 . 6 26.6 4.7 29.7 9.4

6 . Did your school d i s t r i c t  have a h is to ry  of 
adopting vocational education re la te d  
innovations?

F 35*** 0 3 0 5 11 1 0
P 54.7 0 4.7 0 7.8 17.2 15.6

7. Did the  vocational d i r e c to r  support the pro­ F 50*** 1 5 0 0 0 8
j e c t? P 78.1 1 . 6 7.8 0 0 0 12.5

F = frequency; P = percentage (n = 6 4 ) ;  = responses above 50%



Table 7 - (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

8 . Was th e  f in a l  p ro je c t  evaluation positive? F 48*** 1 1 0 7 0 7
P 75.0 1 . 6 1 . 6 0 10.9 0 10.9

9. Were regu la r  p ro je c t  meetings held? F 46*** 4 5 0 1 4 4
P 71.9 6.3 7.8 0 1 . 6 6.3 6.3

1 0 . Was th e re  a p i l o t  t e s t  fo r  m odification of 
the p ro je c t  before la rg e  sca le  implementa­
tion?

F 35*** 0 4 1 1 13 1 0
P 54.7 0 6.3 1 . 6 1 . 6 20.3 15.6

1 1 . Did th e  p ro jec t  increase s t a f f  workloads? F 11 24 2 6 1 0 6 5
P 17.2 37.5 3.1 9.4 15.6 9 .4 7.8

1 2 . Did f in a l  evaluation occur? F 36*** 1 1 2 8 1 15
P 56.3 1 . 6 1 . 6 3.1 12.5 1 . 6 23.4

13. Does the  school d i s t r i c t  have an open F jg*** 4 7 1 5 0 8
organizational climate? P 60.9 6.3 10.9 1 . 6 7.8 0 12.5

14. Did the  in s tru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  fee l F 45*** 8 3 1 2 0 5
p o s i t iv e ly  about t h e i r  professional competence? P 70.3 12.5 4 .7 1 . 6 3.1 0 7.8

15. Was there  increased student learn ing  as a F 53*** 0 0 1 5 0 5
r e s u l t  o f the  p ro jec t? P 82.8 0 0 1 . 6 7.8 0 7.8

16. Did monitoring of the p ro jec t  by the  Michigan F 23 3 1 4 1 0 8 15
Department of Education occur? P 35.9 4.7 1 . 6 6.3 15.6 12.5 23.4



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

17. Did th e  Michigan Department of Education p a r t i ­ F 19 2 3 7 3 11 19
c ip a te  a c t iv e ly  in the  p ro jec t? P 29.7 3.1 4.7 10.9 4.7 17.2 29.7

18. Was the innovative p ro jec t  mandated ex te rnally? F 9 2 4 13 3 17 16
P 14.1 3.1 6.3 20.3 4.7 26.6 25.0

19. Did ou ts ide  people t r a in  p ro jec t  p a r t ic ip a n ts? F . .  *** 34 2 1 6 2 1 0 9
P 53.1 3.1 1 . 6 9.4 3.1 15.6 14.1

2 0 . Was the  p ro jec t  d i re c to r  adept in process F 54*** 1 2 0 1 1 5
s k i l l s ? P 84.3 1 . 6 3.1 0 1 . 6 1 . 6 7.8

2 1 . Were in tan g ib le  professional and psychological 
incen tives ( e .g . ,  encouragement, recognition) 
used to m otivate p ro jec t  s ta f f?

F 46*** 2 5 0 0 4 7
P 71.9 3.1 7.8 0 0 6.3 10.9

2 2 . Did th e  p ro je c t  r e f l e c t  the  sup erin tenden t 's F 37*** 3 7 0 1 8 8
p r io r i t i e s ? P 57.8 4.7 10.9 0 1 . 6 12.5 12.5

23; Was a ss is ta n ce  a v a i lab le  to  p ro jec t p a r t i c i ­ F 56*** 3 3 0 0 1 1

pants? P 87.5 4.7 4.7 0 0 1 . 6 1 . 6

24. Was th e re  two-way oral communication between the F 53*** 3 1 0 2 0 5
p ro je c t  d i re c to rs  and p ro jec t  implementors? P 82.8 4.7 1 . 6 0 3.1 0 7.8

25. Did th e  building p rinc ipal p a r t ic ip a te  in the F 29 1 17 1 1 8 7
tra in in g ?  P 45.3 1 .6  26.6 1.6 1 .6 12.5 10.9



Table 7 , (Continued)

Response Code
Variable

a+ a- b+ b- c+ c- 0

26. Was th e re  space to  continue the  p ro jec t  a f t e r F 45*** 2 4 0 5 1 7
the external funding ended? P 70.3 3.1 6.3 0 7.8 1 . 6 10.9

27. Did adm in istra to rs  perceive the  p ro je c t  to  be F 41*** 1 1 0 0 5 0 7
successful? P 64.1 1 . 6 15.6 0 7.8 0 10.9

28. Did both adm in is tra tive  and in s tru c t io n a l  leve ls F 46*** 2 9 0 1 1 5
support the  i n i t i a t i o n  of the p ro jec t? P 71.9 3.1 14.1 0 1 . 6 1 . 6 7.8

29. Was the p ro jec t  easy to  manage? F 41*** 2 5 0 5 0 11
P 64.1 3.1 7.8 0 7.8 0 17.2

30. Were the m erits  of the p ro jec t  described before F 4g*** 1 4 0 5 2 3
i t  was s ta r ted ? P 76.6 1 . 6 6.3 0 7.8 3.1 4.7

31. Were m ate r ia ls  av a ilab le  to  implement the F 48*** 2 7 0 2 3 2
pro jec t? P 75.0 3.1 10.9 0 3.1 4.7 3.1

32. Were new behaviors required by the p ro jec t F 4 4 1 3 4 9
explained to  you? P 6.09 6.3 6.3 1 . 6 4.7 6.3 14.1

33. Were m ateria ls  a v a i lab le  to  continue the F 41*** 3 1 2 0 4 0 4
p ro jec t  a f t e r  the  ex ternal funding ended? P 64.1 4.7 18.8 0 6.3 0 6.3

34. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te  in p ro jec t F 4 9 *** 4 4 0 1 0 6

decision making? P 76.6 6.3 6.3 0 1 . 6 0 9 .4

35. Did the  vocational d i re c to r  p a r t ic ip a te  in F 34*** 0 4 0 3 1 0 13
p ro jec t  t ra in ing ? P 53.1 0 6.3 0 4.7 15.6 20.3



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a -

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

36. Was th e re  equipment to  continue the  p ro jec t F 39*** 2 8 1 1 1 1 2
a f t e r  th e  external funding ceased? P 60.9 3.1 12.5 1 . 6 1 . 6 1 . 6 1 8 . 8

37. Did th e  in s tru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  have F 42*** 4 9 0 4 0 5
a p o s i t iv e  a t t i tu d e  toward change? P 65.6 6.3 14.1 0 6.3 0 7.8

38. Did the  d i s t r i c t  a l lo c a te  money to  support F 29 0 2 0 0 0 1 14
the  p ro jec t  before ex ternal funding ended? P 45.3 0 31.3 0 0 1 . 6 21.9

39. Were the  demands of the p ro je c t  described F 42*** 5 4 0 6 0 7
before i t  was s ta r te d ? P 65.6 7.8 6.3 0 9.4 0 10.9

40. Did th e  in s t ru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  per­ F 4 7 *** 3 4 . 0 3 1 6
ceive  the p ro jec t  to  be successful? P 73.4 4.7 6.3 0 4.7 1 . 6 9.4

41. Were people av a ilab le  to  implement the p ro jec t? F 48*** 3 3 0 4 0 6
P 75.0 4.7 4.7 0 6.3 0 9.4

42. Were several schools involved in the  p ro jec t? F 51*** 4 0 2 3 2 2
P 79.7 6.3 0 3.1 4.7 3.1 3.1

43. Were p ro jec t  ob jec tives  followed as s ta ted? F 52*** 5 1 1 3 0 2
P 81.2 7.8 1 . 6 1 . 6 4.7 0 3.1

44. Were p ro jec t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  able to s a t i s fy  th e i r F 51*** 3 3 0 1 0 6
concerns and goals by t h e i r  p a r t ic ip a tio n ? P 79.7 4 .7 4.7 0 1 . 6 0 9.4

45. Did th e  school d i s t r i c t  adapt to  p ro jec t F 41*** 6 3 2 4- 0 8
demands? P 64.1 9 .4  4.7 3.1 6.3 0 12.5



Table 7 - (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

46. Do parents in the  d i s t r i c t  support innovation? F 40*** 3 2 0 3 0 16
P 62.5 4 .7 3.1 0 3.1 0

47. Did the  in s tru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  cooper­ F 53*** 1 4 0 1 0 5
a te  with each o ther in implementing the  p ro jec t? P 82.8 1 . 6 6.3 0 1 . 6 0 7.8

48. Is management cen tra l ized  within the  d i s t r i c t ? F 38*** 5 1 2 7 0 11
P 59.4 7.8 T. 6 3.1 10.9 0 17.2

49. Did local people t r a in  p ro je c t  p a r t ic ip an ts? F 33*** 4 4 2 - 3 9 9
P 51.6 6.3 6.3 3.1 4.7 14.1 14.1

50. Did the  p ro jec ts  replace  previous p ra c t ic e s , F 11 6 4 16 1 17 9
c u rr ic u la  or programs? P 17.2 9.4 6.3 25.0 1 . 6 26.6 14.1

51. Were involved teachers fa m il ia r  with p ro jec t F 42*** 1 9 4 4 0 4
m a te r ia ls ,  methods and/or techniques? P 65.6 1 . 6 14.1 6.3 6.3 0 6.3

52. Did th e  build ing p rincipal support the  p ro jec t? F •  ,*** 46 5 6 0 1 0 6
P 71.9 7.8 9.4 0 1 . 6 0 9.4

53. Did the  p ro je c t  supplement ex is t in g  p ra c t ic e s , F 45*** 2 2 5 1 4 5
c u rr ic u la  or programs? P 70.3 3.1 3.1 7.8 1 . 6 6.3 7.8

54. Was r e l i a b l e  information about the p ro jec t F 54*** 4 3 0 0 0 3
a v a ila b le  to  p ro jec t  p a r t ic ip a n ts? P 84.3 6.3 4 .7 0 0 0 4.7

55. Did adm in is tra to rs  deal with unanticipated F 4 7 *** 4 2 0 3 0 8

p ro je c t- r e la te d  events f lex ib ly ?  P 73.4 6.3 3.1 0 4.7 0 12.5



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

56. Did th e  p ro je c t  requ ire  complex in teg ra t io n  of F 21 11 2 18 1 4 7
i t s  a c t i v i t i e s  in to  school programs? P 32.8 17.2 3.1 28.1 1 . 6 6.3 10.9

57. Was i t  perceived th a t  the  in s tru c t io n a l  and 
support s t a f f  maintained a sense o f personal 
involvement in the  success o f the  p ro jec t?

F 42*** 3 1 0 0 2 0 7
P 65.6 4 .7 15.6 0 3.1 0 10.9

58. Was the  p ro jec t  easy to implement? F 35*** 4 11 1 3 2 8
P 54.7 6.3 17.2 1 . 6 4.7 3.1 12.5

59. Is decis ion  making cen tra l ized  w ith in  the F 36*** 8 2 1 4 2 11
d i s t r i c t ? P 56.3 12.5 3.1 1 . 6 6.3 3.1 17.2

60. Was the  p ro jec t  developed by people ou tside F 16 11 4 11 6 8 8
of the  d i s t r i c t ? P 25.0 17.2 6.3 17.2 9.4 12.5 12.5

61. Was the  p ro jec t  developed by local d i s t r i c t F 33 0 1 2 3 2 6 8
people? P 51.6 0 18.8 4.7 3.1 9.4 12.5

62. Was the re  increased s tudent motivation as a F 54*** 0 4 0 1 1 4
r e s u l t  o f  the  p ro jec t? P 84.3 0 6.3 0 1 . 6 1 . 6 6.3

63. Did the  in s t ru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  p a r t i ­
c ip a te  in evaluating  the p ro jec t

F 38*** 3 7 0 4 3 9
P 3 9 .4 ^ 4.7 10.9 0 6.3 47r 1 4 .  T

64. Did on-going evaluation  occur? F 4 4 *** 2 4 1 1 1 11
P 6 8 . 8  3.1 6.3 1.6 1.6 1 . 6  17.2



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

65. Did th e  p ro je c t  r e f l e c t  the  board o f educa­ F 30 0 7 0 7 2 18
t i o n ' s  p r io r i t i e s ? P 46.9 0 10.9 0 10.9 3.1 28.1

6 6 . Were p ro je c t  ob jec tives  s ta ted? F 54*** 0 1 1 2 0 6
P 84.3 0 1 . 6 1 . 6 3.1 0 9.4

67. Are you p resen tly  applying basic  p ro je c t  ideas F 41*** 2 1 0 4 4 1 2
and methods in  your classroom or work s i tu a t io n ? P 64.1 3.1 1 . 6 0 6.3 6.3 18.8

6 8 . Was space av a i la b le  to  implement the  p ro jec t? F 50*** 1 5 0 3 0 5
P 78.1 1 . 6 7.8 0 4.7 0 7.8

69. Was th e re  co n tinu ity  o f  p ro je c t  management? F 51*** 4 3 0 0 0 6
P '7 9 .7 6.3 4.7 0 0 0 9.4

70. Did p ro je c t  meetings address p rac t ica l F 4 9 *** 4 0 0 3 1 7
concerns? P 76.6 6.3 0 0 4.7 1 . 6 10.9

71. Does the general community support innovation F 48*** 2 3 1 2 1 7
in  the  schools? P 75.0 3.1 4.7 1 . 6 3.1 1 . 6 1 0 . 0

72. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te  in p ro jec t F ._***46 2 4 2 0 1 9
design? P 71.9 3.1 6.3 3.1 0 1 . 6 14.1

73. Did the  d i s t r i c t  begin th e  p ro je c t  with the 
in te n t  th a t  i t  would continue when external 
funding ceased?

F 36*** 4 8 0 3 0 13
P 56.3 6.3 12.5 0 4.7 0 20.3



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a-

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

74. Did you understand your ro le  in the pro jec t? F 55*** 2 1 0 1 0 5
P 85.9 3.1 1 . 6 0 1 . 6 0 7.8

75. Did planning occur before the  p ro je c t  was F 54*** 1 2 0 1 0 6
s ta r te d ? P 84.3 1 . 6 3.1 0 1 . 6 0 9 .4

76. Was in -se rv ic e  t ra in in g  provided to  p ro jec t F 55*** 0 4 1 0 0 4
p a rt ic ip a n ts? P 85.9 0 6.3 1 . 6 0 0 6.3

77. Were p ro jec t  m ateria ls  developed by p ro jec t F 4 9 *** 1 3 2 2 4 3
s ta f f? P 76.6 1 . 6 4.7 3.1 3.1 6.3 4.7

78. Did the  p ro jec t  req u ire  change in  s t a f f F 26 15 3 4 1 6 9
behavior? P 40.6 23.4 4 .7 6.3 1 . 6 9.4 14.1

79. Was the  p ro jec t  compatible with ex is ting F 46*** 3 3 0 4 0 8
a c t i v i t i e s  o f  the  system? P 71.9 4.7 4 .7 0 6.3 0 12.5

80. Were several in s tru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f F
__***
50 0 2 1 3 1 7

involved in the p ro jec t? P 78.1 0 3.1 . 6 4.7 1 . 6 10.9

81. Was time a v a i lab le  f o r  implementation? F 49*** 1 7 0 0 0 7
P 76.6 1 . 6 10.9 0 0 0 10.9

82. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te  in p ro jec t F 52*** 1 2 0 0 0 9
tra in in g ? P 81.2 1 . 6 3.1 0 0 0 14.1

83. Was th e  innovative p ro je c t  mandated in te r - F 2 2 6 6 6 1 9 14
nally?  P 34.4 9 .4  9.4  9 .4  1 .6  14.1 21.9



Table 7 (Continued)

Variable
a+ a -

Response Code 

b+ b- c+ c- 0

84. Did the  p ro je c t  adapt to  school d i s t r i c t  needs? F 53*** 0 2 0 1 0 8
P 82.8 0 3.1 0 1 . 6 0 12.5

85. Was equipment av a i lab le  to  implement the pro­ F 4 9 *** 2 3 0 1 2 7
je c t? P 76.6 3.1 4 .7 0 1 . 6 3.1 10.9

8 6 . Are the  ob jec tives  of the  p ro jec t  s t i l l  in F 50*** 1 1 0 4 3 5
e f fe c t  w ith in  your school d i s t r i c t ? P 78.1 1 . 6 1 . 6 0 6.3 4.7 7.8

87. Was the d i s t r i c t  p a r t ic ip a t in g  in o ther F 33*** 7 2 5 3 5 9
innovative p ro jec ts? P 51.6 10.9 3.1 7.8 4.7 7.8 14.1

8 8 . Are th e re  strong c o l le c t iv e  bargaining u n i ts F 17 1 2 0 1 2 0 5 9
w ithin  the  d i s t r i c t ? P 26.6 18.8 0 1 . 6 31.3 7.8 14.1

89. Was th e re  perceived r i sk s  and uncerta in ty F 8 2 0 2 11 4 7 1 2
connected with the pro jec t? P 12.5 31.3 3.1 17.2 6.3 10.9 18.8

90. Has your d i s t r i c t  continued local funding of 
the pro jec t?

F 34*** 1 13 0 3 6 7
P 53.1 1 . 6 20.3 0 4.7 9.4 10.9

91. Is the  cu rren t  a t t i tu d e  in the  school d i s t r i c t F 43*** 1 4 0 4 4 8
toward the  p ro je c t  positive? P 67.2 1 . 6 6.3 0 6.3 6.3 12.5
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V ariables th a t  F a c i l i t a t e  I n s t i tu t i o n a l i z a t i o n

Of the  64 respondents, 32 or more in d ica ted  t h a t  th e  follow ing v a r i ­

ab les  f a c i l i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  This inform ation was e x tra c ted  

from Table 7 by determining those v a r ia b le s  f o r  which the  response code 

appearance frequency was g re a te r  than 50 percen t in the  column headed a+. 

I t  i s  a lso  noteworthy t h a t  no response code appearance frequency g re a te r  

than 50 percen t appeared in  any column o ther  than the  a+ column. One 

should keep in mind th a t  the  a+ code re p re se n ts  th a t  combination of 

responses comprised of "somewhat" and "a g re a t  deal"  with " f a c i l i t a t e s . "  

V ariab les a re  arranged with percentages in  descending o rder .

I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  is  f a c i l i t a t e d  by:

A g re a t  amount o f a s s i s ta n c e  a v a i la b le  to  pro­
j e c t  p a r t i c ip a n ts  (V ariab le  23, a+ = 87.5%).

A high level of understanding concerning 
ind iv idua l ro le s  in an innovative  p ro je c t  
(V ariable  74, a+ = 85.9%).

Provision o f a g r e a t  deal of in se rv ic e  t r a in in g  
(V ariable  76, a+ = 85.9%).

A g re a t  amount o f  in te r a c t io n  among p ro je c t  p a r t i ­
c ip a n ts  a t  a l l  le v e ls  (V ariab le  1, a+ = 84.3%).

A high degree o f  adeptness in  process s k i l l s  on 
the  p a r t  o f  a p ro je c t  d i r e c to r  (V ariab le  20, 
a+ = 84.3%).

The a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  r e l i a b l e  inform ation about 
the  p ro je c t  which is  a c c e s s ib le  by p ro je c t  p a r t i ­
c ip an ts  (V ariable  54, a+ = 84.3%).

Increased s tuden t m otivation  as a r e s u l t  o f the  
p ro je c t  (V ariable  62, a+ = 84.3%).

Planning before  p ro je c t  s t a r t - u p  (V ariab le  75, 
a+ -  84.3%).
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S ta tin g  p ro je c t  o b jec tiv e s  (V ariab le  6 6 , a+ = 
84.3%).

Two-way oral communication between p ro je c t  
d i r e c to r s  and p ro je c t  s t a f f  (V ariable  24, a+ = 
82.8%).

P ro je c t  adap ta tion  to  school d i s t r i c t  needs 
(V ariab le  84, a+ = 82.8%).

S ta f f  cooperation  during p ro je c t  implementa­
t io n  (V ariab le  47, a+ = 82.8%).

Increased s tu den t lea rn in g  as the  r e s u l t  o f  an 
innovative  p ro je c t  (V ariab le  15, a+ = 82.8%).

The p a r t i c ip a t io n  of key personnel in p ro je c t  
t r a in in g  (V ariab le  82, a+ = 81.2%).

Following p ro je c t  o b jec tiv e s  as s ta te d  
(V ariab le  43, a+ = 81.2%).

The p ro je c t  i n i t i a t o r s  making known th e  
p o te n t ia l  long-term  e f f e c t s  of the  p ro je c t  
(V ariab le  3, a+ = 81.2%).

Involving severa l schools in the  innovative  
p ro je c t  (V ariab le  42, a+ = 79.7%).

S a t is fy in g  p ro je c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  concerns and 
goals  by p ro je c t  p a r t i c ip a t io n  (V ariab le  44, 
a+ = 79.7%).

Continuity  o f p ro je c t  management (V ariab le  69, 
a+ = 79.7%).

Strong vocational d i r e c to r  support of the  
p ro je c t  (V ariab le  7, a+ * 78.1%).

Having adequate space a v a i la b le  f o r  p ro je c t  
implementation (V ariab le  6 8 , a+ = 78.1%).

Involvement o f severa l s t a f f  members in the  
innovative  p ro je c t  (V ariab le  80, a+ = 78.1%).

Strong co n tinu a tion  o f  p ro je c t  o b jec tiv e s  
(V ariab le  8 6 , a+ = 78.1%).

Describing p ro je c t  m erits  before  p ro je c t  s t a r t ­
up (V ariab le  30, a+ = 76.6%).

The p a r t i c ip a t io n  of key personnel in p r o je c t  
d ec is ion  making (V ariab le  34, a+ = 76.6%).
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Addressing p ra c t ic a l  concerns a t  p ro je c t  
meetings (V ariab le  70, a+ = 76.655).

The development o f p ro je c t  m a te r ia ls  by p ro je c t  
s t a f f  (V ariab le  77, a+ = 76.6%).

Having ample time fo r  p ro je c t  implementation 
(V ariab le  81, a+ = 76.6%).

Having s u f f i c i e n t  equipment a v a i la b le  fo r  p ro je c t  
implementation (V ariab le  85, a+ = 76.6%).

Having p o s i t iv e  f in a l  p ro je c t  evalua tion  
(V ariab le  8 , a+ = 75.0%).

Having m a te r ia ls  a v a i la b le  to  implement the 
innovative  p ro je c t  (V ariab le  31, a+ = 75.0%).

A high leve l o f community support of school 
innovation (V ariab le  71, a+ *» 75.0%).

Having s u f f i c i e n t  people a v a i la b le  to  implement 
an innovative  p ro je c t  (V ariab le  41, a+ = 75.0%).

Percep tions of p ro je c t  success on the  p a r t  of 
in s t ru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  (V ariab le  40, 
a+ = 73.4%).

A dm in is tra tive  f l e x i b i l i t y  in d ea ling  with 
u n a n tic ip a te d  p r o je c t - r e la t e d  events 
(V ariab le  55, a+ = 73.4%).

Holding re g u la r  p ro je c t  meetings (V ariab le  9, 
a+ = 71.9%).

Using ta n g ib le  in cen tiv e s  to  m otivate  p ro je c t  
s t a f f  (V ariab le  21, a+ = 71.9%).

Support o f  p ro je c t  i n i t i a t i o n  from both admin­
i s t r a t i o n  and in s t ru c t io n a l  le v e ls  (V ariable  28, 
a+ = 71.9%).

Building p r in c ip a l  support o f  the  p ro je c t  
(V ariab le  52, a+ = 71.9%).

P a r t ic ip a t io n  o f key personnel in p ro je c t  design 
(V ariab le  72, a+ = 71.9%).

P ro je c t  c o m p a tib i l i ty  with e x is t in g  a c t i v i t i e s  
o f  the  school d i s t r i c t  (V ariab le  79, a+ a 71.9%).

Possession of p o s i t iv e  f e e l in g s  about t h e i r  p ro­
fe s s io n a l  competence on the  p a r t  o f  the  in s t r u c ­
t io n a l  and support s t a f f  (V ariab le  14, a+ ® 70.3%).
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Having adequate space to con tinue  th e  p ro je c t  
a f t e r  funding term ina tion  (V ariab le  26, a+ = 
70.3%).

Supplementing e x is t in g  p r a c t ic e s ,  c u r r ic u la  
or programs with the  innovative  p ro je c t  
(V ariab le  53, a+ = 70.3%).

The occurrence o f  form ative  ev a lua tio n  
(V ariab le  64, a+ = 6 8 . 8 %).

P o s i t iv e  c u rre n t  a t t i t u d e s  in th e  school d i s ­
t r i c t  toward the  p ro je c t  (V ariab le  91, a+ *» 
67.2%).

P o s i t iv e  a t t i t u d e s  toward change on th e  p a r t  
o f in s t ru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  (V ariab le  37, 
a+ = 65.6%).

Describing p ro je c t  demands before  s t a r t i n g  the  
p ro je c t  (V ariab le  39, a+ = 65.6%).

F a m il ia r i ty  on the p a r t  of te a c h e rs ,  with 
p ro je c t  m a te r ia ls ,  methods and/or techniques 
(V ariab le  51, a+ = 65.6%).

S ta f f  maintenance o f  a high sense of personal 
involvement in p ro je c t  success (V ariab le  57, 
a+ = 65.6%).

Having an easy to  manage p ro je c t  (V ariab le  29, 
a+ = 64.1%)

Having a v a i la b le  s u f f i c i e n t  m a te r ia ls  to  con­
t in u e  the  p ro je c t  a f t e r  funding te rm ina tion  
(V ariab le  33, a+ = 64.1%).

Adaptation o f  the  school d i s t r i c t  to  p ro je c t  
demands (V ariab le  45, a+ = 64.1%).

Presen t a p p l ic a t io n  of basic  p ro je c t  concepts 
(V ariab le  67, a+ = 64.1%).

A dm in is tra tive  percep tion  o f  p ro je c t  success 
(V ariab le  27, a+ = 64.1%).

Parent support o f  innovation (V ariab le  46, 
a+ = 62.5%).

Having an open o rg an iza tio n a l  c lim ate  
(V ariab le  13, a+ = 60 .95).

Explaining new behaviors requ ired  by the  
p ro je c t  (V ariab le  32, a+ = 60.9%).
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Having equipment a v a i la b le  f o r  p r o j e c t  continua­
t ion  (Variable  36, a+ = 60.9%).

Having c e n t r a l i z e d  d i s t r i c t  management (Variable  48, 
a+ = 59.4%).

In s t ru c t io n a l  and s t a f f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in p ro je c t  
eva lua t ion  (Var iable  63, a+ = 59.4%).

The p r o j e c t ' s  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  the  su p e r in te n d e n t ' s  
p r i o r i t i e s  (Var iable  22, a+ = 57.8%).

The occurrence of f i n a l  p r o j e c t  eva lua t ion  
(Variable  12, a+ = 56.3%).

Having c e n t r a l i z e d  d i s t r i c t  dec is ion  making 
(Variable  59, a+ = 56.3%).

The in te n t io n ,  a t  p r o j e c t  s t a r t - u p ,  to  continue 
the  innovat ive  p ro je c t  a f t e r  the  in ce n t iv e  funding 
ends (Variable  73, a+ = 56.3%).

Having a h i s to r y  of  adopting vocat iona l  educa­
t io n  r e l a t e d  innovatives (Var iab le  6 , a+ s 54.7%).

Having a p i l o t  t e s t  f o r  p r o j e c t  m odif ica t ion  
(Variable  10, a+ = 54.7%).

Having a p r o j e c t  which is  easy to  implement 
(Variable  58, a+ = 54.7%).

Using o u ts id e  people to  t r a i n  p r o j e c t  p a r t i ­
c ip a n ts  (V ar iab le  19, a+ * 53.1%).

The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  the  vocat iona l  d i r e c t o r  in 
p r o j e c t  t r a i n in g  (Variable  35, a+ = 53.1%).

Having a co n t inua t ion  o f  loca l  funding f o r  the  
incen t ive  p r o j e c t  (Var iab le  70, a+ = 53.1%).

Having p ro je c t  t r a i n i n g  conducted by local  
people (Var iab le  49, a+ « 51.6%).

D i s t r i c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in o th e r  innovative  
p ro je c ts  (Var iable  87, a+ = 51.6%).

Having th e  p ro je c t  developed by loca l  d i s t r i c t  
people (Var iab le  61, a+ = 51.6%).
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Seventeen v a r i a b le s  showed no d i s t i n c t  t rends  in e i t h e r  th e  a n a ly s i s  

presented in Table 7 o r  in the  aggregate information presented  in Table I ,  

Appendix D. No in ferences  can be drawn concerning these  seventeen v a r i ­

ab les :  numbers 2, 4, 5, 11, 16, 17, 18, 25, 38, 50, 56, 60, 65, 78, 83,

8 8 , and 89, s ince  no response code appearance frequency f o r  any were 

g r e a t e r  than 50 percen t .  A wide v a r i e ty  of code responses occurred f o r  

each of these  v a r i a b le s ;  t h e r e f o re ,  judgment concerning t h e i r  in f luence  

upon i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  not p o ss ib le .

None o f  the  v a r i a b le s  in the  study can be considered as hindering 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  s in c e  no response code appearance frequency in the  

a-  and b+ columns of  Table 7 was g r e a t e r  than 50 percen t .

Variables  92 through 95 were analyzed, Table 8 , using a procedure 

s im i la r  to  t h a t  followed f o r  v a r ia b le s  1 through 91. Table 8  d i sp lays  

the  response combinations f o r  v a r i a b le s  92 through 95.

Table 8

RESPONSE COMBINATIONS 92 THROUGH 95

Response
Code
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1 1 pa ired  with 1

2 1 pa ired  with 2

3 1 paired  with 3

4 2  pa ired  with 1
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Table 8 (Continued)

Response
Code
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5 2  pa ired  with 2

6 2 paired with 3

0 paired with 0 and 1 and 2 and 3
NR

1 and 2  pairedO
with

The frequency of responses fo r  each poss ib le  combination was d e te r ­

mined fo r  each v a r ia b le  for  every respondent.  Table 9 rep o r t s  the  

r e s u l t s ;  again code response appearance frequencies  above 50 percent 

are  noted with a t r i p l e  a s t e r i s k .

Based upon r e s u l t s  displayed in Table 9, one may conclude t h a t  only 

Variables 94 and 95 inf luence  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  In both cases the  

response code of 1 i s  above 50 percent  and in d ica te s  t h a t  p o s i t iv e  

response to the  va r iab le  quest ion f a c i l i t a t e s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

Thus, t h i s  in ference  i s  appropr ia te :  a low turnover  r a t e  among both 

ad m in is t ra t iv e  and in s t ru c t io n a l  and support s t a f f  f a c i l i t a t e s  i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

In the  case  o f  Variable 92 and 93 responses a re  widely d i s t r i b u t e d  

with no response code appearance frequency above 50 percent .  Therefore, 

no va l id  judgment can be made concerning these  v a r i a b le s .



Table 9

APPEARANCE FREQUENCIES OF EACH RESPONSE CODE FOR 
EACH VARIABLE 92 THROUGH 95

Variable
1 2

Response Code 

3 4 5 6 NR

92. Has the  superintendent been in the  school F* 1 2 2 9 16 5 16 4
d i s t r i c t  th ree  years  o r  less? P 18.6 3.1 14.1 25.0 7.8 25.0 6.3

93. Has the  superintendent  been in the  school F 23 3 1 0 3 3 14 8
d i s t r i c t  seven years or more? P 35.9 4.7 15.6 4.7 4.7 21.9 12.5

94. Is the re  a low turnover  r a t e  among F 42 4 9 1 2 2 4
in s t ruc t ion a l  and support s t a f f ? P 65.6 6.3 14.1 1 . 6 3.1 3.1 6.3

95. Is th e re  a low turnover r a t e  among F
***

42 3 8 2 2 2 5
d i s t r i c t  administra tors? P 65.6 4.7 12.5 3.1 3.1 3.1 7.8

*  * * *
F = frequency; P = percent;  -  responses above 50 percent



Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY

The Problem

The f i r s t  purpose of t h i s  s tudy was to  provide information to  i n d i ­

v iduals  from local  school d i s t r i c t s  who are  consider ing  i n i t i a t i n g  

incentive-funded p r o j e c t s .  This study id e n t i f i e d  major v a r i a b le s  which 

in f luence  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Such information can be used by school 

ad m in is t ra to rs  and p ro je c t  planners  as a guide so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  w i l l  most l i k e l y  occur ,  i f  t h a t  i s  th e  des i red  end.

A second purpose of  t h i s  s tudy was to  provide scho la rs  and s tuden ts  

o f  planned change with useful  information on which to  base f u tu r e  

research .  This research  provided information about i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  in  vocat ional  education r e l a t e d  areas  t h a t  was no t  formerly 

a v a i la b le .

A t h i r d  purpose of t h i s  study was to  d i r e c t  incen t iv e  g ran t  awarders 

to  the  key v a r i a b le s  inf luencing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Knowledge of 

these  v a r i a b le s  enables p ro je c t  developers  to  s t r u c t u r e  the  gran t  awarding 

process and accompanying g u id e l in e s  so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  when 

d e s i r e d ,  w i l l  most l i k e l y  occur. P r e r e q u i s i t e s  f o r  p r o j e c t  proposal 

submission can be coordinated with v a r i a b le s  t h a t  f a c i l i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n .

The fo u r th  purpose of t h i s  s tudy was to  provide teache r  educators  

with Information t h a t  wil l  be useful  in broadening th e  scope of  programs 

to  prepare school personnel .  By id e n t i fy in g  v a r i a b le s  which in f luence

69
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i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  teacher  educa to rs ‘can help school personnel to  be 

knowledgeable about i n i t i a t i n g  and implementing incentive-funded innova­

t i v e  p ro je c t s .

Thus, the  problem in t h i s  study was to  determine the  v a r i a b le s  which 

in f luence  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of  incentive-funded innovations in 

vocational  education r e l a t e d  a reas .

Research Procedures

The population fo r  t h i s  study was in d iv id ua ls  a sso c ia ted  with f i f t e e n  

incentive-funded innovative p ro jec ts  r e l a t e d  to vocat ional  education in 

Michigan. S i tes  were s e lec te d  from p ro jec ts  recommended by MDE s t a f f  

members and based upon s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a .

A ques t ionna ire  was used to  c o l l e c t  da ta .  Six ind iv idua ls  from each 

p r o j e c t  were randomly se lec te d  to  rece ive  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  ques­

t io n n a i r e .  Par t  I o f  the  ques t io n na i re  was concerned with the  e x te n t  to  

which v a r ia b le s  had occurred w ith in  each p r o j e c t  and whether o r  not  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was f a c i l i t a t e d  or  hindered by the  presence or 

absence of  each v a r i a b le .  Par t  I I  o f  th e  ques t io n na i re  c o l l e c te d  demo­

graphic information.

Findings

The data  presented in t h i s  study were compiled from the  responses of  

the  64 ind iv idua ls  (71.1 percen t  response) who re tu rned  the  q ues t io n n a i re .

I t  was found t h a t  in 76 o f  95 v a r ia b le s  on the  q u es t io nn a i re  over 

h a l f  of  the  respondents  ind ica ted  t h a t  th e  presence o f  each v a r ia b le  

f a c i l i t a t e d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .
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The remaining 19 v a r i a b le s  showed inconc lus ive ly  mixed responses ,  and 

thus ,  no judgment can be made concerning t h e i r  in f luence  upon i n s t i t u t i o n ­

a l i z a t i o n .

None o f  the v a r ia b le s  emerged from the  study as c l e a r l y  hindering 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

Findings concerning the  in f luence  o f  v a r i a b le s  on the  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  Quest ionnaire  can be ca tegor ized  as fo l lows:

1. F a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r ia b le s  ex e r t in g  major inf luence  
upon i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n :  v a r i a b le s  above the
median (73.4%) o f  the  response code (a+) appear­
ance frequence.

2. F a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r i a b le s  ex e r t in g  some inf luence  
upon i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n :  v a r ia b le s  whose
(a+) response code appearance frequency is  
between 73.4 percen t  and 50.0 percen t .

3. Variables fo r  which no judgment can be made: 
v a r i a b le s  whose response code appearance 
frequency in any response code i s  below 
50.0 percen t .

Based on the  c a t e g o r iz a t io n s  above, th e  following r e s u l t  i s  s t a t e d :

Variables  o f  major importance (Category!,  above) which f a c i l i t a t e  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  a re :

1. A g re a t  amount o f  a s s i s t a n c e  a v a i l a b l e  to  
p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s .

2. A high level  o f  unders tanding concerning 
ind iv idual  ro le s  in an innovative  p ro je c t .

3. Provision of  a g re a t  deal of  in se rv ic e  
t r a i n i n g .

4. A g re a t  amount of  i n t e r a c t i o n  among p r o j e c t  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  a t  a l l  l e v e l s .

5. A high degree of  adeptness in process s k i l l s  
on the  p a r t  o f  a p ro je c t  d i r e c t o r .

6 . The a v a i l a b i l i t y  of r e l i a b l e  information about 
th e  p r o j e c t  which i s  a c c e s s ib le  by p ro jec t  
p a r t i c i p a n t s .
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7. Increased s tu den t  motivation as a r e s u l t  of 
the  p r o j e c t .

8 . Planning before  p r o j e c t  s t a r t - u p .

9. S ta t in g  p r o j e c t  o b je c t iv e s .

10. Two-way oral  communication between p ro je c t  
d i r e c to r s  and p ro je c t  s t a f f .

11. P ro je c t  adap ta t ion  to school d i s t r i c t  needs.

12. S t a f f  coopera t ion  during p r o j e c t  implementa­
t io n .

13. Increased s tuden t  lea rn ing  as the  r e s u l t  of 
an innovat ive  p r o j e c t .

14. The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of  key personnel in pro­
j e c t  t r a i n i n g .

15. Following p r o j e c t  o b jec t iv e s  as s t a t e d .

16. The p r o je c t  i n i t i a t o r s  making known the  
p o ten t ia l  long-term e f f e c t s  of the  p ro je c t .

17. Involvement o f  several  schools in the  
innovative  p ro je c t .

18. S a t i s f a c t i o n  o f  p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  con­
cerns and goa ls  by p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .

19. Cont inu i ty  o f  p r o j e c t  management.

20. Strong vocat ional  d i r e c t o r  support  o f  the 
p r o j e c t .

21. Adequate space a v a i l a b l e  f o r  p r o j e c t  
implementation.

22. Involvement o f  several  s t a f f  members in 
the  innovat ive  p ro j e c t .

23. Strong co n t in ua t ion  o f  p ro je c t  o b j e c t i v e s .

24. Descr ip t ion of  p r o j e c t  m er i t s  before  p r o je c t  
s t a r t - u p .

25. The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of key personnel in 
p ro je c t  dec is ion  making.

26. Addressing p r a c t i c a l  concerns a t  p r o j e c t  
meetings.
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27. The development of  p ro je c t  m a te r i a l s  by 
p r o j e c t  s t a f f .

28. Ample time f o r  p r o j e c t  implementation.

29. S u f f i c i e n t  equipment a v a i la b le  fo r  p r o j e c t  
implementation.

30. P o s i t iv e  f i n a l  p ro je c t  eva lua t ion .

31. Mater ia ls  a v a i l a b l e  to  implement the  
innovative  p r o j e c t .

32. A high level  o f  community support  o f  school 
innovation.

33. S u f f i c i e n t  people a v a i la b le  to  implement 
an innovative  p ro jec t .

34. Perceptions o f  p r o j e c t  success on the  p a r t  
of  i n s t r u c t io n a l  and support  s t a f f .

35. Adminis tra t ive  f l e x i b i l i t y  in deal ing with 
u nan t ic ipa ted  p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  events .

I t  is  a l s o  o f  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  th e re  a re  41 v a r i a b le s  in Category 2 

which e x e r t  some in f luence  to  f a c i l i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and 19 

v a r ia b le s  in Category 3 f o r  which no judgment can be made concerning 

t h e i r  in f luence  upon i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

CONCLUSIONS

In t h i s  study 35 v a r i a b le s  have been i d e n t i f i e d  as exer t ing  major 

in f luence  upon i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Each plays an important r o l e  in 

the  f a c i l i t a t i o n  o f  change and the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  innovative 

p r o j e c t s .  These major v a r i a b le s  may be loose ly  grouped in to  the f o l ­

lowing d iv i s io n s :  s t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  a f f e c t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n s ,

communications a sp ec t s ,  a d m in i s t r a t iv e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  s tuden t  impact, 

p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  components, planning and l o g i s t i c a l  c o n s id e ra t io n s ,  and 

scope o f  involvement.
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S t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s  play a major r o l e  in the  successful  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of incentive-funded innovative  p r o j e c t s .  Sub­

s t a n t i a l ,  p r ac t ic a l  in se rv ic e  t r a i n in g  must be provided to p ro je c t  

p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  followed by whatever a s s i s t a n c e  i s  necessary  to  implement 

the  p ro je c t .  I t  i s  important t h a t  key personnel from a l l  l ev e ls  p a r t i ­

c ip a te  in s t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s .

S a t i s f a c t i o n  of a f f e c t i v e  concerns is  an important  f a c t o r  in 

achieving i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Individual  goal achievement as a 

r e s u l t  of  p ro je c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  important . School personnel must 

c l e a r l y  understand t h e i r  ro le s  in the  p r o j e c t  and any r o l e  changes 

n e c e s s i t a te d  by p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  A p r o j e c t  which i s  perceived 

to  be successful  and which s a t i s f i e s  ind iv idua l  concerns i s  more l i k e l y  

to  achieve i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  than one which does not.

Variables  which have a communications o r i e n t a t i o n  a re  extremely 

important in f a c i l i t a t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Considerable 

p a r t i c i p a n t  i n t e r a c t io n ,  including two-way o ra l  communication,, is 

v i t a l .  In te r a c t io n  should occur between and among a l l  l ev e ls  of  

school personnel and will  l i k e l y  r e s u l t  in increased s t a f f  coopera­

t io n .  Information exchanged must be r e l i a b l e  and e a s i l y  accessed by 

a l l .  P ro je c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a l so  need to  have the  oppor tunity  to  lea rn  

about and quest ion p r o j e c t  m er i t s  and p o te n t i a l  long-term p ro jec t  

e f f e c t s .

Adminis tra t ive  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  play an important  r o l e  in achieving 

an i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  p ro je c t .  P ro jec t  a d m in is t r a to r s  who a re  adept  in 

process s k i l l s  and f l e x i b l e  in deal ing  with p r o j e c t  contingencies  increase  

the  chances o f  p r o j e c t  continuance.  Continui ty  of these  a d m in is t r a to r s
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i s  important  to  maintain p o s i t iv e  p ro jec t  momentum. Support o f ,  and 

commitment to  the  p ro je c t  by the  vocational  d i r e c to r  is c r i t i c a l  to  

the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of vocational  education r e l a t e d  p r o je c t s .

While v a r i a b le s  r e l a te d  to  s tudent  impact a re  not the  most 

important v a r ia b le s  in f a c i l i t a t i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  they a re ,  

none the less ,  important . Increased s tuden t  motivation and lea rn in g  

as a r e s u l t  o f  the  p r o j e c t  a re  the  most important s tuden t  impact 

variabl  es .

Allowing adequate planning time before  p r o j e c t  s t a r t - u p  is  

an important  v a r ia b le  which inf luences  o th e r  v a r i a b le s  having a l o g i s ­

t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n .  Having enough space, equipment and m a te r i a l s  fo r  

p ro je c t  implementation i s  important f o r  p r o j e c t  su rv iv a l ,  and thus ,  

a f f e c t s  p r o j e c t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  Ample time must be a l l o t t e d  

f o r  p ro je c t  implementation as implementation g rea t ly  inf luences  con­

t i n u a t io n .  Involvement o f  s u f f i c i e n t  personnel to adequate ly  implement 

a p ro je c t  a l so  f a c i l i t a t e s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

Several v a r i a b le s  surfaced as p r o j e c t - r e l a t e d  components in f lu e n c ­

ing p o te n t i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  When the  innovative p r o j e c t  i t s e l f  

can be adapted or  modified to meet school d i s t r i c t  needs, i n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n  p o ten t ia l  i s  enhanced. C lea r ly  s t a t i n g  and following 

p r o j e c t  o b jec t iv e s  i s  important;  but  here too ,  m odif ica t ion  should 

occur ,  i f  necessary .  M ater ia ls  which are  requ ired  fo r  p r o j e c t  imple­

mentation should be developed by p r o j e c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  P ro je c t s  which 

term ina te  with a p o s i t iv e  f in a l  eva lua t ion  a lso  a r e  more l i k e l y  to  

continue than those  which do not.

P ro je c t s  f o r  which i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  des i red  should involved 

a wide v a r i e ty  of  personnel in a l l  a spec ts  o f  p r o j e c t  l i f e .  The
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p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of key personnel from both a d m in is t ra t ive  and i n s t r u c ­

t io n a l  l e v e l s  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  important in p ro je c t  decis ion  making. 

Active community support  o f  the  innovation can be included in t h i s  

scope of  involvement category.

In conclusion ,  i t  is  important  to recognize t h a t  each v a r ia b le  

may a f f e c t  and be a f f e c te d  by every o the r  v a r i a b le .  Presence of 

the  major f a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r ia b le s  alone may not be enough to insure  

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  V ar ia t ion  in  terms of  degree and q u a l i ty  of  

each v a r i a b le  may, in f a c t ,  cause v a r i a t i o n  in terms of  th e  i n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n  outcome. However t h i s  study c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e s  some 

f a c to r s  t h a t  have a s t ro ng ly  p o s i t iv e  e f f e c t  on the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  of incentive-funded innovative  p ro je c ts  in vocat ional  education 

r e l a t e d  a reas .

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations a re  made which r e l a t e  to  the  purposes 

o f  the  study:

1. That local  school d i s t r i c t  personnel be aware of 
and understand th e  major v a r i a b le s  which inf luence  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  before  i n i t a t i n g  incen t ive -  
funded p r o je c t s .  Categories of major v a r ia b le s  
include  s t a f f  development a c t i v i t i e s ,  a f f e c t i v e  
o r i e n t a t i o n ,  communications a spec t ,  administra-: 
t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  s tuden t  impact, p r o je c t -  
r e l a t e d  components, planning and l o g i s t i c a l  
c o n s id e ra t io n s ,  and scope of  involvement.

2. That add i t iona l  resea rch  be conducted concerning 
the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  innovations in voca­
t io n a l  educated r e l a t e d  a re a s .  Research in 
th re e  areas  i s  recommended:

a .  Case s tu d ie s  involving i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  and 
n o n - i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  incentive-funded
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p ro je c t s  should be conducted. Case study method­
ology can provide in-depth information center ing  
upon the th re e  c a teg o r ie s  o f  v a r i a b le s  i d e n t i f i e d  
in t h i s  study.

b. Research should be conducted to  f u r t h e r  i n v e s t i ­
gate  v a r ia b le s  found in Category 2 (page 71).
While these  v a r ia b le s  e x e r t  some f a c i l i t a t i n g  
in f luence  (a+ code) ,  th e re  a re  o the r  code responses 
which appear with some s t r e n g th ,  although not 
reaching the  50.0 percen t  response r a t e .

c. Study should be made o f  the  Category 3 v a r i a b le s  
(page 71) which d id  not  achieve a 50.0 percent  
response level  and f o r  which no judgments can be 
made. Considerable v a r i a t i o n  occurred with in  
the  code responses f o r  these  v a r i a b le s ;  y e t ,  
some v a r i a b le s  appeared with s t r e n g th  but not
to the  50.0 percen t  response r a t e .

3. That incen t iv e  g ran t  awarding agencies be aware o f ,  under­
stand and use information about the  major v a r iab le s  which 
f a c i l i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  However, before  such 
information is  used, g ra n t  awarders must determine whether 
or not  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  a d e s i red  end. I f  i t  i s ,  
then t h i s  expec ta t ion  must be communicated e x p l i c i t l y  to  
p o ten t ia l  g r a n t  r e c i p i e n t s .  Once the  expec ta t ion  of  i n s t i ­
t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  determined and communicated, then 
knowledge of f a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r i a b le s  should be shared with 
local  d i s t r i c t  personnel to  help insu re  the  d es i red  o u t ­
come. I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  r e q u i s i t e s  can be incorporated 
in to  gu ide l ines  f o r  incen t ive  p r o j e c t  proposal submission. 
Adequate time f o r  proposal development and p r o j e c t  imple­
mentation must then be provided so t h a t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  
p o te n t i a l  i s  r e a l i z e d .  In conjunction with g u id e l in e  
e s tab l ishm en t ,  funding agents  should e s t a b l i s h  check­
po in ts  which help d i s t r i c t  personnel eva lua te  progress 
leading to  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  p r o j e c t .  To f u r t h e r  local  
e f f o r t s ,  funding agents sh o u ld 'co n s ide r  r e q u i r in g  th i r d -  
pa r ty  eva lua t ion  to  be an in te g ra l  component o f  an 
incentive-funded innovative  p ro je c t .  Third party  evalua­
t io n  should be both concurrent  and terminal  in na ture .

4. That vocat ional  t eache r  educators  include  the study of 
educational  change and i t s '  f a c i l i t a t i o n  in p resen t  
graduate  program requirements .  In graduate  and in se rv ic e  
programs emphasis should be placed upon i n i t i a t i n g ,  imple­
menting, and i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  incentive-funded innovative  
p r o j e c t s .  Grantsmanshiporiented programs a lso  should be 
provided to  complement change o r ien ted  course o f f e r in g s .



CAUTIONS TO THE READER

Lim ita t ions  a re  inheren t  in t h i s  study which must be taken in to  con 

s id e r a t io n  by the  reader  in the  event  t h a t  he/she decides to  conduct 

f u r t h e r  r esea rch  r e l a t e d  to  the  f ind ings  o f  the  s tudy.  Such l im i ta t io n s  

a re  not  p r o h ib i t i v e ,  y e t  must be noted as cau t ions  o f  which the  reader  

should be aware.

Due to  the  highly complex na tu re  of educational  change and i n s t i ­

t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i t s e l f ,  ambiguity i s  p resen t  in the na tu re  of  th e  top ic  

i t s e l f .  While i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  i d e n t i f y  major f a c i l i t a t i n g  v a r i a b le s ,  

o ther  l e s s  t a n g ib le  in f luences  may su r face  unexpectedly during the  l i f e  

of an ince n t iv e  p r o j e c t  which may g r e a t ly  a f f e c t  i t s '  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­

t io n  p o t e n t i a l  and r e a l i t y .

I t  may be d i f f i c u l t  to  r e p l i c a t e  the  s tudy,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  due to 

the  s p e c i f i c  n a tu re  of  the  r e l a t i v e l y  small number o f  in cen t iv e  p ro je c ts  

chosen fo r  inc lus ion  in the  s tudy. In a d d i t io n  t o  which, the  time 

f a c to r  used as a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  p ro je c t  s e l e c t i o n  may hinder lo ca t io n  

and a c c e s s i b i l i t y  of  former p ro je c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  

the  survey instrument  i t s e l f  may a f f e c t  r e p l i c a b i l i t y  of the  study and 

serve as a cau t ion  to  the  rea d e r .  For example, i t  i s  not  known how the 

q u es t io nn a i re  respondents i n t e r p r e t e d  the  term "not ap p l ica b le"  on the  

r a t i n g  sca le .  One respondent may have i n t e r p r e t e d  the  term to  mean not 

important  as f a r  as in f luenc ing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ;  whereas another  

respondent may have used the  term to  mean t h a t  i t  was not  a p p ro p r ia te ,  

from h i s / h e r  p e rspec t iv e ,  to  respond t o  the  in f luence  of  th e  v a r i a b le  

i t s e l f .  Other terms used on th e  r a t in g  sca le  may have been s u b je c t  to  

q u a n t i t a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  var iance  on the  p a r t  o f  q u e s t io n n a i re  

respondents .

78
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The group o f  respondents termed " s i g n i f i c a n t  o thers"  was assumed to  

have s u f f i c i e n t  knowledge and understanding of the  incen t ive  p ro je c ts  

under study to  be able  to complete the  ques t io n na i re .  In r e a l i t y  t h i s  

assumption may not have been v a l id  as evidenced by the  low r e tu rn  r a t e  

in t h i s  category  and th e  number o f  non-usable " s i g n i f i c a n t  o ther"  responses.

The method o f  a n a ly s i s  chosen f o r  t h i s  s tudy i s  not a s tandard ized  

a n a ly t i c a l  technique and may i t s e l f  se rve  as a cau t ion  to  the  reader .

For example, the  p o s i t iv e  and negative  s igns of  the  response codes were 

chosen on a mathematical ba s is  and may need to  be rev ised  f o r  the  sake 

of  face  value cons is tency .

While these  l im i t a t i o n s  should serve  as cau t ions  to  the  reader  who 

may conduct r e l a t e d  r e s e a r c h ,  they in no way negate  the  value  e i t h e r  of 

t h i s  study or r e l a t e d  f u tu r e  resea rch .

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

This work c l e a r l y  s u b s t a n t i a t e s  the  i n t u i t i v e  idea t h a t  i n s t i t u ­

t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  a complex issue  which is not to  be taken l i g h t l y  e i t h e r  

by g ran t  awarding agencies or  g ran t  r e c i p i e n t s .
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INCENTIVE-FUNDED PROJECTS

Total Total Total
Population* Sample Respondents

Mobile Career Development Laboratory P ro je c t  
Charlevoix-Emmet ISD 36 6 2
Gogebic-Ontonagon ISD 15 6 3
Eastern Upper Peninsula ISD 18 6 4

Career Development Support Services Program
Kalamazoo Valley ISD 10 6 3
Charlevoix-Emmet ISD 42 6 1
Kent ISD 17 6 6
Macomb ISD 15 6 3
Genesee ISD ** - -

Calhoun ISD ** - -

Cheboygan-Otsego-Presque I s l e  ISD ** “

Area Placement P ro je c t
G r a t i o t - I s a b e l l a  ISD 23 6 6
Genesee ISD 10 6 3
Gogebic-Ontonagon ISD 15 6 6
Muskegon ISD 16 6 6
Lenawee ISD 15 6 6
UP Placement P ro je c t 18 6 6

Career Exploration and Related Training
Eastern Upper Peninsula ISD 16 6 5

Vocational Education Reading Power P ro je c t
Oakland ISD 9 6 4

Career Development P ro je c t
Coloma School D i s t r i c t 14 6 6

Curriculum Development P ro je c t
Capitol Area Career  Center 8 6 3

Computer Management System P ro je c t
Capitol Area Career Center 9 6 4

TOTAL 316 108 64

Names received from c o n ta c t  persons fo r  each p r o j e c t .  (These numbers 
may not  r e p re se n t  ac tua l  number of  p r o je c t  p a r t i c i p a n t s ;  r a t h e r  names 
fo r  which addresses  were a v a i l a b l e . )

No response  or  received  too l a t e  f o r  in c lu s io n .
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GENERIC PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

The Mobile Career Development Laboratory P ro jec ts  focused upon the  

provis ion  of c a ree r  information and awareness to  high school s tuden ts .  

Decision-making f o r  vocat ional  s e l e c t i o n  was heavi ly  s t r e s s e d  as were 

s e l f  awareness a c t i v i t i e s .  M ater ia ls  development and c o l l e c t io n  and 

in se rv ic e  t r a i n in g  were among the p r o j e c t  components. P ro jec ts  moved 

from o r ig in a l  r e l i a n c e  on mobile un i t s  in to  c a ree r  information cen te rs  

w ith in  the  schools .

The Career Development Support Services  Program p r o je c t s  provided 

in se rv ic e  and a s s i s t a n c e  in the  development and use o f  c a ree r  development 

o r ien ted  m a te r i a l s .  A c a re e r  guidance component was included. P ro jec t  

a c t i v i t i e s  focused upon teachers  the f i r s t  y ea r  and upon s tuden ts  the  

second y e a r .

The Area Placement P ro je c t s  were intended to  develop placement 

programs a t  the  secondary l e v e l .  Record keeping procedures, fol low-up 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  and the  e s tab l ishm ent  of  community con tac ts  were included 

in these  p ro je c t s .  Training of  placement personnel in m a te r ia l s  use 

and placement s t r a t e g i e s  were a p a r t  o f  these  p ro je c t s .

The Career Exploration and Related Tra in ing  p ro je c t s  developed a 

two-phase approach to c a re e r  ex p lo ra t io n .  Emphasis was placed upon 

c a re e r  awareness a t  the  j u n io r  high school leve l  and upon c a re e r  explora­

t i o n  a t  the  high school l e v e l .  Student and teache r  o r ie n te d  m a te r ia l s  

were developed covering a l l  a reas  o f  l i f e  r o l e  competencies. Training 

packages and an implementation process to be used by teach e rs  were a lso  

developed.
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The Vocational Education Reading Power P ro jec t  had as i t s  major in te n t ,  

the c los ing  o f  the  gap between reading d i f f i c u l t y  l ev e ls  o f  in s t ru c t io n a l  

m ater ia ls  and reading problems encountered by secondary s tudents  in voca­

t io n a l  education. As a r e s u l t  o f  the  p r o j e c t ,  modified reading m ate r ia ls  

fo r  s tudents  and t r a in in g  packages fo r  teachers  were developed. Reading 

s k i l l  improvement was incorporated in to  vocational  in s t r u c t io n .

The Career Development Pro jec t  a t  the  secondary level had a th ree ­

pronged o r i e n ta t io n .  Emphasis was upon the  incorpora t ion  o f  a caree r  

planning course in to  the  school c u r r i c u la .  This c la s s  included s e l f -  

awareness and ca ree r  exp lo ra t ion  a c t i v i t i e s .  Emphasis was a lso  upon 

in se rv ice  a c t i v i t i e s  with teachers  r e l a t e d  to  infusing ca ree r  development 

in to  the  classroom. And t h i r d ,  as a guidance component, was the develop­

ment and implementation o f  a model to  help s tudents  plan fo r  t h e i r  caree r  

prepara t ion .

The Curriculum Development Pro jec t  (CDP) centered  around the  plan­

ning, development, and implementation of  ind iv id u a l ized ,  se l f -paced ,  

modularized un i ts  of in s t r u c t io n  in the  vocational  classroom. I t  was 

e s s e n t i a l l y  a c u r r i c u la r  system designed around a c a ree r  ladder approach 

to  meet the  needs of s tudents  a t  a l l  l ev e ls  of  a b i l i t y  and a s p i r a t io n .

The Computer Management System Pro jec t  complemented the  CDP and had as 

i t s  purpose the development o f  a computerized system to  manage the 

ind iv idua l ized  curriculum approach so t h a t  i n s t r u c to r s  could re a d i ly  

access ,  modify, and use needed m ate r ia ls  and information.
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||] Agricultural and Natural Resources Education Institute 
410 Agriculture Hall (517)355-6580
Michigan State University East Lansing, Michigan 48824

November 14, 1978

Dear (Name):

You may remember working with (Name) on the (Name of P ro je c t ) .  He 
suggested t h a t  I co n ta c t  you fo r  a l i s t  of  people a s so c ia ted  with 
i t .

There has been a considerab le  amount of i n t e r e s t  in the  i n s t i t u t i o n ­
al i 2 a t io n  of e x te rn a l ly  funded p r o je c t s  in vocat ional  education.  I 
am preparing a study to determine the  important v a r ia b le s  t h a t  a f f e c t  
the  success o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  To c o l l e c t  t h i s  information,  I 
have to  g e t  in touch with teach e rs ,  a d m in i s t r a to r s ,  and o thers  
assoc ia ted  with the  p ro je c t .

Your cooperation in providing me with t h e i r  names and addresses  on 
the  enclosed forms would be g r e a t ly  app rec ia ted .  I f  you could 
fu rn ish  me with a t  l e a s t  f iv e  names in each category,  I could a r r i v e  
a t  a va l id  sample. Some o f  the  people you might th ink  o f  may have 
moved away. Would you p lease  include t h e i r  names and addresses ,  
i f  you know them, anyway?

(Name), thank you very much fo r  your help.

Sincere ly ,

Linda S. McFaul
A r t i c u l a t i  on Consultant

LSM/caf

Enclosures
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PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

Ind iv idua ls  in t h i s  category should re p re se n t  p ro je c t  a d m in is t ra t io n ,  
i . e . ,  p ro je c t  d i r e c to r  o r  co o rd ina to r ,  vocational d i r e c to r ,  members 
o f  an a d m in is t ra t iv e  o r  coo rd ina ting  committee, e tc .  These persons 
should have been involved, i f  p o ss ib le ,  throughout th e  du ra tion  of 
th e  p ro je c t  on a re g u la r  continuing  b a s is .

NAME ___________________________ NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________ NAME
ADDRESS ________  _________  ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________ NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS
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PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION

Ind iv idua ls  in th i s  category  should re p re se n t  p ro je c t  implementors, i . e . ,  
classroom te a c h e r s ,  placement personnel, co-op c o o rd in a to rs ,  counse lo rs , 
e tc .  These persons should have been involved, i f  p o ss ib le ,  throughout 
the  dura tion  o f  the p ro je c t  on a re g u la r  continuing b a s is .

NAME NAME
ADDRESS_________ ■ ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS • ____  ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS _______  ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS
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SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

Ind iv idua ls  in th i s  category should be persons having a knowledge of 
the  p ro je c t ,  bu t not having an a c t iv e  involvement with p ro je c t  admin­
i s t r a t i o n  or implementation. Such persons might include: super­
in tend en t,  a s s i s t a n t  su p e r in ten d en t,  d i r e c to r s  of various se rv ic e  
a re a s ,  bu ild ing  p r in c ip a l s ,  e tc .

NAME  __________________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME ___________.___________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME ___________________________  NAME
ADDRESS ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS

NAME
ADDRESS
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111 Agricultural and Natural Resources Education Institute 
jj| 410 Agriculture Hall (517) 355-6580

Michigan State University East Lansing, Michigan 48824

December 14, 1978

Dear (Name):

Thank you fo r  providing me with the  names and addresses of in d iv id u a ls  
a sso c ia ted  with the  (Name o f  P r o je c t ) .  Your response w ill  help  me 
ca rry  ou t the  next s tep  o f  the  study dealing  with the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a ­
t io n  o f e x te rn a l ly  funded p ro je c ts  in vocational education .

(Name), thank you very much fo r  your help .

S incere ly  yours ,

Linda S. McFaul 
A r t ic u la t io n  Consultan t

LSM/caf
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Agricultural and Natural Resources Education Institute 
410 Agriculture Hall (517)355-6580
Michigan State University East Lansing, Michigan 48824

January 30, 1979

Dear (Name):

You have been id e n t i f i e d  by your p ro fess iona l co lleagues as an 
indiv idual who played a key ro le  in the  (Name o f  P ro je c t ) .

There has been a considerab le  amount o f i n t e r e s t  in the  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l i z a t io n  o f  e x te rn a l ly  funded p ro je c ts  in vocational education .
I am preparing a study to  determine the  important f a c to r s  th a t  
a f f e c t  the success o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .

Will you p lease  help me by responding to  the  enclosed q u e s t io n n a ire  
which w ill  id e n t i fy  such fa c to rs?  Because o f your e f f o r t s ,  you 
a re  in an e x c e l le n t  p o s i t io n  to  fu rn ish  in s ig h t  in to  innovation which 
can b e n e f i t  resea rch  dea ling  with change.

Your responses w ill  be held s t r i c t l y  c o n f id e n tia l  and th e re fo re ,  
your anonymity m aintained. Your re tu rn in g  th i s  q u es t io n n a ire  by 
February 21, 1979 would be apprec ia ted .

Thank you very much fo r  your help.

S incere ly  yours ,

Linda S. McFaul 
A r t ic u la t io n  Consultant

LSM/caf

Enclosure
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Institutionalization Questionnaire

Michigan State University January  1979
East Laming, Michigan 48824

W hen a  sc h o o l d istric t Im p lem en ts  an  ex ternally  funded  Innovative p ro jec t, th e  
d istric t m u st d e c id e  w h at to  d o  w hen  th e  ex te rn a l fund ing  c e a s e s . T h e  p ro jec t 
m ay  b e  d ro p p e d  o r  It m ay  c o n tin u e  a s  p a r t of reg u la r  d istric t o p e ra tio n s . 
In th e  la tte r  c a s e , w e sa y  th a t  th e  p ro jec t h a s  been  “in stitu tio n a lized .” T h e re  
m ay b e  ce rta in  variab les w hich  in d ica te  th a t a  p ro je c t will c o n tin u e  a n d  b e c o m e
iadliU. ,i2jhMAll«Jkji ■ ,1 i&U I M 41km Y L m £ M M 4.4! MB «  Jl. .mU ..A>!aUIa * 1 A* 4 U A

P lease  read  th e  q u e s tio n s  below . K eep in m ind th a t e a c h  q u e s tio n  is p re fa ced  
w ith  "TO WHAT EXTENT.”

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

FIRST: c irc le  th e  n u m b e r  o n  th e  rating  sc a le  (1*5) a t  th e  im m ed ia te  righ t of 
e a c h  q u e s tio n  to  in d ica te  to  w h a t e x ten t th is  o c c u re d  in y o u r  p ro ject.

SEC O N D : c irc le  th e  n u m b e r  on  th e  rating  sc a le  (1-3) a t  th e  fa r righ t of e a c h  
q u es tio n  to  in d ica te  w h e th e r in stitu tionaliza tion  w as facilita ted  o r  h in d ered  by 
th e  p re se n c e  o r  a b s e n c e  of e a c h  item .
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TO  WHAT EXTENT:

1. Did p ro je c t p a rtic ip an ts , a t a // levels. In te rac t w ith o n e  a n o th e r? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2. W ere tan g ib le  incen tiv es (e.g .. re lease d  tim e, pay) u se d  to  m otivate 
p ro je c t sta ff? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

3. Did th e  in itia to rs o f  th e  p ro jec t m ak e  know n th e  po ten tia l lo ng -te rm  
effe c ts? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

4. H as th e  p ro je c t b e e n  co n tin u e d  a s  initially Im plem ented? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

5. D id p e o p le  o u ts id e  o f th e  d is tr ic t d irec t th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

6. Did y o u r sc h o o l d is tr ic t have  a  h is to ry  o f ad o p tin g  v o cational ed u ca tio n  
re la ted  in n o v a tio n s? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

7. D id th e  v o cational d irec to r  su p p o r t th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

8. W as th e  final p ro je c t ev aluation  positive? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

9. W ere reg u la r  p ro je c t m e e tin g s  h e ld ? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

10. W as th e re  a  p ilo t te s t fo r  m o d ifica tion  o f th e  p ro je c t b e fo re  la rg e  sc a le  
im p lem en ta tio n ? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

11. Did th e  p ro je c t in c re a se  sta ff w o rk lo ad s? 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

12. Did final evalu a tio n  o c c u r? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

13. D o es th e  sc h o o l d is tric t h av e  an  o p e n  o rg an iza tio n a l c lim ate? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

14. Did th e  in s tru c tio n a l a n d  su p p o rt s ta ff  feel positively  ab o u t th e ir  p ro ­
fe ss io n a l c o m p e te n c e ? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

15. W as th e re  in c re a se d  s tu d e n t lea rn in g  a s  a  re su lt of th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

16. Did m on ito rin g  of th e  p ro je c t by  th e  M ichigan D ep artm en t of E d u ca tio n  
o c c u r? 1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3

17. Did th e  M ichigan D e p artm en t o f  E d u ca tio n  p a rtic ip a te  actively  in th e  
p ro jec t? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

18. W as th e  innovative p ro je c t m a n d a te d  ex ternally? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

19. Did o u ts id e  p e o p le  tra in  p ro je c t p a r tic ip a n ts? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

20. W as th e  p ro je c t d ire c to r  a d e p t In p ro c e ss  sk ills? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

21. W ere  in ta n g ib le  p ro fe s s io n a l  a n d  p sy c h o lo g ic a l  in c e n tiv e s  (e .g ., 
e n c o u ra g e m e n t, reco g n itio n ) u se d  to  m otivate  p ro je c t staff? 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
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D IRECTIO N S:

P le a se  read  th e  q u e s tio n s  below . K eep in m ind  th a t e a c h  q u e s tio n  is p re fa ced  
w ith "TO  W HAT EXTENT."

FIRST: c irc le  th e  n u m b e r  on  th e  ra tin g  sc a le  (1-5) a t  th e  im m ed ia te  righ t of 
e a c h  q u e s tio n  to  in d ica te  to  w h a t e x te n t th is  o c c u re d  in your p ro ject.

SECO N D : c irc le  th e  n u m b e r  on  th e  ra tin g  s c a le  (1-3) a t th e  fa r righ t of e a c h  
q u e s tio n  to  in d ica te  w h e th e r  in s titu tio n a liza tio n  w as fac ilita ted  o r  h in d e re d  by  
th e  p re se n c e  o r  a b s e n c e  o f e a c h  item .

TO  W HAT EXTENT:

22. D id th e  p ro jec t reflec t th e  su p e r in te n d e n t’s  p rio rities?

23. W as a s s is ta n c e  av ailab le  to  p ro je c t p a r tic ip a n ts?

24. W as th e re  tw o-w ay  ora l c o m m u n ic a tio n  b e tw e e n  th e  p ro je c t d ire c to rs  
a n d  p ro je c t im p lem en to rs?

25. Did th e  bu ild ing  p rin c ip a l p a r tic ip a te  in th e  tra in in g ?

26. W as th e r e  s p a c e  to  c o n tin u e  th e  p ro je c t a f te r  th e  ex te rn a l fu n d in g  e n d e d ?

27. D id  a d m in is tra to rs  p e rc e iv e  th e  p ro je c t to  b e  su c c e s s fu l?

28. D id both ad m in istra tiv e  a n d  in s tru c tio n a l levels su p p o r t  th e  in itia tion  of 
th e  p ro je c t?

29. W as th e  p ro je c t e a s y  to  m a n a g e ?

30. W ere th e  m erits  o f  th e  p ro je c t d e sc r ib e d  b e fo re  it w a s  s ta r te d ?

31. W ere m ate ria ls  ava ilab le  to  im p lem en t th e  p ro je c t?

32. W ere  n ew  b eh av io rs  req u ired  by th e  p ro je c t e x p la in e d  to  y o u ?

33. W ere  m ate ria ls  availab le  to  c o n tin u e  th e  p ro je c t a f te r  th e  e x te rn a l fu n d in g  
e n d e d ?

34. D id key p e rso n n e l p a r tic ip a te  in p ro je c t  d e c is io n  m ak in g ?

35. D id  th e  v o ca tio n a l d ire c to r  p a r t ic ip a te  in p ro je c t tra in in g ?

36. W as th e re  e q u ip m e n t to  c o n tin u e  th e  p ro je c t a f te r  th e  e x te rn a l fu n d in g  
c e a s e d ?

37. D id th e  in s tru c tio n a l a n d  su p p o r t  sta ff h a v e  a  positive  a t t i tu d e  to w ard  
c h a n g e ?

38. D id th e  d is tr ic t a l lo c a te  m o n ey  to  su p p o r t  th e  p ro je c t b e /o re  e x te rn a l 
fu n d in g  e n d e d ?

39. W ere  th e  d e m a n d s  o f th e  p ro je c t d e s c r ib e d  b e fo re  it w as  s ta r te d ?

40. Did th e  in s tru c tio n a l a n d  su p p o r t  s ta ff  p e rc e iv e  th e  p ro je c t to  b e  
su c c e ss fu l?

41. W ere  p e o p le  ava ilab le  to  Im p lem en t th e  p ro je c t?

42. W ere  se v e ra l sc h o o ls  invo lved  in th e  p ro je c t?

43. W ere  p ro je c t o b je c tiv e s  fo llow ed  a s  s ta te d ?

44. W ere  p ro je c t p a r tic ip a n ts  a b le  to  sa tis fy  th e ir  c o n c e rn s  a n d  g o a ts  by th e ir  
p a rtic ip a tio n ?

45. Did th e  sc h o o l d is tr ic t a d a p t  to  p ro je c t d e m a n d s ?

46. D o p a re n ts  In th e  d is tr ic t su p p o r t  in n o v a tio n ?

47. Did th e  in s tru c tio n a l a n d  su p p o r t  s ta ff  c o o p e ra te  w ith  e a c h  o th e r  in 
im p lem en tin g  th e  p ro je c t?

48. Is m a n a g e m e n t c e n tra liz e d  w ithin th e  d is tr ic t?

49. D id local p e o p le  tra in  p ro je c t p a r tic ip a n ts?

50. D id  th e  p ro je c ts  replace p re v io u s  p ra c tic e s , c u rric u la  or p ro g ra m s?

TO WHAT EXTENT:

Did this facilitate 
o r hinder institu­
tionalizing your 
project?

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
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2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

. 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 S 1 2 3

2 3 4 S 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

2 3 4 5 1 2 3

- r -  •«
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51. W ere  involved te a c h e rs  fam iliar w ith p ro jec t m ateria ls, m e th o d s  a n d /o r
tech n iq u es '? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

52. Did th e  bu ild ing  p rincipal su p p o rt th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

53. Did th e  p ro jec t supplement ex isting  p rac tices , c u rric u la  o r  p ro g ram s? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

54. W as re liab le  in form ation  ab o u t th e  p ro je c t availab le  to  project partic ipan ts? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

55. Did ad m in is tra to rs  d ea l w ith u n an tic ip a ted  p ro jec t-re la ted  e v e n ts  flexibly? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

56. Did th e  p ro jec t re q u ire  co m p lex  in teg ra tio n  o f  its activ ities in to  schoo l 
p ro g ra m s? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

57. W as it perce iv ed  th a t th e  In structional an d  su p p o rt sta ff m ain ta ined  a s e n s e  
o f p e rso n a l Involvem ent in th e  s u c c e s s  o f th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

5B. W as th e  p ro jec t e a sy  to  im p lem en t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

59. Is d e c is io n  m aking  cen tra lized  within th e  d is tric t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

60. W as th e  p ro je c t d e v e lo p ed  by p eo p le  o u ts id e  of th e  d istric t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

61. W as th e  p ro je c t d e v e lo p ed  by local d is tric t p eo p le? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

62. W as th e re  in c re a se d  s tu d e n t  m otivation  a s  a  re su lt of th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

63. Did th e  in stru c tio n a l an d  su p p o r t sta ff pa rtic ip a te  in evaluating  th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

64. Did o n -g o in g  evaluation  o c c u r? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

65. Did th e  p ro jec t re flec t th e  b o ard  o f e d u c a tio n 's  p rio rities? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

66. W ere p ro jec t ob jec tiv es s ta te d ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

67. A re you  p resen tly  app ly in g  b as ic  p ro je c t id e a s  an d  m e th o d s  in y o u r 
c la s sro o m  o r w ork  situ a tio n ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

68. W as s p a c e  availab le  to  im p lem en t th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

69. W as th e re  co n tin u ity  o f p ro je c t m an ag em en t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

70. Did p ro je c t m e e tin g s  a d d re s s  p rac tica l c o n c e rn s ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

71. D o es  th e  g en e ra l co m m u n ity  su p p o rt innovation  in th e  sc h o o ls? ' 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

72. Did key  p e rso n n e l p a rtic ip a te  in p ro jec t d e s ig n ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

73. Did th e  d istric t beg in  th e  p ro je c t w ith th e  in ten t th a t it w ould  c o n tin u e  w h en  
ex te rn a l fu n d in g  c e a s e d ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

74. Did you  u n d e rs ta n d  y o u r  ro le  in th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

75. Did p lan n in g  o c c u r  b e fo re  th e  p ro jec t w as  s ta rte d ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

76. W as in -se rv ice  tra in in g  p rov ided  to  p ro jec t p a rtic ip a n ts? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

77. W ere  p ro je c t m a te ria ls  d ev e lo p ed  by  p ro jec t sta ff? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

76. Did th e  p ro je c t re q u ire  c h a n g e  in s ta ff  b eh av io r? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

79. W as th e  p ro je c t co m p a tib le  w ith ex is ting  ac tiv ities o f th e  sy s tem ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

80. W ere severa l in s tru c tio n a l a n d  su p p o rt sta ff involved in th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

81. W as tim e availab le  fo r im p lem en ta tio n ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

82. Did key  p e rso n n e l p a rtic ip a te  in p ro je c t tra in in g ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

83. W as th e  Innovative p ro je c t m a n d a te d  in ternally? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

84. D id th e  p ro je c t a d a p t to  sc h o o l d istr ic t n e e d s ? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

85. W as e q u ip m e n t availab le  to  Im plem ent th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

86. A re th e  o b jec tiv es  of th e  p ro jec t still in effec t w ithin y o u r  sc h o o l d is tric t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

87. W as th e  d istr ic t p a rtic ip a tin g  in o th e r  innovative  p ro je c ts? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

88. A re th e re  s tro n g  co llec tiv e  b arg a in in g  un its  w ithin th e  d is tr ic t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

89. W as th e re  p e rce iv ed  risk  a n d  u n ce rta in ty  c o n n e c te d  w ith th e  p ro jec t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

90. H as y o u r  d is tric t c o n tin u e d  local fund ing  of th e  p ro je c t? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

91. Is th e  c u rre n t a t ti tu d e  In th e  sc h o o l d is tric t to w ard  th e  p ro je c t positive? 1 2 3 5 1 2 3
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DIRECTIONS:

P le a se  read  th e  q u e s tio n s  below .

FIRST: c irc le  e ith e r  1 o r  2, a t  th e  im m ed ia te  righ t o f  th e  q u e s tio n  to  in d ica te  
a  " y e s” o r  “no" re sp o n se .

SEC O N D : c irc le  th e  n u m b e r  on th e  sc a le  (1-3) a t th e  far righ t o f ea c h  q u e s tio n  
to  in d ica te  w h e th e r  In stitu tionaliza tion  w as fac ilita ted  o r  h in d e re d  by  th e  
s itu a tio n  re flec te d  in y o u r  re sp o n se . YES NO

Old this facilitate 
or hinder institu­
tionalizing your 
project?

1
-  I
2  1  £  x

£<
o
z

92. H as th e  su p e rin te n d e n t b e e n  in th e  sc h o o l d istric t th re e  y e a rs  o r  le s s?

93. H as  th e  su p e rin te n d e n t b een  in th e  sc h o o l d istric t se v en  y e a rs  o r  m ore?

94. is  th e re  a  low tu rn o v e r ra te  am o n g  in s tru c tio n a l an d  su p p o r t sta ff?

95. Is th e re  a  low  tu rn o v e r ra te  am o n g  d is tr ic t ad m in is tra to rs?

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

1 2 3

N ow  th a t  y o u  h av e  c o m p le te d  th e  Institu tionaliza tion  Q u es tio n n a ire , will y o u  p le a se  ta k e  a  few  m ore 
m in u tes  to  c o m p le te  th e  follow ing d e m o g ra p h ic  in fo rm atio n ?  T h an k  you  very  m uch  fo r yo u r 
co o p e ra tio n .

1. Title:

2. A ge R ange:
. u n d e r  25 
.2 6 -3 0

.3 1 -3 5  

. 36-40
.4 1 -4 9  
. 50  p lu s

3. Sex:
. Fem ale . M ale

4. H ig h es t D eg ree  E arned :
________ B a ch e lo r
________ M aster

5. T im e in P re se n t Position :
________ le s s  th a n  1 y e a r
________ 1-3 y ea rs

6. T o ta l T im e in E d u ca tio n  P ro fession :
________ le s s  th a n  1 y e a r
________ 1-3 y e a rs

7. T im e in P re se n t E d u ca tio n a l A gency:
________ le s s  th a n  1 y ea r
________ 1-3  y e a rs

. S p ec ia lis t 

. D o c to ra te

. 4-6  y e a rs  

. 7-9  y e a rs

. 4-6  y e a rs  

. 7-9  y e a rs

. 4 -6  y e a rs  

. 7-9 y e a rs

.1 0 -1 4  y e a rs  

. 15 p lu s  y e a rs

.1 0 -1 4  y e a rs  

. 15 p lu s  y e a rs

. 10-14 y e a rs  

. 15 p lu s  y e a rs

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO:

Linda S. McFaul 
CBE Articulation Project 

100 Wills House 
Michigan State University 

East Lansing, Michigan 48624
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February 17, 1979

Your a s s is ta n c e  is  badly needed! About Zh weeks 
ago you received an " I n s t i tu t io n a l i z a t io n  Question 
na ire"  from me. Your response is  needed so the 
research  can be continued. Thank you fo r  your 
help!

Linda S. McFaul 
A r t ic u la t io n  Consultant
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AGGREGATE: TO WHAT EXTENT AND FACILITATE/HINDER
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1 . Did p ro jec t  p a r t ic ip a n ts ,  a t  a l l
le v e ls ,  in te r a c t  with one f a 1 4 2

_  **
31 26

**
55 6 3

another? P 1 . 6 6.3 3.1 48.4 40.6 85.9 9.4 4.7

2. Were tan g ib le  incentives ( e .g ,
re leased  tim e, pay) used to F 14 11 3 28** 8 1 34** 1 2 17
m otivate p ro je c t  s ta f f? P 21.9 17.2 4.7 43.8 12.5 1 . 6 53.1 18.8 26.6

3. Did the  i n i t i a t o r s  o f the pro­
j e c t  make known the  po ten tia l F 4 24 36** 52** 5 7
long-term e ffe c ts? P 6.3 37.5 56.3 81.3 7.8 10.9

4. Has the  p ro je c t  been continued as F 4 1 2 1 25** 2 2 5 31 9 19
i n i t i a l l y  implemented? P 6.3 18.8 1 . 6 39.1 34.4 7.8 48.4 14.1 29.7

5. Did people outside  o f  th e  d i s t r i c t F 19** 19 5 1 0 11 2 28** 8 26
d i r e c t  th e  p ro jec t? P 29.7 29.7 7.8 15.6 17.2 3.1 43.8 12.5 40.6

6 . Did your school d i s t r i c t  have a
h is to ry  of adopting vocational F 1 4 11 7 23** 18 4 35** 3 2 2
education re la te d  innovations? P 1 . 6 6.3 17.2 10.9 35.9 28.1 6.3 54.7 4.7 34.4

* . .

F = Frequency; P = Percentage; * = Mode
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7. Did the  vocational d i re c to r  support 
the p ro jec t? F 5 5 3 9 42** 2

,_**
50 6 6

P 7.8 7.8 4.7 14.1 65.6 3.1 78.1 9.4 9.4
8 . Was the f in a l  p ro je c t  evaluation  

positive? F 1 7 17 **39 47 2 15
P 1 . 6 10.9 26.6 60.9 73.4 3.1 23.4

9. Were regu la r  p ro jec t  meetings held? F 1 1 8 2 24
* *

28 2
**

46 9 7
P 1 . 6 1 . 6 12.5 3.1 37.5 43.8 3.1 71.9 14.1 10.9

1 0 . Was th e re  a p i l o t  t e s t  fo r  m odifica­
t io n  of the  p ro je c t  before la rge F 2 13 5 8

* *
19 17 2

* *
36 4 2 2

sca le  implementation? P 3.1 20.3 7.8 12.5 29.7 26.6 3.1 56.3 6.3 34.4

1 1 . Did the  p ro je c t  increase  s t a f f  work­
loads? F 4 11 2 41** 6 3 16

**
27 18

P 6.3 17.2 3.1 64.1 9.4 4.7 25.0 42.2 28.1
1 2 . Did f in a l  evaluation  occur? F 2 2 2 13 1 2

★*
33 2

**
38 3 21

P 3.1 3.1 3.1 20.3 18.8 51.6 3.1 59.4 4.7 32.8
13. Does the school d i s t r i c t  have an 

open organizational climate? F 2 2 6 5
**

30 19 4
**

39 1 2 9
P 3.1 3.1 9.4 7.8 46.9 29.7 6.3 60.9 18.8 14.1

14. Does the  in s t ru c t io n a l  and support 
s t a f f  fee l  p o s i t iv e ly  about t h e i r F 1 3 4

**
33 23 1

**
46 11 6

professional competence? P 1 . 6 4.7 6.3 51.6 35.9 1 . 6 71.9 17.2 9.4

15. Was th e re  increased s tuden t lea rn ing  
as a r e s u l t  o f  the  p ro jec t? F 1 5

**
29 29

**
53 1 1 0

P 1 . 6 7.8 45.3 45.3 82.8 1 . 6 15.6
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16. Did monitoring o f  the p ro jec t  by 
the  Michigan Department of Educa­
t io n  occur?

17. Did the Michigan Department o f  
Education p a r t ic ip a te  a c t iv e ly  in 
the  p ro jec t?

18. Was the  innovative p ro je c t  man­
dated ex te rna lly?

19. Did ou ts ide  people t r a in  p ro jec t  
p a r t ic ip a n ts?

20. Was the  p ro je c t  d i re c to r  adept 
in process s k i l l s ?

21. Were in tan g ib le  professional and 
psychological incentives ( e . g . ,  
encouragment, recognition) used 
to  motivate p ro je c t  s t a f f ?

22. Did the  p ro je c t  r e f l e c t  the 
su p e r in tenden t 's  p r io r i t i e s ?

23. Was a ss is ta n c e  a v a i lab le  to  pro­
j e c t  p a r t ic ip a n ts?

P

F
P

F
P

F

P

F
P

F

1
1 . 6

2

1

14 24
**

12
■Ip-If

3 27 4
9 .4  10.9

9 12

21.9 37.5 18.8

1016** 15 25
~3J ITT
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18.8 25.0 23.4 15.6

6  12 11 3
" 5 0  974 18.8 17.2 477”

12 9 4 30 8
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4

21 7
32.8 10.9

**
40 3

P 1.6 18.8 14.1 6.3  46.9

F 3 5 22 34

12.5 
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1

62.5 4.7

56 3
4 .7  7.8 34.4 53.1

6  7 34** 14

1.6 87.5 4.7

1 46** 8

4.7

4

9 .4  1 0.9 53.1 21.9

11 29
**

1 2
+ • 1*

37 11
P 176 O  T772 1079 4573 1878"

F 4 35** 25 1 57* *

6.3 54.7 39.1

30
4.7 42.2 6.3 46.9

27
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7.8 39 .T 10.9 42.2
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24. Was th ere  two-way oral communica­
t io n  between th e  p ro jec t  d i re c to rs F 1 1 2 2 2 38** 2 53** 4 5
and p ro jec t  implementors? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 3.1 34.4 59.4 3.1 82.8 6.3 7.8

25. Did the  building principal p a r t i ­ F 1 2 15 7 2 1 ** 9 30** 19 15
c ip a te  in th e  tra in in g ? P 18.8 23.4 10.9 32.8 14.1 46.9 29.7 23.4

26. Was the re  space to  continue the pro­
j e c t  a f t e r  the  external funding F 1 2 2 7 30** 2 2 45** 6 13
ended? P 1 . 6 3.1 3.1 10.9 46.9 34.4 70.3 9.4 20.3

27. Did adm in istra to rs  perceive the  pro­ F 1 0 6 17 31** 2 41** 11 1 0

j e c t  to  be successful? P 15.6 9 .4 26.6 48.4 3.1 64.1 17.2 15.6

28. Did both adm in is tra tive  and in s tru c ­
t io n a l  le v e ls  support the i n i t i a t i o n F 1 9 4 31 ** 19 1 47** 11 5
of the  p ro jec t? P 1 . 6 14.1 6.3 48.4 29.7 1 . 6 73.4 17.2 7.8

29. Was the  p ro je c t  easy to  manage? F 1 1 4 8 41** 9 3 41** 7 13
P 1 . 6 1 . 6 6.3 12.5 64.1 14.1 4.7 64.1 10.9 20.3

30. Were the  m erits  o f th e  p ro jec t  des­ F 1 5 2 21 35** 1 49** 5 9
cribed before i t  was s ta r te d ? P 1 . 6 7.8 3.1 32.8 54.7 1 . 6 76.6 7.8 14.1

31. Were m a te r ia ls  a v a i la b le  to  imple­ F 1 1 9 1 23 2 g ** 1 48** 9 6

ment the  p ro jec t? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 14.1 1 . 6 35.9 45.3 1 . 6 75.0 14.1 9.4
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32. Were new behaviors required by the F 1 2 7 6 33** 15 3 41 ** 8 1 2
p ro jec t  explained to  you? P 1 . 6 3.1 10.9 9.4 51.6 23.4 4.7 64.1 12.5 18.8

33. Were m ateria ls  a v a i la b le  to  con­
t in u e  the p ro je c t  a f t e r  the F 5 7 4 18 30** 42** 15 7
external funding ended? P 7.8 10.9 6.3 28.1 46.9 65.6 23.4 10.9

34. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te  in F 1 3 4 28** 28 2 4 9 ** 8 5
p ro jec t  decision making? P 1 . 6 4.7 6.3 43.8 43.8 3.1 76.6 12.5 7.8

35. Did the vocational d i r e c to r  p a r t i ­ F 4 4 1 0 9 23** 14 5 34** 5 2 0
c ip a te  in p ro jec t  t ra in ing? P 6.3 6.3 15.6 14.1 35.9 21.9 7.8 53.1 7.8 31.3

36. Was there  equipment to  continue
the  p ro jec t  a f t e r  the  external F 4 4 6 8 19 23** 1 40** 1 0 13
funding ceased? P 6.3 6.3 9.4 12.5 29.7 35.9 1 . 6 62.5 15.6 20.3

37. Did the  in s tru c t io n a l  and support
s t a f f  have a p o s i t iv e  a t t i tu d e F 1 T 8 4 32** 18 3 42** 13 6

toward change? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 12.5 6.3 50.0 28.1 4.7 65.6 20.3 9.4

38. Did the  d i s t r i c t  a l lo c a te  money to
support the  p ro jec t  before ex te r­ F 2 13 8 1 2 25** 4 6 29** 2 0 9
nal funding ended? P 3.1 20.3 12.5 18.8 39.1 6.3 9.4 45.3 31.3 14.1
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39. Were the demands of the p ro jec t F 4 6 31** 23 2 42**
1 0 1 0

described before  i t  was s ta r te d ? P 6.3 9.4 48.4 35.9 3.1 65.6 15.6 15.6

40. Did the  in s tru c t io n a l  and support
s t a f f  perceive the  p ro jec t  to  be F 1 4 5 2 g** 25 2 48** 7 7
successful? P 1 . 6 6.3 7.8 45.3 39.1 3.1 75.0 10.9 10.9

41. Were people a v a i la b le  to imple­ F 1 1 2 3 28 29** 3 48** 8 5
ment the  pro jec t? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 3.1 4 .7 43.8 45.3 4.7 75.0 12.5 7.8

42. Were several schools involved in F 3 1 1 17 42** 3 52** 4 5
th e  p ro jec t? P 4 .7 1 . 6 1 . 6 26.6 65.6 4.7 81.3 6.3 7.8

43. Were p ro jec t  ob jec tives  followed F 2 1 25 36** 1 53** 6 4
as s ta ted? P 3.1 1 . 6 39.1 56.3 1 . 6 82.8 9.4 6.3

44. Were p ro jec t  p a r t ic ip a n ts  ab le  to
s a t i s f y  t h e i r  concerns and goals F 1 3 4 32 24 2 53** 6 3
by t h e i r  p a r t ic ip a tio n ? P 1 . 6 4 .7 6.3 50.0 37.5 3.1 82.8 9.4 4.7

45. Did the  school d i s t r i c t  adapt to F 5 6 33** 2 0 3 43** 9 9
p ro je c t  demands? P 7.8 9.4 51.6 31.3 4.7 67.2 14.1 14.1

46. Do parents in the  d i s t r i c t  support F 2 3 1 2 30** 17 3 41** 5 15
innovation? P 3.1 4.7 18.8 46.9 26.6 4.7 64.1 7.8 23.4
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47. Did th e  in s tru c t io n a l  and support 
s t a f f  cooperate with each o ther F 4 4 28** 28 1 53** 5 5
in implementing the p ro jec t? P 6.3 6 .3 43.8 43.8 1.6 82.8 7.8 7.8

•CO Is management c en tra l ize d  w ithin F 1 3 10 25** 25 3 40** 8 13
the  d i s t r i c t ? P 1.6 4.7 15.6 39.1 39.1 4.7 62.5 1275 20.3

49. Did local people t r a in  p ro jec t F 2 10 5 7 25** 15 3 35** 8 18
p a rt ic ip a n ts? P 3.1 15.6 7.8 10.9 39.1 23.4 4.7 54.7 12.5 28.1

50. Did the  p ro jec ts  rep lace  previous F 20** 20 6 16 2 3 28** 10 23
p ra c t ic e s ,  c u r r ic u la ,  or programs? P 31.3 31.3 9.4 25.0 3.1 4.7 43.8 15.6 35.9

51. Were involved teachers fam ilia r  
with p ro je c t  m a te r ia ls ,  methods F 2 11 2 29** 20 3 46** 10 5
and/or techniques? P 3.1 17.2 3.1 45.3 31.3 4.7 71.9 15.6 7.8

52. Did th e  build ing p rinc ipa l sup­
p o rt  the  p ro jec t?

F 2 4 6 26** 26 46** 12 6
P 3.1 6.3 9 .4 40.6 40.6 71.9 18.8 9 .4

53. Did th e  p ro jec t  supplement 
e x is t in g  p ra c t ic e s ,  c u rr ic u la , F 1 8 3 2 2g** 21 3 50** 4 7
o r programs? P 1 . 6 12.5 4 .7 3.1 45.3 32.8 4.7 78.1 6.3 10.9

54. Was r e l i a b l e  information about 
the  p ro jec t  av a i la b le  to  p ro jec t F 1 2 1 29 31** 2 i- .**54 7 1
p a r t ic ip a n ts ? P V.6 3.1 1.6 45.3 48.4 3.1 84.4 10.9 1.6
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55. Did adm in is tra to rs  deal with
unantic ipa ted  p ro je c t- re la te d F 2 7 34 21 2 47** 7 8

events f lex ib ly ? P 3.1 10.9 53.1 32.8 3.1 73.4 10.9 12.5

56. Did th e  p ro je c t  requ ire  complex
in te g ra t io n  o f i t s  a c t i v i t i e s F 5 2 0 5 21 13 2 41 13 8

in to  school programs? P 7.8 31.3 7.8 32.8 20.3 3.1 64.1 20.3 12.5

57. Was i t  perceived th a t  the  in s t ru c ­
tion a l  and support s t a f f  main­ F 2 8 6 29 19 2 42 14 6

ta ined  a sense o f personal involve­ P 3.1 12.5 9.4 45.3 29.7 3.1 65.6 21.9 9.4
ment in the  success of the  p ro jec t?

58. Was the  p ro je c t  easy to implement? F 8 7 7 31** 11 2 37** 14 11

P 12.5 10.9 10.9 48.4 17.2 3.1 57.8 21.9 17.2

59. Is decision  making cen tra l ized F 2 6 8 28** 2 0 3 38** 1 0 13
w ithin  the  d i s t r i c t ? P 3.1 9.4 12.5 43.8 31.3 4 .7 59.4 15.6 20.3

60. Was th e  p ro je c t  developed by F 17 8 6 14 19** 4 27** 15 18
people ou ts ide  of th e  d i s t r i c t ? P 26.6 12.5 9.4 21.9 29.7 6.3 42.2 23.4 28.1

61. Was the p ro jec t  developed by F 1 2 9 6 1 2 25** 3 36** 1 2 13
local d i s t r i c t  people? P 18.8 14.1 9.4 18.8 39.1 4.7 56.3 18.8 20.3

62. Was th e re  increased s tudent
m otivation as a r e s u l t  o f  the F 1 4 2 32** 25 2 54** 5 3
pro jec t? P 1 . 6 6.3 3.1 50.0 39.1 3.1 84.4 7.8 4 .7
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63. Did the  in s t ru c t io n a l  and support
s t a f f  p a r t ic ip a te  in evaluating F 2 9 7 17 29 2 39** 1 0 13
th e  p ro jec t? P 3.1 14.1 10.9 26.6 45.3 3.1 60.9 15.6 20.3

64. Did on-going evaluation occur? F 3 3 9 19 30** 2 45** 7 1 0

P 4.7 4.7 14.1 29.7 46.9 3.1 70.3 10.9 15.6

65. Did the  p ro jec t  r e f l e c t  th e  board F 2 2 7 15 2 0 ** 18 5 30** 8 21

of edu ca tion 's  p r io r i t i e s ? P 3.1 3.1 10.9 23.4 31.3 28.1 7.8 46.9 12.5 32.8"

6 6 . Were p ro jec t  o b jec tives  s ta ted? F 2 5 13 44** 1 55** 1 7
P 3.1 7.8 20.3 6 8 . 8 1 . 6 85.9 1 . 6 10.9

67. Are you p resen tly  applying basic
p ro jec t  ideas and methods in F 5 3 2 6 2 2 26** 3 41 3 17
your classroom o r  work s i tu a t io n ? P 7.8 4.7 3.1 9 .4 34.4 40.6 4.7 64.1 4.7 26.6

6 8 . Was space av a i la b le  to  implement F 1 1 4 3 2 0 35** 2 50** 6 6

the  p ro jec t? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 6.3 4.7 31.3 54.7 3.1 78.1 9.4 9.4

69. Was th ere  c o n tin u i ty  o f p ro jec t F 1 2 5 26 30** 1 52** 7 4
management? P 1 . 6 3.1 7.8 40.6 46.9 1 . 6 81.3 10.9 6.3

70. Did p ro jec t  meetings address F 1 1 6 31** 25 1 49** 4 1 0

p rac t ic a l  concerns? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 9.4 48.4 39.1 1 . 6 76.6 6.3 15.6
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71. Does the  general community sup­ F 1 1 6 3 40** 13 3 50** 5 6
p o r t  innovation in the  schools? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 9 .4 4.7 62.5 20.3 4.7 78.1 7.8 9.4

72. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te  in F 2 3 4 5 2 2 28** 3 4 9 ** 6 6
p ro jec t  design? P 3.1 4.7 6.3 7.8 34.4 43.8 4.7 76.6 9.4 9 .4

73. Did the  d i s t r i c t  begin the pro­
j e c t  with the  in te n t  t h a t  i t F 1 2 6 1 2 2 0 23** 3 37** 13 11
would continue when external P 1 . 6 3.1 9.4 18.8 31.3 35.9 4.7 57.8 20.3 17.2
funding ceased?

74. Did you understand your ro le  in F 1 2 15 46 3 55** 4 2
the  pro jec t? P 1 . 6 3.1 23.4 71.9 4.7 85.9 6.3 3.1

75. Did planning occur before the F 1 1 5 19 38 2
r .**54 3 5

p ro je c t  was s ta r te d ? P 1 . 6 1 . 6 7.8 29.7 59.4 3.1 84.4 4.7 7.8

76. Was in -se rv ic e  t ra in in g  provided F 5 3 21 35** 1 56** 4 3
to p ro je c t  p a r t ic ip a n ts? P 7.8 4 .7 32.8 54.7 1 . 6 87.5 6.3 4.7

77. Were p ro jec t  m a te r ia ls  developed F 4 5 2 2 2 31** 2 51** 4 7
by p ro jec t  s t a f f ? P 6 .3 7.8 3.1 34.4 48.4 3.1 79.7 6.3 10.9

78. Did th e  p ro je c t  req u ire  change F 1 5 9 6 32** 11 4 31** 17 1 2

in s t a f f  behavior? P 1 . 6 7.8 14.1 9 .4 50.0 17.2 6.3 48.4 26.6 18.8
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79. Was the  p ro je c t  compatible with 
ex is t in g  a c t i v i t i e s  of the 
system?

F 1 3 5
**

34 21 3
**

46 7 8
P 1 . 6 4.7 7.8 53.1 32.8 4.7 71.9 10.9 12.5

•
o00 Were several in s t ru c t io n a l  and 

support s t a f f  involved in the  
p ro jec t?

F i 5 3 27 28** 4 51** 2 7
P 1 . 6 7.8 4 .7 42.2 43.8 6.3 79.7 3.1 10.9

81. Was time av a i la b le  fo r  imple­ F 7 5 23 2 g** 3 4 9 ** 8 4
mentation? P 10.9 7.8 35.9 45.3 4.7 76.6 12.5 6.3

82. Did key personnel p a r t ic ip a te F 1 3 7 28** 25 3 52** 4 5
in p ro jec t  tra in in g ? P 1 . 6 4.7 10.9 43.8 39.1 4.7 81.3 6.3 7.8

83. Was the innovative p ro jec t F 1 1 2 11 1 2 17** 11 5 27** 13 19
mandated in te rn a l ly ? P 1 . 6 18.8 17.2 18.8 26.6 17.2 7.8 42.2 20.3 29.7

84. Did the p ro je c t  adapt to  school F 1 2 6 28** 27 2 C lt * *54 2 6

d i s t r i c t  needs? P 1 . 6 3.1 9.4 43.8 42.2 3.1 84.4 3.1 9.4

85. Was equipment av a i lab le  to F 1 2 3 4
i .. i .2 y  An 27 2 49** 5 8

implement the  p ro jec t? P 1 . 6 3.1 4.7 6.3 42.2 42.2 3.1 76.6 7.8 12.5

8 6 . Are the ob jec tives  o f  the  pro­
j e c t  s t i l l  in e f f e c t  w ith in  
your school d i s t r i c t ?

F 1 1 4 2 27 29 2 50** 2 1 0

P 1 . 6 1 . 6 6.3 3.1 42.2 45.3 3.1 78.1 3.1 15.6
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87. Was the  d i s t r i c t  p a r t ic ip a t in g  
in o th er  innovative p ro jec ts?

8 8 . Are th e re  strong  c o l le c t iv e  
bargaining un its  w ithin the  
d i s t r i c t ?

89. Was th e re  perceived r i s k  and 
uncerta in ty  connected with the 
p ro jec t?

P

F

90. Has your d i s t r i c t  continued loca l F_ 
funding o f the  p ro jec t?  P

91. Is the  c u rre n t  a t t i tu d e  in the 
school d i s t r i c t  toward th e  pro­
j e c t  positive?

3.1

1

3.1

10 28* * 14 38** 9
6.3 15.6

2 5

9 .4  43.8 21.9

24 27** 18 1 2
P 1 .6  3.1 7 .8  7.8  37.5 42.2

F 8  13 10 27** 6
12.5 20.3 15.6 42.2 9.4

12 17 20* * 34** 14
6.3 18.8 14.1

2 2 6

3.1 26.6 31.3

24 26
** 44** 7

3.1 9.4 6 .3  37.5 40.6

13
6.3 59.4 14.1 20.3

30* *

6.3 28.1 18.8 46.9

3 20 23** 18
4 .7  31.3 35.9 28.1

14
3.1 53.1 21.9 21.9

11
3.1 6 8 . 8  10.9 17.2
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92. Has the superin tendent been in the school F* 2 24
**

38 3 28 7 26
d i s t r i c t  th ree  years o r  le ss? P 3.1 37.5 59.4 4.7 43.8 10.9 40.6

** „ **
93. Has the  superintendent been in the  school F 4 37 23 7 26 6 25

d i s t r i c t  seven years or more? P 6.3 57.8 35.9 10.9 40.6 9.4 39.1
**

94. Is th e re  a low turnover r a te  among in s tru c ­ F 1 58 5 3 43 6 1 2

t ion a l  s ta f f? P 1 . 6 90.6 7.8 4.7 67.2 9.4 18.8

95. Is th e re  a low turnover r a t e  among d i s t r i c t F 2 56** 6 4 44** 5 11

adm in istra to rs? P 3.1 87.5 9.4 6.3 6 8 . 8 7.8 17.2

ic -1 -
F = Frequency; P = Percentage; = Mode


